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Executive Summary 

COSMOS Corporation and its subcontractor Westat were selected by the National 
Institute of Justice to conduct a National Evaluation of the Local Law Enforcement Block 
Grant (LLEBG) Program in 1997. Because the program was in its early stages, the 
evaluation questions were deliberately selected to cover the startup phases of the 
program: 

How were the program’s procedures implemented by the 
grantees, including mandated decisionmaking such as the use of 
public hearings (discussed in Section 1 of this report)? 

What was the grantees’ reaction to the LLEBG application and 
reporting process (and in particular the electronic processes), and 
what were the views stated by non-applicants (discussed in 
Section 3 of this report)? 

What is the profile of the grantees and how have they used the 
LLEBG funds (discussed in Section 4 of this report)? 

What types of innovative practices are claimed by the grantees, 
and how do the innovative practices operate (discussed in Section 
5 of this report)? 

To address these questions, the evaluation team collected data in three ways: 
through a review of LLEBG grant records; through fax surveys of and in-depth telephone 
interviews with LLEBG grantees; and through site visits to LLEBG grantees who 
claimed innovative uses of the funds. Appendix A contains the full methodology used to 
conduct the evaluation. 

Key Evaluation Findings. This report provides details on the results of these 
activities. Most striking, from among these results, was the following: 

A total of 232 of 236 respondents to a telephone survey 
indicated that they believed they were doing something 
innovative with the LLEBG funds; 

During visits to several sites, grantees were able to associate 
the LLEBG expenditures with specific programs or practices; 

ix 
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Many of those programs and practices had specific goals with 
specified intended outcomes; 

Several LLEBG-funded projects had already begun to produce 
desired outputs (e.g., enhanced crime information systems) or 
outcomes (e.g., reductions in recorded crime); 

Many jurisdictions had “bundled” the LLEBG funds with 
those from other sources (e.g., Byme, COPS) to create a 
synergistic effect; and 

In many cases, LLEBG funds were used as a catalyst to 
leverage other available resources that had more constraints 
on their use. 

In other words, LLEBG funds often were found to have been used in innovative 
ways, to address clearly identified goals, and to produce specified outcomes in an 
accountable fashion. In some cases, these efforts had already begun to achieve desired 
outcomes. The project team did not expect to find such progress for several reasons: 

The evaluation focused on FY 1996 and FY 1997 awards. 
Because sites had 27 months in which to expend these funds, 
significant implementation was not expected to occur until 
well into the evaluation period; 

LLEBG grants had not been made with any of the explicit 
“outcome-oriented” expectations that characterize 
contemporary discretionary grant programs. In fact, there are 
far fewer restrictions on jurisdictions using LLEBG funding 
than are found in other grant programs; and 

For many jurisdictions, the LLEBG funds were fairly modest 
in size, reducing external expectations that significant 
outcomes could be achieved. 

Because of these conditions, by design, the evaluation was not specifically focused 
on documenting or assessing outcomes. Rather, much of the data collection was directed 
at earlier stages in the LLEBG process-e.g., how funds were allocated and activities 
implemented in the first place. Therefore, the fact that several instances of outcome- 
based programs were discovered is all the more remarkable. 
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1. THE LLEBG PROGRAM 

Fiscal Year 
Award 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

1.1 LLEBG AND OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
FOR STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Available for 
Public Law Appropriation Allocation 
Number'' ($ in millions)'L ($ in millions) 

104-134 503 4243 

i 04-208 523 4673 

105-119 523 4855 

105-277 523 4726 

In 1996, Congress charged the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) with 
administering the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) Program, an- initiative 
designed to provide funding to local general purpose governments for projects to reduce 
crime and improve public safety. The program originated the previous year as part of 
the Local Government Block Grant Act of 1995, but was not funded until the following 
session through the Omnibus Fiscal Year 1996 Appropriations Act (P.L. 104-134). 
Exhibit 1-1 shows the appropriations from Congress, the actual amount available for 
allocation to jurisdictions (after finds for project start-up and grants management had 
been allocated), and the number of eligible jurisdictions for the first four years of the 
award. 

Exhibit 1-1 

LLEBG APPROPRIATIONS AND JURISDICTIONS ELIGIBLE FOR AWARDS 
(1996-1999) 

Number of 
Eligible 

Jurisdictions 

3,1934 

3,2424 

3,3825 

3,3a6 

Sources: 1. Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program (CRS 97-87 GOV, 10/30/98). 
2. Federal Crime Control Assistance to State and Local Governments: Department of Justice 

(CRS Report for Congress [97-153 GOV, 2/24/98]). 
3. BJA (1!397), Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program Guidance Manual. 
4. BJA Eligibility Database for Fiscal Years 1996 and 1997 Awards (obtained March 1998). 
5. Fiscal Year 1998 Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program, Allocation Table with 

State and Local Balances, June 11, 1998 (www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bja/htmY98stalloc.htm). 
6. Fiscal Year 1999 State Awards, June 1, 1999 (www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bja/html/99state.htm). 
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The LLEBG legislation was distinctive for a number of reasons. First, the program 
was designed to place few restrictions on local jurisdictions, specifying only general 
categories in which funds could be expended (see the description of program purpose 
areas later in this chapter). Without strict limitations on the use of funds, jurisdictions 
had an opportunity to explore locally-oriented initiatives or programs that they perhaps 
did not have the means to fund prior to the LLEBG program, rather than to follow 
federally-specified priorities. Second, unlike many grant programs, these funds were 
awarded directly to local jurisdictions. Third, although the funds were to support law 
enforcement and public safety measures, the eligible grantee was the local general 
purpose government, not the law enforcement agency (hence the "local" in "local law 
enforcement block grants"). Many jurisdictions did turn the administration of the 
program over to their law enforcement agencies, but the overall impact was to encourage 
collaboration among and between these agencies and other service agencies and 
community groups. 

Finally, unlike most grants, jurisdictions were required to contribute only a 10 to 1 
match (or 1 1.1 % as opposed to the traditional 25 % match associated with most federal 
grants). This low match requirement allowed a number of smaller jurisdictions to 
participate in the program. It also enabled some larger jurisdictions, whose law 
enforcement budgets are often determined well in advance of notice of any available 
grants, to meet the match requirement. 

1.2 FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNDING 

Federal funding for law enforcement purposes first appeared with the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 (LEAA)-legislation that called for $7 million in 
appropriations for criminal justice purposes. Over the last 30 years, the amount of 
federal funding for local law enforcement has fluctuated, particularly when the LEAA 
was discontinued (see Exhibit 1-2). Since the mid-l980s, however, federal funding has 
been on the rise, and within the last few years, funding has reached levels exceeding 
LEAA expenditures (adjusted to 1999 dollars). 

Among these federally funded programs, the LLEBG is not the largest but has been 
a substantial source of the funds available for law enforcement over the last four years; 
LLEBG funds have comprised just under 20 percent of the federal grant funds available 
for local law enforcement since 1996. In addition, the limited restrictions have given 
jurisdictions greater flexibility in expenditures than other programs. Following is a brief 
description of some of the major sources of federal law enforcement funds for local 
jurisdictions. Exhibit 1-3 displays the total allocation amounts for each of the programs 
described. 
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Exbibit 1-2 

FEDER4L “ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE” GRANTS 
TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 1966 - 1999 

LEAA B Y W  
COPS 1 

66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97  98 99 

Fiscal Year 

Source: “Table 12.2. Total Outlay for Grants to State and Local Governments by Function and Fund 
Group: 1940-24)05,” Historical Tables, Budget of the United States Government, Office of Management 
and Budget, http: //w3 .access.gpo.gov/usbudget/fy2~l/pdf/hist April 2OOO. 

1.2.1 Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance 
Formula Grant Program (Byme Grants) 

One of the largest federal grant programs providing funding for law enforcement 
purposes are the Byrne Grants. The Byrne Grants first provided funding in 1987 to State 
and local units of government to combat rising crime and violence. Jurisdictions are 
required to meet a 25 percent match requirement and to expend Byrne funds for 
personnel expansion and training, technical assistance, equipment, and information 
systems for the apprehension, prosecution, adjudication, detention, and rehabilitation of 
offenders. In addition, several congressional mandates required that States use some 
funding to establish a criminal justice records improvement plan, an immigration and 
naturalization plan, an HIV testing program for sex offenders, and a sex offender 
registry. 
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Exhibit 1-3 

ALLOCATIONS FOR SELECTED FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT GRANTS 
($ in millions) 

C O P 9  

*Figures represent appropriations from Congress (amounts allocated to grantees were not available). 
**1991 through 1994 data are from the National Evaluation of Weed & Seed Cross-Site Analysis. National 

Institute of Justice, July 1997; while figures are primarily Weed & Seed Program Funds, they also 
may include funding from other sources (i.e., Byrne Discretionary Grant funds). Other Weed & 
Seed data were made available from the Executive Office of Weed & Seed. 

1.2.2 Community Oriented Policing Service (COPS) Program 

The COPS program was enacted to encourage the expansion of community policing, 
a law enforcement strategy that has been gaining popularity for a number of years. 
Although there are a multitude of definitions, Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux (1994, p. 2) 
define community policing as "a philosophy and an organizational strategy that promotes 
a new partnership between people and their police. Funding for the COPS program was 
mostly designated for the hiring of additional officers, though grants also were available 
for improving technology (COPS MORE-Making Officer Redeployment Effective- 
grants) and promoting innovation. Appropriations of $1.3 billion were first made in 
1995. Local jurisdictions must contribute 25 percent in matching funds in order to 
receive the award. 
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1.2.3 Weed & Seed Program 

The Weed & Seed program was created to ‘“weed out’ violent crime, gang activity, 
drug use, and drug trafficking in targeted neighborhoods and then ‘seed’ the target area 
by restoring these neighborhoods through social and economic revitalization” (Executive 
Office for Weed & Seed, 1999). The program offers grants focusing on four areas: law 
enforcement; community policing; prevention, intervention, and treatment; and 
neighborhood restoration. 

1.2.4 Violence Against Women Act (VAWA Grant) 

States also have been eligible to receive Violence Against Women Act Grants, 
beginning in 1996. The funds are designated for use in training law enforcement or 
prosecutors; creating special units; creating new policies, protocols, and procedures; 
improving data collection and communications; funding victims services programs; 
addressing stalking complaints; and addressing the needs of Indian tribes. The program 
requires a 25 percent match from the recipients. 

1.3 STATE AND LOCAL FUNDING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT 

The federal contribution to local law enforcement activities through the programs 
listed above totalled over $2 billion in 1999. Even though this amount is a substantial 
increase over the $7 million first available from the federal government in 1965, it still 
represents a small portion of total law enforcement expenses. Exhibit 1-4 shows that 
federal justice assistance grants to state and local governments represent a small fraction 
of the total law enforcement expenditure. In 1995, the last year with comparable data, 
federal assistance was less than 2 percent of all law enforcement expenditures combined. 

1.4 LLEBG’S PROGRAM PROCEDURES 

The following section contains a description of the LLEBG program in general and 
details the application and reporting processes and requirements. 

1.4.1 Allocation Formula 

The LLEBG legislation called for the development of a formula to distribute $424 
million in 1996 and $467 million in 1997 directly to local jurisdictions. Funds were set 
aside through a two-step procedure. First, each State received an amount proportionate 
to the State’s average annual number of Part I violent crimes compared to the number 
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Exhibit 1-4 

FEDER4L ASSISTANCE COMPARED TO 
STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES, 1982 - 1999 

Federd 
A A A A v A - -  

A A _ - -  
82 83 84 85 86 87 80 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 

Fiscal Year 

* Data were only available from a comparable source for 1982 to 1995 (Justice Expenditure and 

** Source: ‘Table 12.2. Total Outlay for Grants to State and Local Governments by Function and Fund 
Employment in the United States, 1992 and 1995, Bureau of Justice Statistics). 

Group: 1940 - 2005,” Historical Tables, Budget of the United States Government, Office of 
Management and Budget, http: //w3. access. gpo. gov/usbudget/fy2001 /pdf/hist. pdf, April 2000. 

for all States, for the three most recent calendar years of data from the FBI. However, 
each State received a minimum award of -25 percent of the total amount available for 
distribution under the program. 

Second, each local government’s amount was proportionate to that jurisdiction’s 
average annual number of Part I violent crimes compared to the number for all 
jurisdictions in that State, again for the three most recent calendar years. 

When a local unit was eligible for at least $lO,OOo, the award was made directly to 
that local jurisdiction. For those whose allotment would have been less than $lO,OOO, 
the funds were given to the State to distribute either to State police departments that 
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provide law enforcement services to local governments, or to the local jurisdictions 
directly (UEBG Guidance Manual). 

The number of jurisdictions and the amount of money they received both 
experienced a slight increase in 1997. Exhibit 1-5 shows the number of jurisdictions 
receiving awards in each State and the amount for they received in 1996 and 1997. 

1.4.2 Funding Disparities 

The legislation detailing the LLEBG program outlines an appeal process for 
jurisdictions questioning the formula-driven award amounts in their area. Following is 
an example of a potential disparity in funding that could arise from the LLEBG formula: 

City X had a high crime rate, and thus received a large award 
through the LLEBG formula. City X is located in County Y, which 
had a low crime rate and received a much smaller LLEBG award. 
However, while the crimes are occurring in City X, the cost for 
prosecuting and incarcerating the perpetrators is handled by County 
Y. County Y may argue that because it pays the prosecution and 
incarceration costs for those who committed a criminal act in City 
X, County Y should be entitled to some of the funds that City X 
received through the formula. 

According to the legislation (Section 104.b.9), when potential funding disparities 
exist, the jurisdiction can request a review by the State attorney general. The State 
attorney general has to certify that the county bore more than 50 percent of prosecution 
or incarceration costs arising from Part I violent crimes reported by the municipality. 
The State attorney general then has to verify that the funding allocated under the LLEBG 
Program would threaten the efficient administration of justice within the county. If the 
attorney general finds both circumstances to be true, the jurisdictions involved are 
required to develop a joint spending plan. (State attorney general certifications for 
FY1996 were due on Sept. 20, 1996. The 1997 certifications were due on July 17, 
1997.) 

If the State attorney general chooses not to become involved in the process, BJA 
cannot intervene. The only mechanism established by the legislation for dealing with 
disparity issues is the process outlined above. BJA’s role has been limited to accepting 
State attorney general certifications and reviewing joint spending plans for compliance. 

There is no deadline for the submission of a joint spending plan, but no funds can 
be spent by the jurisdictions involved in the agreement until the joint spending plan is 
received by BJA. 
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Exhibit 1-5 

TOTAL NUMBER OF JURISDICTIONS RECEMNG LLEBG FUNDS 
AND AMOUNT OF AWARDS, BY STATE 

(1996 AND 1997) 

State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Number of 
Grantees 

66 

10 

40 

34 

361 

36 

26 

10 

173 

82 

4 

21 

83 

48 

18 

26 

71 

63 

22 

38 

89 

125 

33 

30 

53 

30 

1996 

Total Award 

6,548,591 

1,060,000 

5,931,631 

2,905,649 

71,630,749 

4,070,458 

3,144,101 

1,060,000 

34,06035 1 

10,074,799 

1,060,000 

1,041,576 

24,039,139 

6,O 14,098 

1,814,013 

2,644,286 

4,227,382 

9,302,22 1 

1,023,803 

10,438,035 

9,907,3 14 

15,342,525 

3,271,903 

2,4 13,477 

8,298,766 

1,076,732 

1-8 

Number of 
Grantees 

73 

8 

44 

39 

366 

33 

29 

7 

193 

109 

4 

16 

93 

50 

19 

25 

41 

72 

18 

34 

103 

111 

35 

39 

58 

25 

1997 

Total Award 

6,158,729 

799,905 

6,750,399 

2,907,480 

8 1,092,476 

3,788,468 

2,840,071 

627,640 

36,812,091 

10,186,171 

1,144,909 

731,652 

26,052,142 

5,868,784 

1,823,033 

2,257,958 

3,133,340 

9,745,480 

701,643 

10,992,468 

9,853,423 

15,169,876 

3,053,771 

2,704,227 

8,006,289 

907,738 

(Continued on next page) 

U.S. Department of Justice.
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Exhibit 1-5 (Continued) 

1996 

State 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Total 

Number of 
Grantees 

5 

10 

22 

99 

28 

109 

118 

19 

80 

39 

34 

82 

14 

86 

9 

57 

179 

18 

22 

43 

61 

20 

26 

21 

2,793 

Total Award 

1,238,733 

2,460,615 

1,036,728 

10,235,718 

3,074,167 

41,083,190 

9,084,690 

1,058,412 

11,774,186 

4,180.1 8 1 

3,222,7 14 

10,530,571 

1,045,356 

6,926,660 

1,060,000 

8,183,005 

17,295,088 

1,201,857 

1,059,991 

4,8 14,075 

5,851,395 

965,064 

2,864,906 

856,731 

403,505,832 

Number of 
Grantees 

5 

10 

18 

97 

33 

105 

144 

18 

80 

58 

35 

71 

14 

93 

10 

51 

219 

21 

15 

48 

59 

13 

30 

25 

2,916 

1997 

Total Award 

1,233,413 

3,106,6 19 

798,322 

9,561,560 

3,132,999 

39,733,100 

10,008,831 

1,056,678 

11,571,357 

4,263,724 

3,243,894 

9,352,660 

1,007,513 

7,665,016 

1,022,696 

8,409,533 

27,749,063 

1,145,167 

583,799 

4,509,770 

5,755,839 

662,800 

2,587,904 

890,023 

4 13,162,443 

Source: 19% Application Database and 1997 Application Database; 1998 data were not available. 

The first reporting form that requested information about jurisdictions meeting the 
disparity requirement is the Progress Information Form. Grantees are asked whether 
their jurisdiction was determined to be a disparate jurisdiction, whether a joint spending 
agreement was submitted to BJA, whether their jurisdiction was transferring funds to 
another jurisdiction or receiving funds from another jurisdiction, and how much of the 
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PIF Reporting 
Period 

Ending: 

12131196 

6130197 

12131197 

LLEBG funds were being transferred to or from another jurisdiction. Exhibit 1-6 shows 
that, among the jurisdictions reporting, few were involved in the transfer of funds due to 
disparity issues. 

Disparate Jurisdictions Disparate Jurisdictions 

Total Missing Total Missing 

1,415 81 1,208 126 49 2 36 11 

1,708 91 1,513 104 58 1 55 2 

603 28 557 18 664 33 610 21 

Reporting True False Data Reporting True False Data 

Exhibit 1-6 

JURISDICTIONS CERTIFIED AS DISPARATE 
BY mATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

I 1996 Jurisdictions I 1997 Jurisdictions 

Source: 1996 PIF and 1997 PIF 

1.4.3 Application Form 

BJA notified jurisdictions by mail that they were eligible for a Local Law 
Enforcement Block Grant and asked them to complete an application form by late 
summer. The application was designed to be easy to use and require minimal effort from 
the respondent. Jurisdictions could either complete the application in hardcopy or by 
using a diskette provided by BJA. 

The application asks for basic contact and financial information, including a request 
that jurisdictions fill in the amount for which they are eligible and the amount of 
matching funds secured. As noted previously, the legislation requires jurisdictions to 
match federal grant money 10 to 1. Exhibit 1-7 shows that nearly every jurisdiction 
made the exact match. 

1.4.4 Seven General Purpose Areas for Expenditure 

The application also requires jurisdictions to indicate how they intend to use the 
funds. Jurisdictions are required to expend funds within seven general purpose areas, 
whose categories range from equipment to multi-jurisdictional task forces. Exhibit 1-8 
gives a brief description of the seven purpose areas. (A discussion of how the 
jurisdictions intended to use the funds can be found in Section 3.) 
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Match Ratio 

Less than 10 to 1 

10 to 1 

More than 10 to  1 

Missing 

Exhibit 1-7 

1996 Jurisdictions 1997 Jurisdictions 

Number Percent Number Percent 

4 0.1 4 0.1- 

2,787 99.6 2,782 99.6 

7 0.3 3 0.1 

none n/a 3 0.1 

MATCH AMOUNT AS A PERCENTAGE OF AWARD AMOUNT 

Match Ratio 

Less than 10 to 1 

10 to 1 

More than 10 to  1 

Missing 

1996 Jurisdictions 1997 Jurisdictions 

Number Percent Number Percent 

4 0.1 4 0.1- 

2,787 99.6 2,782 99.6 

7 0.3 3 0.1 

none n/a 3 0.1 

Source: 19% Application Database and 1997 Application Database 

1.4.5 Signing Official 

Though the LLEBG program is intended by definition to focus on law enforcement, 
law enforcement executives were not permitted to sign the completed application. The 
authorizing signature had to be that of the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the 
jurisdiction-i.e., the mayor, city manager, supervisor, or others in a similar position in 
a jurisdiction’s general purpose government. According to BJA, this aspect of the 
application process caused some early confusion about the purpose of the grants and 
misunderstandings about who was eligible to use the money. 

1.4.6 Other Conditions 

Once the application has been submitted, BJA reviews the form for completeness. 
The money can then be transferred to the grantee, but the grantee cannot use the funds 
until the following few conditions have been met. 

Establishing a Tmst Fund. All direct recipients and State subrecipients of LLEBG 
funds are required to establish an interest-bearing trust fund in which to deposit the 
program’s funds. BJA’s definition of a trust fund for the LLEBG program is an interest- 
bearing account that is specifically designated for this program. Only allowable program 
expenses can be paid from this account. The fund is not allowed to be used to pay debts 
incurred by activities beyond the scope of the program. The grantee also has to be able 
to account for the federal award amount, for the local match, and for all the interest 
earned. 
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Purpose Area 

Exhibit 1-8 , 

PURPOSE AREAS AS DEFINED BY BJA 

LA Hiring 

I.B. Overtime 

I.C. Equipment 

I I .  Enhancing Security 
Measures 

Ill. Drug Courts 

IV. Enhancing 
Adjudication 

V. Multiijurisdictional 
Task Force 

VI. Crime Prevention 

VII. Indemnification 
Insurance 

Definition 

Supporting the hiring, training, and employing of additional law 
enforcement officers and necessary support personnel on a 
continuing basis. The money was not to be used to continue 
funding of previously hired positions (must show a net gain in 
personnel). 

Paying overtime to presently employed law enforcement officers 
and necessary support personnel to increase the number of 
hours worked by such personnel. 

related to basic law enforcement functions. 
Procuring equipment, technology, and other material directly 

Enhancing security measures in and around schools and in and 
around any other facilities or locations that were considered to 
have special risk for incidence of crime (funds could not be used 
for new construction, but could be used for renovation with 
special approval by BJA). 

Establishing or supporting drug courts. Funds could be used only 
if a program included continuing judicial supervision of offenders 
and integrated administration of other sanctions and services 
including mandatory testing, substance abuse treatment, 
probation, and aftercare services. 

Enhancing the adjudication process of cases involving violent 
offenders, including cases involving violent juvenile offenders. 
This included a range of activities, such as enhancing sanctions, 
increasing space available to house offenders awaiting trial, and 
hiring additional attorneys to prosecute violent cases. 

Establishing a multi-jurisdictional task force to prevent and control 
crime, particularly in rural areas, composed of law enforcement 
officials representing units of general purpose local government 
and federal law enforcement officials. 

Establishing crime prevention programs involving cooperation 
between community residents and law enforcement personnel to 
control, detect, or investigate crime or to prosecute criminals. 

Paying for costs of indemnification insurance for law enforcement 
officers. 

Source: LLEBG Guidance Manual 
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The trust fund has to be established by the recipient jurisdictions, not by the 
implementing agency. In the case of a city award, for example, the city manager or 
mayor’s office must establish the fund, not the police department. (Some jurisdictions 
refer to this as a Special Revenue Fund.) 

Two exceptions to this requirement are allowed: 

If a grantee can meet the above requirements with its current 
financial management system, the need for a separate account 
may be waived; and 

If the State or local law prohibits a grantee from establishing 
an interest-bearing account, the grantee has to submit a letter 
to this effect to BJA for approval. A list of those jurisdictions 
not establishing accounts for this reason is maintained by 
BJA. 

Advisory Panel. Jurisdictions are required to convene advisory panels before they 
can draw down on LLEBG funds. The advisory board has to include representatives of 
groups with recognized interests in criminal justice, crime prevention, or substance abuse 
prevention and treatment. It has to include the local law enforcement agency, the local 
prosecutor’s office, the local court system, the local public school system, and a local 
nonprofit, educational, religious, or community group active in crime prevention or drug 
use prevention or treatment. The board is to review the proposed allocation of funds and 
make nonbinding recommendations to the CEO of the jurisdiction. If the jurisdiction 
amends its plan based on recommendations from the advisory board, it has to report 
changes to BJA using the Follow-Up Information Form. The legislation does not require 
the advisory board to have any role beyond the initial recommendation phase. 

PubZic Hearing. Localities that receive awards directly also are required to hold at 
least one public hearing on the use of funds. Jurisdictions are asked to take appropriate 
steps to encourage people to attend. They then have to report on the meeting to BJA, 
prior to expending any funds. When contacted as part of the present evaluation, 
jurisdictions have expressed mixed reactions to the public hearing process. Many 
jurisdictions thought that it was an unnecessary expense that generated no public 
comment, while others believed it was a good opportunity for the community to learn 
about law enforcement initiatives and to express their concerns. Exhibit 1-9 shows that 
jurisdictions receiving larger awards also had higher attendance at the public hearings, 
but the majority of all jurisdictions had no persons attending. 
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LLEBG Award to Jurisdictions 

Exhibit 1-9 

31-40 

6.2 

0.0 

5.3 

8.3 

5.1 

0.0 

6.7 

4.7 

ATTENDANCE AT PUBLIC HEARINGS, 
COMPARED TO AMOUNT OF LUBG AWARD 

41-50 

3.1 

0.0 

10.5 

0.0 

7.7 

2.8 

0.0 

3.4 

Jurisdiction* I 
1 to 15,000 

15,001 to 20,000 

20,001 to 25,000 

25,001 to 30,000 

30,001 to 50,000 

50,001 to 100,000 

> 100,000 

Tota 

Surveyed" 

65 

20 

19 

12 

39 

36 

45 

236 

0 

36.9 

30.0 

26.3 

41.7 

38.5 

25.0 

33.3 

33.5 

1-10 

21.5 

50.0 

15.8 

16.7 

30.8 

19.4 

17.8 

23.7 

11-20 

12.3 

5.0 

21.1 

25.0 

7.7 

22.2 

11.1 

13.6 

2 1-30 

15.4 

10.0 
21.1 

8.3 

2.6 

19.4 

6.7 

11.9 

< 50 

4.6 

5.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

11.1 

24.4 

9.3 

Total- 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.1 

99.9 

100.0 

100.1 

* According to original LLEBG Applications, 19% and 1997 
** Telephone Survey of 1996/1997 grantees. 
*** May not add to 100% because of rounding. 

1.4.7 Reporting Requirements 

During the 24-month life of an LLEBG grant for any single year, jurisdictions are 
required to submit five reporting forms, referred to as Progress Information Forms 
(PIFs). The first report is due three months after the award date. The next three reports 
are due semi-annually, and the final PIF is due at the close of the grant period (Exhibit 1- 
10 shows the timeline for the 1996 and 1997 award cycles). The PIFs require the same 
general information as the application form and also request updated information on the 
allocation or expenditure of funds in the seven general purpose areas. Jurisdictions also 
are required to submit a quarterly financial reporting form (SF 269a), which requires 
more specific financial information (including the amount of unobligated funds). Like 
the application forms, each jurisdiction can either complete a hardcopy PIF on a 
scannable form and either fax or e-mail the form to BJA, or an electronic version on a 
diskette provided by BJA and mail the completed form on disk. 

1.4.8 Project Closeout 

At the end of 24 months, jurisdictions have to return any funds that have not been 
obligated. They then have an additional three months to spend the obligated hnds, or 
return that money to BJA. There are no final reporting requirements; the final financial 
reporting form (SF 269a) and Program Information Forms serve that function. 
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Exhibit 1-10 

GRANT DATABASES, OVER TIME 

m m m  

c-. 
I 
c., 
VI 

1996 Ellglblllty Llst 
No. Amount 

Local (dhct) 3.193 $391,793,341 
State Admln. nla' nla 
State Pollce nla nla 
Locals (vla State) nla nla 

1 .  , I L 

1996 PIF 1 (covers 3 moa.) *** 
No. Amount % t  

Local (direct) 1,415 $163,516,711 43 
State Admln. 
State Pollce 
Locals (vla State) 

1996 Appllcatlon Database 
No. Amount 

Local (dlrect) 2,744 $379,435,031 
State Admln?' '. 54 $461,228 
State Pollce nla $14,183,540 
Locals (vla Stste) nla $17,800,107 

1996 Award Llst 
No. Amount 

Local (direct) 3,189 $391,954,727 
State Admln. 49 $24,070,601 
State Pollce nla nla 
Locals vla State nla nla 

1996 PIF 2 (covers 6 mor.) 

Local (dlrect) 1,688 $253,874,357 67 
State Admln. 19 $13,541,943 42 
State Pollce 
Locals (via State) 

................................................................................... 
1996 PIF 4 (coven 6 mor.) tt 

j No. Amount % I Local(dlrrct) 2 $59,836 ,015 
I State Admln. 
i State POIICO 1 Locaia (via State) 
I,... ......... *.........,..... Y."...~................ ......... ...". ......... 

.' 1 i 1996,PlF 5 (covers 3 mor.) ! No. Amount % 
Locsl (direct) 2 $63,893 .016 1 State Admln. 
State Pollce i Locals (vis Stele) 

1996 PIF 3 (covers 6 mot.) 

Local (direct) 585 $84,584,800 22 
State Admln. 16 $14,498,616 45 
State Pollce 
Locals (VIS State) Stat* Pollcr 

I 

Ju%*-s. ..,+Se& De 
*..%, 

1997 Ellglblllty Llst 
No. Amount 

Local (dlrect) 3,242 $431,161,295 
State Admln. nla nla 
State Pollce nla nla 
Locale (via State) nla nla 

1997 PIF 1 (covers 3 mor.): 
No. Amount % 

Local (direct) 673 $75,535,594 18 
State Admln. 21 $19,054,789 51 
State Pollce 
Locals (vla State) 

I I I 1 L .................. ~~~~ ~ ~ 

1997 Appllcatlon Database 
No. Amount 

Locals (dlrect) 2,918 $416,669,860 
State Admln. 54 $804,692 
State Pollco nla $18,965,835 
Locals (via State) nla $18,770,793 

1997 Award Llst 
No. Amount 

Local (dlrect) 3,232 $417,425,547 
State Admln. 55 $34,665,266 
State Pollce nla nla 
Locals (via State) nla nh 

i 
1997 PIF 2 (covers 6 mos.) I 

No. Amount K j 
I 

i 

Locals (via Stste) ! 

Local (direct) 
State Admln. 
State Pollce I 

......................................................................................... 
i i 
i No. Amount % 

1997 PIF 3 (covers 6 mot.) 

I Locsl (dlmct) 1 $12,075 .002 , State Admln. 
State Pollce 

j Locals (vla State) 

2000 June Sept. 

I g g g ' 7  

.......................................................................... I A..... 1 1987 PIF 4 (coven 6 mor.) i 

1 
!..... .........-..-.....-..-.....-..-.....-.. d 

No. Amount % 
Local (dlrect) 
State Admln. 
state ~011ce 
Locpls (via State) .. 

1 
i Local (dlrect) 
: Stale Admln. 
I State  PO^ 
: Locals (vla State) I 

1997 PIF 5 (covara 3 rnos.) 
No. Amount % 

L..-. .- . .- . .- . .- . .- . .- . .- . .  
"""I 

I I 

i 
*See following page for footnotes 

(Continued on next page) 
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Exhibit 1-10 (Continued) 

Footnotes to Exhibit 1-10 

* Not available 

** When a breakdown of state grant money is available, it is listed in three categories: (State Administration, State Police, and Locals via State). 
When a breakdown is not available, the total funds given to states are listed under State Administration. 

*** Progress Information Form 

t Percentage is based on total dollars for each category in the Application Database. 

tt The data for 1996 PIF 4 and 1996 PIF 5 were received in March 1998, even though the PIFs were not due to be submitted until June and 
September 1998 (respectively). The reason for this reporting sequence is still under investigation. 

ttt 1998 Eligibility data were obtained from the BJA web site. The data were released in June 1998, and notes indicated that some of the figures 
I were subject to change. c-r 
c-r 
o\ 

$ The database contains 127 records (representing $7,373.701 in grants) with a 1997 grant number that list a reporting period prior to the date of the 
1997 awards. The reason for this reporting sequence is still under investigation. 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 
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2. BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION 

Goals and Research Questions. The National Evaluation of the Local Law 
Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) Program had two main goals: 1) to inform 
policymakers and practitioners of the results of the LLEBG allocation process, and 2) to 
develop an understanding of the implementation process and funding outcomes. Because 
the program was in its early stages, the evaluation questions were deliberately selected to 
cover the startup phases of the program: 

How were the program’s procedures implemented by the 
grantees, including mandated decisionmaking such as the use of 
public hearings (this topic has already been discussed in Section 1 
of this report)? 

What was the grantees’ reaction to the LLEBG application and 
reporting process (and in particular the electronic processes), and 
what were the views stated by non-applicants (discussed in 
Section 3 of this report)? 

What is the profile of the grantees and how have they used the 
LLEBG funds (discussed in Section 4 of this report)? 

What types of innovative practices are claimed by the grantees, 
and how do the innovative practices operate (discussed in Section 
5 of this report)? 

Data Collection Methods. To answer these evaluation questions, the evaluation 
plan called for the evaluation team to: create an application database and analyze the 
Project Information Forms (PIFs); conduct Fax surveys; conduct in-depth telephone 
interviews; and conduct site visits. The nature of these activities is summarized briefly 
below. A more in-depth description of the methods used and of surveys, instruments, 
and protocols, may be found in Appendix A. 

Create Application Database and Analysis of Latest PIFs. The evaluation team 
created a consolidated application database drawing on existing electronic files containing 
grantee and community-level information. The database included grant application 
records, limited PIF data, and Bureau of Census information on the characteristics of the 
grantee communities. Because of difficulties obtaining reliable PIF data (as explained in 
Section 3), the PIF database had limited value for the evaluation. These databases were 
used as a source of descriptive statistics on the use of funds, and also were the basis for 
the sampling plan for the fax survey and phone interview. Exhibit 2-1 contains a 
description of the sample drawn for the surveys. 

2- 1 
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Exhibit 2-1 

SAMPLING PLAN FOR LLEBG EVALUATION FAX SURVEY 

Government' Type 

Statesmerritories 

Indian Tribes 

Counties 

Total City 

42,500 in pop. 

12,501 - 25,000 POP. 

25,001 - 50,000 POP. 

50.001 - 750,000 POP. 

> 750,000 pop. 

Total 

Number 
in Frame 

54 

23 

860 

2,543 

766 

634 

586 

545 

12 

3,480 

Sample Size 
(target) 

54 

23 

860 

1,067 

319 

265 

244 

227 

12 

2,004 

46 

18 

763 

789 

240 

194 

1 83 

164 

8 

1,616 

Responses 

199611997 

Number Percent 

85.2 

78.2 

88.7 

73.9 

75.2 

73.2 

75.0 

72.2 

66.7 

80.6 

1998 

Number 

35 

9 

599 

809 

235 

205 

1 78 

182 

9 

1,452 

Percent 

64.8 

39.1 

69.7 

75.8 

73.7 

77.4 

73.0 

80.2 

75.0 

72.5 

Conduct Fax Surveys. Fax surveys were sent to approximately 2,000 jurisdictions, 
primarily to assess opinions of the application process. Surveys responses were entered 
into a database, coded, and analyzed. 

A second Fax survey of 1998 grantees was conducted approximately one year 
following the first round. A discussion of the findings from these surveys may be found 
in Sections 3 and 4 of this report. 

Conduct In-Depth Telephone Survey. A subsample of approximately 300 grantees 
responding to the Fax surveys was identified by the evaluation team for in-depth 
telephone interviews. These grantees were asked to comment more extensively on 
funding issues, decisionmakiig processes, and grant administration. Grantees also were 
asked to identify any innovative practices that might be taking place in their jurisdictions 
with the help of LLEBG funding. Completed surveys were processed and entered into a 
database. As in the case of the Fax surveys, while the evaluation design called for one 
set of telephone interviews, the evaluation team conducted two rounds of surveys: the 
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first with 199611997 grantees and the second with 1998 grantees. Findings from these 
surveys may be found in Sections 3 and 4 of this report. 

Conduct Sire Visits. Nearly all of those interviewed during the telephone survey 
(232 of 236) responded to questions probing for innovative uses of the LLEBG finds. 
The evaluation team reviewed this list, as well a list generated by BJA grant managers, 
and identified more than 40 practices to investigate. Using a screening protocol, each of 
these jurisdictions was contacted and additional information about the nature of the 
project was obtained. The evaluation team then used selection criteria described in 
Appendix A to select 18 jurisdictions for site visits. While conducting the site visits, the 
evaluation team utilized case study data collection techniques (Yin, 1994), the objectives 
of which are to follow a prescribed case study protocol and to collect converging 
evidence from a variety of sources (open-ended interviews, documentation, archival 
records, and direct observations). Case study reports were prepared after each site visit. 
Section 5 contains the crosscase analysis of these site visits. 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 
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3. REACTIONTOTHE 
LLEBG APPLICATION AND REPORTING PROCESS, 

BY APPLICANTS AND NON-APPLICANTS 

Jurisdictions were asked about their impressions and use of the LLEBG application 
and reporting processes, and the issues dealing with them are discussed in this section of 
the report. 

3.1 TEE OVERALL APPLICATION PROCESS 

As an initial source of information, the Fax survey was designed as a “consumer 
poll” to address grantees’ satisfaction with the LLEBG application and reporting process. 
The consumer poll found that jurisdictions were generally satisfied with the LLEBG 
process (Exhibit 3-1). Overall, the survey of 1998 grantees (conducted about one year 
later) elicited very similar responses, as shown in Exhibit 3-2. 

Exhibit 3-1 

199611997 FAX SURVEY OF LLEBG RECIPIENTS 
(n = 1,577) 

Getting People Dealing with Red Dealing with Red Negotiating Local 
Involved in the Tape at the Tape at the Agreements on 

ADDliCatiOn Local Level Dept. of Justice Uses of LLEBG [*;lLLh . .  

0 .. 
d 

z o  
s 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  I 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Dealing with the Dealing with Preparing for the 
Securing the Time Between Restrictions on Pre-Application 

Filing Application Use of Funds Public Hearings 10% Local 

Matching Funds and Release of (As Defined by the 
c I Funding 1 7 PurposeAreas) ] fl.0OOl 

c 

z !i ‘woir.lll_lll._ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  I 2 3 4 5 6 7  k I 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Key: 1 =Very Easy; 2=Easy; 3=Neutral (Neither Easy or Difficult); 4 =  Difficult; 5=Very Difficult; 
6-Not Applicable; 7 =Question Skipped 
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Exhibit 3-2 

1998 FAX SURVEY OF LLEBG RECIPIENTS 
(n= 1,422) 

Getting People Dealing with Red Dealing with Red Negotiating Local 
Involved in the Tape at the Tape at the Agreements on 

Application Local Level Dept. of Justice Uses of LLEBG 
Money 

3 3 3 Process 

L 1 I I _ _ L L  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Securing the 
10% Local 

Matching Funds 
$,ooo 

% 500 

n 

I 
B .ibL 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Dealing with the Dealing with Preparing for the 
Time Between Restrictions on Pre-Application 

Filing Application Use of Funds Public Hearings 
and Release of (As Defined by the 

Funding 1 7PurposeAreas) 1 

LLk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Key: l=Very Easy; 2=Easy; 3=Neutral (Neitber Easy orDifiicnlt); 4 =  Difficult; 5=Very Difficult; 
6=Not Applicable; 7=Question Skipped 

It is interesting to note, however, that there were some differences when 
jurisdictions were broken down by type. Some aspects of the process proved either 
easier or more difficult for the jurisdictions depending on whether they were a City, 
State, County, Large City, or Indian Tribe. Exhibit 3-3a and 3-3b break out large city 
and Indian Tribe responses to two fax survey questions where the differences were 
particularly notable. Large City respondents commented that some of the difficulties 
arose in: 

0 Keeping the county from trying to share grant; 

The local bureaucratic process; 

Planning for the matching funds requirement; and 

Coordinating the public hearing. 
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Exhibit 3-3a 

199611997: TWO ILLUSTRATIVE TOPICS WHERE 1996/1997 RESPONSES DIFFERED 
BY TYPE OF JURISDICTION 

.I 

~1,000 - 

s In 

TOTALOFALL 
JURISDICTIONS 
(1,577 of 2,007) 

TYPE OF JURISDICTIONS 
Large Cities Indian Tribes States Counties Cities 

(46 of 54) (738 of 860) (768 of 1,058) (8 of 11) (17 of 24) 

6. SECURING THE 10% LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS 

301 20 
5001 500i l01 a l'"k ;k 

5 
" 0  

Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

'A 

I O .  USING THE ELECTRONIC APPLICATION PROCESS 1 
20 

3 1,000 

8 

In 

f u) 

10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

......................................................................................................................................................... *. 
j Key 

i 1.VeryEasy 4. Difficult 

1 3. Neutral (Neither Easy or Difficult) 6. Not Applicable 
2. Easy 5. Very Difficult 

7. Question Skipped ....................................................................................................................... * .... . ..... .... ..... ........ 
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Exhibit 3-3b 

$1,000. 
VI 
C 

i 
3 500- 

5 
E, 
* 0 '  

1998: TWO ILLUSTRATIVE TOPICS WHERE 1998 RESPONSES DIFFERED 
BY TYPE OF JURISDICTION 

30b 20 10 ,;+.?s._ic 
TOTAL OF ALL 
JURISDICTIONS 
(1,452 of 2,007) 

TYPE OF JURlSDiCTiONS 
Cities Large Cities Indian Tribes States Counties 

(599 of 860) (809 of 1,058) (9 of 11) (9 of 24) (35 of 54) 
1 

10. USING THE ELECTRONIC APPLICATION PROCESS 

6. SECURING THE 10% LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS 1 

I Key 

j 1. Very Easy 4. Difficult 
t 2.Easy 5. Very Difficult 
I 3. Neutral (Neither Easy or Difficult) 6. Not Applicable 

7. Question Skipped i 
: ............................................................................................................ * ............................ * ................ * 
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Indian Tribes suffered from some of the same difficulties during the LLEBG 
process, commenting that problems centered around matching funds, community interest, 
and getting timely information. 

As part of the consumer poll, grantees also were asked to comment on any areas 
that they would like to see changed in both the eligibility criteria and the conditions for 
allocating funds. The vast majority of responses to both of these open-ended questions 
was “None/No Change. A few recommendations had common elements; revisions to 
disparity requirements and a broadened definition or elimination of the purpose areas 
were among the changes suggested in response to both questions (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-5). 

Exhibit 3-4 

MOST FREQUENTLY SUGGESTED CHANGES 
TO THE ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA OF THE LLEBG PROGRAM* 

Suggested Change 
1. NondNo Changes 
2. Response was ‘Not Applicable” 
3. Allow smalUrural jurisdictions more funds 
4. More money/more flexibility in spending 
5. Eliminate disparity funding 
6. Send application to those using the money 
7. Change matching fund requirement 
8. Consider need instead of UCR stats 
9. Eliminate insurance requirement 
10. Eliminate public hearing 
1 1. Faster response to application 
12. Eliminate advisory board 
13. Improve communication with BJA 
14. More time to spend money 
15. Reduce administrative burden 
16. All LE agencies should be eligible 
17. Specific criteria for Native Americans 
18. Require all UCR be reported by state 
19. More funds for group jurisdictions 

20. Less red tape 
2 1. Other 

Total 

1 Frequency 
809 

~ 110 

~ 51 
50 
47 
43 
36 
35 
30 
26 
22 
21 
5 
5 
4 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 
16 

1,320 

I 

* Based on the responses of 1,320 jurisdictions replying to this question. 
** Does not add to 100% due to rounding. 

3-5 

Percent** 
61.3 
8.3 
3.9 
3.8 
3.6 
3.3 
2.7 
2.7 
2.3 
2.0 
1.7 
1.6 
0.4 
0.4 
0.3 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
1.2 

100.3 
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Exhibit 3-5 

MOST FREQUENTLY SUGGESTED CHANGES 
TO CONDITIONS FOR ALLOCATING LLEBG MONEY* 

Sugoested Change 

I. None I No Changes 

2. Broaden fund usagdamount of funds 

3. Not applicable 

4. Redefine disparity funding; make more equitable 

5. Simplify application process 

6. Eliminate public hearing 

7. Eliminate advisory board 

8. Change formula for allocation 

9. More funds to ruraVsmall jurisdictions 
IO.  Reduce paperwork 

11. Give money to LE instead of local gov’t. 

12. Base allocation on population, no just crime 
13. Eliminate trust fund, interest bearing account 

14. More discretion to local agencies on fund usage 

15. Consider true cost of law enforcement 
16. Eliminate matching fund requirement 
17. Extend 24 month time limit to use funds 

18. Base funding on need rather than crime 

19. More money for counties 
20. Look at all crimes, not just Part 1 
2 1. Eliminate insurance requirement 

22. Give money to local gov’t instead of LE 

23. Require crime reporting and needs assessment 

24. Administer funds through SAA 
25. Change threshold of State distribution to $15,000 

26. Consider Native American Needs 

27. Other 

Total 

Frequency 

722 

109 
94 

40 

36 

31 

30 
30 

30 

26 

20 
19 

18 

16 

14 

14 
70 
9 

8 
8 

4 

3 

2 
2 

1 
1 

26 

1,323 

Percent** 

54.6 

a 2  
7.1 

3.0 

2.7 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

2.0 

1.5 
1.4 

1.4 

1.2 

1 .I 
1 .I 
0.8 
0.7 

0.6 

0.6 
0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 
0.1 
2.0 

100.3 

* Based on the responses of 1,323 jurisdictions replying to this question. 
** Does not add to 100% due to rounding. 

3.2 ELECTRONIC APPLICATION AND REPORTING 

Electronic communication is increasingly a more efficient way to conduct business. 
One result is that paper files are slowly becoming obsolete. As this new form of 
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1996 Jurisdictions 

Paper Diskette Reporting 

PIF 1 1,415 100 0 0 

Period Number Percent Amount Percent 

communication develops, and as it becomes more and more evident that electronic files 
provide easier and faster access to information and greater possibilities for data analysis, 
the number of government agencies turning to electronic solutions is increasing as well. 
The LLEBG program was the first large-scale program within the Department of Justice 
to move to an electronic process for the administration of grant awards. 

1997 Jurisdictions 

Paper Diskette 

Number Percent Amount Percent 

0 0 664 1 00 

Because of the legislative cycle, BJA only had a matter of months to set up an 
electronic system capable of handling grant application and reporting materials- from 
approximately 3,000 jurisdictions. With the assistance of a contractor, a process was 
developed in 1996 to mail a scannable hardcopy application form, as well as a diskette 
with an electronic version of the form, to each jurisdiction. (A copy of the scannable 
application form may be found in Appendix B.) Each jurisdiction was given the option 
of using either method to complete the materials and was to mail the form or disk to BJA 
upon completion. The data from the hardcopy forms and from the diskettes were then 
entered into the database, either using a scanner or simply downloading the files. 
Information on how many applications were completed on disk (as opposed to the 
hardcopy form) was not available. 

BJA utilized a process similar to the application process for each of the five 
reporting forms required during each grant period. Appendix C includes copies of the 
scannable reporting forms. Exhibit 3-6 shows that for PIF 2, the most complete 
reporting period, jurisdictions used the paper and diskette versions’of the PIF with almost 
equal frequency. 

Exhibit 3-6 

USE OF ELECTRONIC REPORTING FORMAT 

Source: 1996 PIF and 1997 PIF 
= Data that should not have been completed at the time files were made available (March 1998). 
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1996 Jurisdictions Reporting 

Name of Form I Number I Percent* 

3.2.1 Obstacles Faced with Electronic Filing 

1997 Jurisdictions Reporting 

Number I Percent, 

The evaluation team quickly hit a stumbling block in its attempts to analyze the 
electronic application and reporting process, when it learned of problems with the 
databases. The files received from BJA in March 1998 contained only one usable PIF 
database-the second PIF for the 1996 award year. 

Eligibility List 

Application database 

PIF I 

BJA explained that the first PIF contained data that could not be used for comparison 
purposes because of changes in the reporting form. In addition, at the time the files were 
made available, the third 1996 PIF and the first 1997 PIF were still being collected from 
the jurisdictions and just over 20 percent were available (see Exhibit 3-7). While the 
reporting forms are mandatory, the legislation provided BJA with no means to enforce the 
requirement, such as withholding funds from those jurisdictions not submitting reports. 
This may be one reason why the most complete data set (1996 PIF 2) has only a 60 
percent response rate. 

3,193 nia 3,242 nla 

2,798 100.00 2,972 100.00 

1,415 50.57 694 23.35 

The electronic system faced additional problems as the reporting periods continued. 
In a large number of cases, the electronic disks either could not be read by the contractor 
maintaining the database, or they were missing information. In a number of cases, total 
allocations did not sum to the total amount of the award, or were missing altogether. BJA 

Exhibit 3-7 

APPLICATION AND REPORTING FORM DATA 
MADE AVAILABLE TO THE EVALUATION TEAM 

PIF 2 

PIF 3 

= Data that should not have been completed at the time files were made available (March 1998). 
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did not provide the evaluation team with the additional PIF information for FY 1996 or 
FY 1997 because staff believed the information to be unreliable for the purposes of an in- 
depth analysis (particularly information on the number of employees hired), and because a 
large number of diskettes were unreadable. 

Though much of the PIF data were not reliable, and many reports were not 
submitted, the electronic filing did have some positive outcomes. The use of the 
scannable form required an application and reporting format that was concise. -Unlike 
other grant applications, this process helped BJA minimize the amount of paperwork 
required from local jurisdictions. In addition, the system was a stepping stone toward a 
more complete electronic filing process that was put into place for the FYI999 grantees. 
Both of these issues are discussed in more detail below. 

3.2.2 A “Consumer” Response to the Electronic Application and Reporting Process 

Jurisdictions Frustrated by Mechanical Problems. As discussed earlier in this 
Section, most jurisdictions responding to the Fax survey of 1996/1997 grantees said that 
all aspects of the application process were “easy” on a Likert scale. However, the curve 
was flattened significantly (see Exhibit 3-1, which shows responses to the other questions 
on the Fax survey) when the responses were directed toward the electronic application and 
reporting system. Exhibit 3-8 shows the responses to the Fax survey when jurisdictions 
were asked how easy or difficult it was to use the electronic systems. As the bar chart 

Exhibit 3-8 

CONSUMER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ABOUT 
ELECTRONIC APPLICATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM 

(Survey of 1996/19W Grantees; n=1577) 

Using the Electronic Using the Electronic 
Application File Periodic Reporting System 

‘“u 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  5:u 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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shows, the largest response was “not applicable,” presumably because a large number of 
people did not use the system. In addition, the number of jurisdictions responding with 
“difficult” or “very difficult” is much larger than jurisdictions responding in the same 
manner to other questions. (Approximately 30 % of applicable jurisdictions chose 
“difficult” or “very difficult” as compared to an average of 13% responding in a similar 
manner to all of the questions combined.) 

The electronic filing system was cited again in an open-ended question to- 
jurisdictions about the greatest barriers in obtaining block grants. Some of the open- 
ended responses included comments about: 

Constant changes in computer disks and forms; 

Problems with the diskette containing the application; and 

The awkwardness of using the DOS-based application system. 

Application Fonnat Resulting from Electronic Filing Elicits Positive Response. 
While jurisdictions expressed frustration with the mechanical glitches that plagued the first 
two years of the LLEBG grant process, there was a positive response to the application 
form itself. Because the application was designed to be scanned into a database, BJA was 
forced to create a format that required short and concise answers. Unlike some grant 
applications, the brevity of the response was essential to the system. As a result, 
jurisdictions responded overwhelmingly in the survey of 1996/1997 grantees that writing the 
grant was the easiest part of the application. In fact, more than 71 percent of applicable 
jurisdictions responded ”very easy” or “easy” when asked about the level of difficulty 
involved in writing the grant, as compared to an average of 55 percent of jurisdictions 
responding in a similar manner to all of the questions combined (see Exhibit 3-9). 

Interviewers again received positive feedback from jurisdictions about the application 
format during in-depth phone interviews with 1996/1997 grantees that took place in 
January and February 1999. While jurisdictions were again commenting that there was 
trouble with the mechanics, some of the responses about the process included: 

Found forms very simple to use manually; 

Good and quick; 

Outstanding-first COPS grant was 280 pages long; and 

Good job of refining it in the last three years. 
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Exhibit 3-9 

CONSUMER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ABOUT 
WRITINGTHEGRANT 

(Survey of 1996/1997 Grantees; n=1577) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Key: 1 =veq Easy; 2=Easy, 3=Neud (Neither Easy OT Diffiallt); 4=Di fficult; 5=vq Difficult; 
6=Na Amlicable; 7=QllestionSkpp~d. 

Survey of 1998 Grantees Had Similar Results. Respondents to the consumer poll of 
1998 grantees in September 1999 had nearly identical impressions of the application 
process as in the previous year. Again, the frustration was with the mechanics of the 
process, with about 30 percent of the jurisdictions reporting use of the electronic 
application and reporting system as “difficult” or “very difficult”-more than twice the 
average of “difficult” or “very difficult” responses to all of the questions combined 
(Exhibit 3-10). Also as before, jurisdictions were overwhelmingly satisfied with the ease 
of the actual application, with 71 percent responding that writing the grant was either 
“easy” or “very easy,” as compared to 58 percent for similar responses to all questions 
combined (Exhibit 3-1 1). 

3.2.3 Later Changes to the Electronic Filing Process 

Since the time of the first consumer poll, BJA has made some significant changes 
and improvements to the system. This past grant year saw the initiation of the on-line 
application process. Jurisdictions learn the amount of funding for which they are eligible 
on-line and complete the application there as well. The first round of on-line applications 
were due in September 1999. BJA, with the assistance of its contractor, also has 
developed an on-line “Request for Drawdown” process to replace any follow-up 
information regarding the completion of the advisory board and public hearing 
requirements. BJA is currently working on developing an on-line submission procedure 
for the reporting forms as well. 
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Exhibit 3-10 

CONSUMER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ABOUT 
EIJ3CTRONIC APPLICATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM 

(Survey of 1998 Grantees; n=1,442) 

Using the Electronic 
Application File 

500 4 

Using the Electronic - 
Periodic Reporting System 

5wm 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Key: 1 =Very Easy; 2=Easy; 3=Neutral meither Easy or Difficult); 4=Dfficult; 5=Very Difficult; +Not 
Applicable; 7=@estion sk@j-ed. 

Exhibit 3-11 

CONSUMER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 
ABOUT WRITING THE GRANT 

(Survey of 1998 Grantees; n= 1,442) 

Key: I=Very Easy; 2=Easy; 3=Nmtrd (Neither Easy or Difficult); 4=D%fidS 5=VeryDfidt ;  
6=Not Applicable; 7=Question Skipped. 
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3.3 CHARACmSTICS AND REACTIONS OF NON-APPLICANTS 

Because of inconsistencies in the databases, it is unclear how many jurisdictions 
were eligible for LLEBG funds and did not apply, or applied for the grant but then 
declined funds. The evaluation team attempted to locate some of these jurisdictions to 
determine the causes of their actions (the methodology used to locate these jurisdictions is 
described in Appendix A). The team was successful in reaching 81 jurisdictions not 
applying for funds, and 12 jurisdictions that submitted an appIication, but then waived the 
funds (Exhibit 3-12). A disproportionate number of the jurisdictions reached by the 
evaluation team were located in the southern United States (Exhibit 3-13). 

Exhibit 3-12 

NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE JURISDICTIONS 
NOT APPLYING FOR LLEBG FUNDS 

No. of Eligible Jurisdiction 
No. of Applicants 
No. of Non-Applicants 
Non-Applicants Contacted 
Source: BJA Eligibility and Re( 
* Percent of non-applicants. 

3,193 100.0 
2,798 

3,242 100.0 
2,972 

100.0 
5,770 

12.2" 

LOCATION OF NON-APPLICANTS CONTACTED 

Regions of the 
United States 

West 
Midwest 
South 
Northeast 
U.S. Territories 

Total 

Didn't ap 
Number 

4 

12 
62 
3 

81 

Percent 
4.9 

14.8 

76.5 
3.7 

99.9" 

Number 
757 

640 

1,414 

664 

6 
3,481 

Source: BJA Eligibility and Recipient Databases, 1996 and 1997. 
* Does not add to 100% because of rounding. 
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Percent 
21.7 

18.4 

40.6 

19.1 

0.2 
100.0 
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The eligible jurisdictions not receiving funds also were asked whether they have 
received other grants from the Department of Justice (DOJ). Approximately half of the 
jurisdictions interviewed did accept other DOJ funds, and half did not. Some reasons the 
jurisdictions gave for accepting other DOJ grants, but not the LLEBG funds, include the 
following: 

They wanted other agencies to have the funds because the 
other agencies are so small they could afford the 10 percent 
match and get those grants. The sheriffs office already had 
grants and felt they could share; 

- 

Byrne and COPS had no advisory board-LLEBG not worth it 
for $12,000; 

A volunteer program gave them the person needed to fill the 
position-they wanted to allow another agency to use the 
funds; 

Did not know about LLEBG fund and had been using COPS 
for years; and 

Amount available for LLEBG funds was insignificant. 

3.3.1 Reasons for Not Applying for LLEBG Funds 

During a short telephone interview, jurisdictions gave a variety of reasons for not 
applying for LLEBG funds for which they were eligible. Some sample responses from 
the jurisdictions include the following: 

The jurisdiction was getting money from another grant-did 
not need LLEBG funds; 

The City did not allow anyone to apply for any grants-they 
weren’t willing to do paperwork; 

The jurisdiction did not know enough about it; 

Requirements make it impractical (the hourly cost of blue 
ribbon panel exceeds block grant itself); and 

The previous administration didn’t want to be involved with 
federal government. 

3-14 

U.S. Department of Justice.
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
u 
I 
u 
u 
I 
i 
I 
I 

The main reason that jurisdictions gave in an open-ended response as to why they 
did not apply for LLEBG funding was that they were either unaware of their eligibility or 
not aware of how to complete the grant application (Exhibit 3-14). 

Exhibit 3-14 

OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES FROM JURISDICTIONS ABOUT 
WHY THEY DID NOT APPLY FOR LLEBG FUNDS 

(n=29 of 81) 

i o  

Not Aware of Not Allowed to Apply W o r t  Required Not Did Not Know Reason Jurisdiction Did Not 
Eligibility or How to for Federal Funds Worth Grant Amount for Not Applying Need Funding 

Complete Grant 

Topic of Open-ended Responses from 
Jurisdictions Explaining Why They Did Not Applying for LLEBG Funds 

3.3.2 Reasons for Applying and Later Declining LLEBG Grants 

A total of 12 jurisdictions indicated that they had applied for LLEBG funds, but then 
later in the process declined to draw down on the funds. Some of the reasons these 
jurisdictions gave for declining the funds include the following: 

There were not enough funds to hire full-time position; 

City budget cuts made meeting grant requirements 
impossible-requirement that added personnel must be “above 
and beyond” existing department staffing was impossible to 
meet because the city cut jobs from the police department; 
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Jurisdiction withdrew within one week after submitting 
application after analyzing the costs involved to do advisory 
board, public hearing, advertising, etc-accepting the grant 
was not cost-effective; 

The sheriffs office had two other grants and decided to let 
either the city police or other agency apply for the grant; 

There were too many stipulations with the advisory board and 
public hearing-the department did not want the board to tell 
them how to spend $12,OOO; and 

The City was to get 90 percent of the grant, with a large 
portion going to the prosecutor’s office, while the sheriffs 
department was only to get a small portion. The county 
administration decided not to be involved because of the 
infighting and politics. 

Though the number of jurisdictions interviewed was small, the purpose of seeking 
eligible non-recipients was to determine some of the reasons why jurisdictions would not 
apply for or accept funding for which they did not have to compete. The main issues 
identified indicate that additional resources may need to be spent publicizing the grant as 
well as clarifying requirements that some jurisdictions perceive as too timeconsuming for 
what they view as limited funds. 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 
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Type of Jurisdiction 
States and Territories 
Indian Tribes 
Counties 
Cities 

Total 

4. PROFILE OF LLEBG GRANTEES AND 
THEIR USE OF LLEBG FUNDS 

Number of 1996 Percent of 
and 1997 Grantees Total 

54 1.6 
24 0.7 

860 24.7 
2,543 73.0 
3,481 100.0 

Because the LLEBG program is such a large initiative, with about 3,000 grantees 
receiving nearly half a billion dollars, the evaluation team intended to use the grantee 
databases to identify trends or patterns both in grantee characteristics and in the use of 
the LLEBG funds. As mentioned in Section 3.2.1, some problems with the databases 
made this task more challenging and, unfortunately, not as complete as originally 
anticipated. The following, however, are some characteristics noted from the limited 
information available from the databases as well as from the “consumer polls” and in- 
depth phone conversations conducted on two occasions during the evaluation period. 
This section also addresses some of the characteristics found among those jurisdictions 
eligible for an award that either did not apply, or applied and then declined to accept the 
award. 

4.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF GRANTEES 

4.1.1 Type of Jurisdiction 

The evaluation team categorized the 1996 and 1997 LLEBG recipients into four 
types of jurisdictions: States and territories, Indian Tribes, counties, and cities. The 
cities category was a general category designed to capture all jurisdictions from the BJA 
recipient database that were identified as cities, towns, municipalities, and townships. As 
expected, the vast majority (73%) of the jurisdictions fell within the “cities” category 
(see Exhibit 4-1). 

Exhibit 4-1 

TYPE OF JURISDICTION RECEIVING AN LLEBG AWARD 
IN 1996 OR 1997 (OR IN BOTH YEARS) 
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4.1.2 Size of Jurisdiction 

The cities listed in the combined 1996 and 1997 recipient databases were matched to 
population estimates in order to determine the size of jurisdictions receiving awards. 
Again, as expected the largest number of LLEBG recipients (30.1 76) were located in 
cities with a population of less than 12,500 (see Exhibit 4-2). 

Exhibit 4-2 

POPULATION OF CITIES RECEIVING AN LLEBG AWARD 
IN 1996 OR 1997 (OR IN BOTH YEARS) 

Population 

1-12,500 

12,501-25,000 

25,001-50,000 

50,001 - 750,000 

> 750,000 

Total 

Number 
of Cities 

766 

634 

586 

545 

11 

2,542' 

Percent 
of Total 

30.1 

24.9 

23.1 

21.4 

0.4 

99.9*' 

Source: BJA Recipient Databases, 1996 and 1997 
* Population data were missing for one jurisdiction. 
** Does not add to 100% because of rounding. 

4.1.3 Location of the Grantees 

Jurisdictions were spread throughout the United States and territories. Exhibit 4-3 
shows the number of jurisdictions receiving LLEBG awards by census region. While the 
awards were widely distributed, the South was home to the majority of the grantees 
(42%), followed by the western United States. As expected, States with larger 
populations (e-g., California, Florida, Texas) had more grantees than smaller States 
(Exhi bit 4-4). 

4.1.4 Type of Organbation of Grantee 

The LLEBG application did not require the jurisdiction to list which agencies or 
organizations would be using the grant funds, nor did it require the contact person to list 
an organizational affiliation. Because this information was absent, the evaluation team 
investigated other ways to determine what types of agencies were applying for funds. 

4-2 

U.S. Department of Justice.
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Census Region 
West 
Midwest 

Exhibit 4-3 

Number Percent 
757 21.7 

640 18.4 

NUMBER OF LLEBG GRANTEES PER CENSUS REGION 

South 
Northeast 
U.S. Territories 
Total 

1,414 40.6 

664 19.1 

6 0.2 
3,481 100.0 

DistrictofColumbia 1 
Guam 1 
N. Marina Island 1 
puerto Rco 1 
V i i n  Islands 1 

Exhibit 4-4 

LOCATION OF LLEBG GRANTEES 

NORTHEAST 

SOUTH 

4-3 

U.S. Department of Justice.
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report



The only category on the application form which revealed any information was the 
request for the contact person’s title. After coding these data from the 1997 recipient 
databases, it became obvious that law enforcement agencies were the organizations most 
frequently listed as the contact person for the grants. However, as Exhibit 4-5 clearly 
shows, law enforcement officials were not the only contacts. In fact, persons with titles 
indicating that they were either civilians or elected officials were listed in more than 35 
percent of the cases. 

4.2 GRANTEES’ USE OF LLZBG FUNDS 

4.2.1 Uses According to Different Purpose Areas 

Jurisdictions were required to indicate on their application forms the purpose areas 
in which they anticipated using the funds. Because the expenditure data received in the 
PIF database are unreliable, the evaluation team focused attention on the proposed (rather 
than actual) use of the funds. 

Most Funds Used to Purchase Equipment. Jurisdictions proposed spending the 
greatest amount of funds on “Equipment”-more than 45 percent in 1996 and 1997 
(Exhibit 4-6). “Hiring” and “Overtime” were distant second and third categories for 
proposed use. These three areas are subcategories for the “Law Enforcement” purpose 
area, which was responsible for more than 70 percent of proposed spending for both 
years. 

Few Changes in Proposed Use of Funds Over Time. Because of difficulties 
obtaining the application databases for the 1998 grantees, the evaluation team revised the 
Fax survey of 1998 grantees to include questions about the proposed use of LLEBG 
funds for the 1998 grant. The survey did not request exact dollar amounts since it was 
designed to be a quick and easy instrument, but instead asked for approximate 
percentages. As Exhibit 4-7 shows, not many changes occurred in the proposed use of 
funds between the 1996 and 1997 grantees (as captured in the BJA databases) and the 
self-reported use of finds by the 1998 grantees. 

Small Number of Newly Hired Personnel. When an application included “Hiring” 
as a proposed purpose area, jurisdictions were required to indicate how many officers 
and how many support personnel they proposed hiring with the funds. Exhibits 4-8 and 
4-9 show that while “Hiring” accounted for an average of more than 13 percent of the 
use of funds in 1996 and 1997 combined, the number of employees hired was fairly 
small, with most jurisdictions indicating that they only intended to hire between one and 
ten officers or support personnel. 
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Exhibit 4-5 

TYPE OF CONTACT PERSON LISTED ON APPLICATION 

Samde Titles Percent 
33.2 

Frequency 
986 

Contact Type 
Police ExecutivelManager Assistant Chief of Police 

Commander 

Captain 

Police Planner 

PolicelSheriff Semeant 
_ _ _ _ ~  

Chief of Police 

Sheriff 

Director of Public Safety 

Commissioner of Public Safety 

Colonel 

918 Law Enforcement CEO 30.9 

14.6 

9.7 

~ ~~ ~~ 

Local Government Executive1 
Manager 

Co mmu n tty Development Director 

City Manager 
Councilman 

Economic Development Specialist 

Director of Parks 

Tribal Planner 

434 

~~ ___ 

Civilian Financial 289 Grants Administrator 

Chief Financial Officer 

Financial Analyst 

Comptroller 

Assistant Auditor 
Chief Administrative Officer 

Project Coordinator 

AnalyNPlanner 
Assistant Court Administrator 

Program Services Supervisor 

226 7.6 Civilian Administration 

Police Officer 

Crime Analyst 

Domestic Violence lnvestiaator 

87 2.9 

20 0.7 Judicial Judge 

Prosecuting Attorney 

Civilian Training Officer 

Police Trainina Officer 
Training 12 0.4 

2,972 100.0 Total 
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Dollars 

62,144,387 

50,424,64 0 
1 85,86835 i 

14,149,098 

15,282,702 
25,994,058 

4,654,49 1 
37,900,057 

3,2 98,223 

11,964,097 

411,680,304 

Exhibit 4-6 

Percent 

15.1 

12.3 

45.2 

3.3 

3.7 
6.3 

1.1 
9.2 
0.8 

3.0 
100.0 

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY PURPOSE AREA, 
AS INDICATED IN ORIGINAL LLEBG APPLICATIONS 

Purpose Area 
1. Law Enforcement 

A. Hiring 
B. Overtime 

C. Equipment 

II. Enhancing Security 

111. Drug Courts 
IV. Enhancing Adjudication 

V. MultiJurisdictional Task Force 

VI. Crime Prevention 
VII. Indemnification Insurance 

Missing 
Total 

Source: BJA Recipient Databases, 1996 and 

1997 
Proposed to  be Spent 

Dollars 

54,353,269 

48,437,958 

216,863,600 
13,228,474 

11,334,856 

22,407,403 
2,198,677 

44,994,343 

3,417,715 
36.995.902 

Percent 

12.0 

10.7 

47.7 

2.9 

2.5 

4.9 

0.5 

9.9 
0.8 
8.1 

B7; 1998 data were not available. 

Exhibit 4-7 

454,232,197 I 100.0 

PERCENT DIS'I'RIBUTION OF 1996 AND 1997 FUNDS ON APPLICATION, 
COMPARED TO SELF-REPORTED POST-AWARD DISTRIBUTION OF 1998 F"DS 

Purmse Area 

I. Law Enforcement 
A. Hiring 

B. Overtime 

C. Equipment 

II. Enhancing Security 

111. Drug Courts 

IV. Enhancing Adjudication 

V. MultiJurisdictional Task Force 

VI. Crime Prevention 

VI 1. Indemnification 

Missing 

TOTAL 
*BJA Recipient Databases, 1996 and 1997 
**Survey or 1998 Grantees 

From Origina 

1996 
~~ 

15.1 

12.3 

45.2 

3.3 

3.7 
6.3 

1.1 
9.2 
0.8 

100.0 

4-6 

4pplications* 
1997 

12.0 

10.7 

47.7 

2.9 

2.5 

4.9 

0.5 
9.9 

0.8 

8.1 
100.0 

Reported in Survey" 
1998 

2.8 

9.8 

52.2 

3.0 

2.3 

2.8 

0.9 

10.0 

0.1 

100.0 
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1996 Jurisdictions 

No. of Officers Number Percent 

0 2,561 91.5 

1.10 229 8.2 

More than 10 8 0.3 

Missing data 0 0.0 

Total 2,798 100.0 

Exhibit 4-8 

1997 Jurisdictions 

Number Percent 

2,771 93.2 

176 5.9 

2 0.1 

23 0.8 

2,972 100.0 

PROPOSED HIRING OF NEW OFFICERS 

No. of Support 
Personnel 

0 

1-10 
More than 10 
Missing data 
Total 

1996 Jurisdictions 
Number Percent 
2,544 90.9 
216 7.7 
38 1.4 
0 0.0 

2,798 100.0 

Exhibit 4-9 

Number 
2,765 
178 
6 
23 

2,972 

PROPOSED HIRING OF SUPPORT PERSONNEL AS USE FOR F"DS 

Percent 
93.0 
6.0 
0.2 
0.8 

100.0 
data were not available. 

4.2.2 LLEBG Funds at Work 

At the time the evaluation began in January 1998, jurisdictions had been in 
possession of LLEBG funds for a little over a year (funds were first made available in 
September 1996). Because jurisdictions had a total of 27 months to spend this grant 
money (funds had to be obligated within the 24-month period, but jurisdictions had 
another three months to expend the funds), the evaluation team was not expecting to find 
that many funds had been spent. 

Expenditure Rate. The data from the Progress Information Forms confirmed that 
hypothesis. Exhibit 4-10 shows, for the most complete reporting period (1996 PIF 2), 
jurisdictions reporting spending approximately 18.4 percent of their total grant award. 
As explained in Section 3, however, these data are both unreliable and incomplete, 
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1996 Jurisdictions 

Reporting 
Expenditure of 

Funds Total Expenditures 
PIF Reporting Amount 

Period Number Percent ($ in millions) Percent 
1 1.415 50.60 3.80 0.9 

Exhibit 4-10 

1997 Jurisdictions 

Reporting 
Expenditure of 

Funds Total Expenditures 
Amount 

Number Percent ($ in millions) Percent 
694 20.10 1.7 0.4 

EXPENDITURE RATE 

= Data that should not have been completed at the time files were made available (March 1998). 
Source: PIF, 19% and 1997; BJA Recipient Databases, 1996 and 1997; 1998 data were not available. 

leaving unresolved the issue of expenditure rate as well as changes in expenditures as 
compared to planned allocations. 

Collaboration/Bundling of Funds. One issue of importance for the evaluation was 
whether jurisdictions used LLEBG in combination with other federal, State, or local 
funds, or with unexpended LLEBG funds from a previous grant year. During the in- 
depth phone interviews, roughly 25 percent of jurisdictions interviewed reported using 
the funds in a coordinated or combined manner (Exhibit 4-1 1). Some of the jurisdictions 
commented on their reasons for combining funds, stating that: 

Drug Court program was enhanced to hire Spanish speaking 
interpreter and Teen Court was enhanced by hiring a program 
coordinator; 

By combining funds with the Governor’s Highway Safety 
Program, they were able to purchase video cameras for patrol 
vehicles; 

By leveraging other funds, the jurisdiction was able to fund 
Drug Court and MAD DADS; and 

Jurisdiction started a bike patrol. Bikes were purchased with 
other funds, but that grant didn’t allow them to pay overtime 
for the bike patrol officers. 

4-8 

U.S. Department of Justice.
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
B 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Exhibit 4-11 

JURISDICTIONS COMBINING OR COORDINATING L.I;EBG FUNDS, 
BY SIZE OF LLEBG AWARD 

(n=236) 

Amount of LLEBG Award 
to Jurisdiction' 

1,000 to 15,000 
15,001 to 20,000 

20,001 to 25,000 
25,001 to 30,000 
30,001 to 50,000 
50,001 to 100,000 
More than 100,000 

Jurisdictions Not Combining 
or Coordinating Funds 

Total 

199611997 Grantees 
Coordinating or 

Combinin 

14 
5 
4 
3 
8 

9 
13 

180 

236 

Number 
Funds* 

Percent 
5.9 
2.1 
1.7 

I .3 
3.4 
3.8 

5.5 
76.3 

100.0 
* BJA Recipient Databases, 19% and 1997 
** Telephone survey of 1996/1997 Grantees. 

Types of Accomplishments Achieved with LLEBG Funds. One goal of the 
evaluation was to determine what was being accomplished with LLEBG funds. Section 5 
discusses 18 site visits that the evaluation team conducted to report on innovative 
practices occurring among LLEBG grantees. Another 236 jurisdictions were asked to 
categorize their LLEBG-funded accomplishments into four categories (Exhibit 4-12). 
During the in-depth phone survey of 1996/1997 grantees, most jurisdictions claimed the 
upgrading of law enforcement capabilities to be the main accomplishment resulting from 
their grants, followed by crime prevention and reduction. The specific accomplishments 
highlighted by the interviewees can be found in Attachment A-4, Appendix A. 
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31 

37 

1 93 

Exhibit 4-12 

2 

2 

13 

TYPE OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS ACHIEVED WI"H LLEBG FUNDS, 
BY SIZE OF LLEBG AWARD 

Response to Question: (I Would You Describe Your Accomplishments As 
Crime Prevention or Reduction; Coordination of FundslCoordination of Advisory 

Agencies; Upgrading of Law Enforcement Capabilities; or Other? 
(n=236)* 

199W1997 Grantees: 
Accomplishments with Grant Funds**' I 

Amount of 
LLEBG Award to 

Jurisdiction** 

10,000 to 15,000 

15,001 to 20,000 

20,001 to 25,000 

25,001 to 30,000 

30,001 to 50,000 

50,001 to 100,000 

> 100,000 

Tot 

Crime Prevention/ 
Reduction 

(n=122 of 236) 

27 

13 

11 

4 

21 

16 

30 

122 

Coord. of Funds/ 
Agencies 

(n=19 of 236) 

3 

2 

3 

I 

5 

1 

4 

19 

Upgrading Law 
Enf. Capabilities 
(n=193 of 236) 

53 

17 

15 

10 

30 

(n=l3 of 236) 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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5. INNOVATIVE PRACTICES SUPPORTED 
WITH LLEBG FUNDS 

An important goal of the evaluation design was to identify and describe innovative 
practices that might have been supported by local jurisdictions with LLEBG funds. 
Identifying such practices, however, represented a significant challenge, because block 
grants have traditionally not been clearly associated with discrete local practices, much 
less innovative ones. Instead, block grant funds (in criminal justice and also other areas 
such as social services and housing) have frequently been commingled with funds from 
other sources, or used to supplement existing operations, or both. In all three of those 
circumstances, it is very difficult to uniquely associate block grant funds with any 
specific local practices. 

In order to achieve this goal, the evaluation team first had to identify sites in which 
innovative practices appeared to be supported by LLEBG funds. This was done by: 

1 .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

Compiling a list of self-nominated innovative practices 
collected during telephone interviews with 1996/1997 grantees 
(provided in Attachment A-4, Appendix A); 

Identifying additional innovative practices with assistance 
from the LLEBG’s project monitors at the U.S. Department 
of Justice; 

Contacting a representative of the sites with claimed 
innovative practices, using a screening protocol (provided in 
Attachment A-5, Appendix A), and then selecting 18 sites that 
best fit the screening criteria; and 

Conducting site visits and using a protocol (included in 
Attachment A-6, Appendix A). 

For the purposes of the evaluation, the innovativeness of two types of practices 
were assessed: substantive practices (e. g., crime mapping, delinquency prevention 
programs, drug courts) and process practices (e.g., ways of adopting or implementing 
specific practices). The importance of substantive practices is straightforward. Process 
practices were considered important in part because of the distinct nature of the LLEBG 
application and allocation processes, which required public input and might have 
encouraged collaboration. For instance, by making the grant award to a unit of general 
purpose government and not the law enforcement agency, the local jurisdictions might 
have been stimulated to develop creative and innovative partnerships across agencies. As 
another example, by calling for public hearings and an explicit priority-setting and 
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allocation process, the LLEBG program might have encouraged local agencies to 
collaborate with local community groups in some new way. The practices described in 
the remainder of this section, therefore, represent innovations of either a substantive or a 
process nature, or both. 

The “innovativeness” of a practice (defined in more detail in Section 5.2) was based 
on the determination by the evaluation team that the practice met at least one of the 
following criteria: 

Reflected a distinctive partnering of agencies or agencies and 
communities (e.g., seemed to be the first time that such agencies 
were working together-see First Time Collaborations); or 

Represented a case of an early adoption of a practice within some 
confined group (e.g., the entire state, a region, or all 
jurisdictions across the country of a certain size-see ‘‘EarZy 
Adoption” of Practice in the State, or for the Type of Agency). 

Was not necessarily at the cutting edge of the state-of-the-art, but 
had program features that were distinctive (see Distinctive 
Program Features); and 

Was of federal policy interest in the criminal justice field (e.g., 
certain data-driven practices are currently a priority-see Other 
Types of Innovativeness); 

5.1 GENERAL FEATURES OF 18 INNOVATIVE PRACTICES 

A summary of the features of the innovative practices is provided below. 

Most of the Practices Were in Urban Areas. Appendix D provides brief 
descriptions of the 18 practices, their geographic locations, and the size of populations 
covered by their communities. Appendix E contains a more detailed summary and a 
logic model for each of the 18 practices. Most of the practices were in urban areas. 
Exhibits 5-1 and 5-2 illustrate the bulk of the practices by associating them graphically 
with their geographic location and then distinguishing between law enforcement practices 
(Exhibit 5-1) and practices outside of law enforcement (Exhibit 5-2). 
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Exhibit 5-1 

ILLUSTRATIVE LAW ENFORCEMENT PRACTICES 

Automated Booking Procedure 
(Show Low, AZ) 

Department first to implement 
procedure in state; results In 
substantial time-savings for 
officers 

Sheriff's Combined Auto Theft 
Task Force (SCATT) 
(Travis County, TX) 

Only effective multi-county 
law enforcement task force 

, in thestate 

Crime Analysis and Compstat 
(Philadelphia, PA) 

Crime analysis unit for 
entire city, Involving timely 
and accurate intelligence, 
targeted services, etc. 

\ I 

Citizen's Academy 
(Pulaski County, AR) 

community-oriented 
policing philosophy 
throughout county 

Effort to instill a 

I 

I 

Purpose Areas 
Law Enforcement 
Enhancing Security 
MuitiJurisdictional Task Force 
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Exhibit 5-2 

ILLUSTRATIVE PRACTICES, OUTSIDE OF TRADITIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Spirit Lake Juvenile Court 

(Fort Totter, ND) 

School and court, and 
intake offlcer and Tribal 
Police collaborating for 
first time; parents more 

Operation AIM 
(Phoenix, AZ) 

Widespread collaboration 
among city departments; 
reflects bellef that 
truancy Is gateway to 

<juvenile crime 
I 

\ 
Gernative Schools Network Assoclatlon 

(Kansas City, MO) 

Collaborative effort; schools from 
different jurisdictions working 
toaether for first time 

Education Court 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Collaboration of police, 
probation, judicial, public 

Addresses social dynamics 
that have repeatedly led to 
relncarceratlon; only 
gender-specific program 
available for incarcerated 

\ women and their children 

>> Transition House for Juveniles 
Adjudicated as Adults 

(Jacksonville, FL) 

Fiiis a service need experience by 
communities adjudicating 
Juveniles as adults 

\ 
/ Community Justice Initiative 

(Palm Beach, FL) 

Collaboration between public 
and private sector; involves 
community justice pilot 
project, community court, 

, and Juvenile assessment center 

Purpose Areas 
Drug Courts 
Enhancing Adjudication 
Crime Prevention 
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Practices Were Highly Varied. Because of the screening criteria, the practices were 
highly varied in any number of ways in addition to their geographic distribution or sector 
of activity. Some of the salient differences were as follows: 

The lead agency for the practice was the law enforcement 
agency (police or sheriffs department) in 7 cases, another 
criminal justice agency in 5 cases, a non-law enforcement 
agency (e.g., parks and recreation or schools) in 3 cases, and 
a partnership or local executive's office in 3 cases; 

- 

The amount of LLEBG funds used to support the practices 
varied-from about $5,000 to over $2,000,000 per year (the 
median was about $78,000 in 1997); 

The percentage that this amount represented relative to the 
entire allocation of LLEBG funds to the jurisdiction varied 
(from less than 5% to nearly 100%-the median was about 
7%); and 

Five of the practices cited funds from other sources (State, 
local, private) in support of the practice, six cited other 
federal sources, and four cited both. 

Appendix F lists the individual practices along with these characteristics. 

LLEBG Funds Were Often Bundled with Funds from Other Sources. Among 
these characteristics, the bundling of funds with those from other sources was by no 
means accidental or merely an administrative happenstance. The site visits found that 
other available funds might have been available earlier, but often had constraints-e.g., 
could be used for operations but not for equipment. In contrast, despite the naming of 
the purpose areas as well as other restrictions on spending for specific items, the LLEBG 
funds provided jurisdictions with a needed flexibility that could complement the other 
funds. In this sense, the LLEBG funds served a catalytic role in leveraging the other 
available resources. 

Jurisdictions Exhibited Reductions in Crime, but Level of Reduction Varied. 
While all jurisdictions reported a decreased crime rate between 1996 and 1998, the 
percent change varied from a low of minus 3 percent to a high of minus 53 percent. The 

'The original grant application package did clearly state that the LLEBG funds "cannot be used to supplant 
State or local funds, but instead to increase the amount of funds that would be available otherwise from 
State and local sources," and in this sense may have promoted the bundling and leveraging that was found 
among the 18 practices. 
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median change in crime rate was about minus 10.5 percent-just under the national 
average of minus 11 percent. Exhibit 5-3 shows total Part I violent crimes and crime 
rates for each of the jurisdictions visited, as well as the percent change in their crime 
rates. 

5.2 TEE INNOVATIVENESS OF THE PRACTICES 

Although the 18 practices had all been screened for their innovativeness, the data 
collection explicitly aimed at corroborating the earlier expectations. Appendix G 
contains brief descriptions of the innovative aspects of each practice as determined by the 
site visits. 

Not all of the practices were highly unusual or extremely technologically advanced. 
However, each practice did meet a reasonable criterion representing innovativeness of 
use. The importance of such a criterion-compared to the traditional understanding of 
the term “innovative” as something unprecedented or completely original-is that it 
recognizes that the most important aspect of a “practice” is not necessarily whether it is 
“cutting-edge”, but rather its practicality and ability to suit existing operations while still 
representing an early, if not initial, application. 

“First-time” Collaborahbns. Six practices met the criterion of involving innovative 
partnerships among agencies-the agencies either within the same jurisdiction or across 
jurisdictions. In all cases, the practice represented the first time that such agencies had 
collaborated in their entire histories, thereby serving as groundbreaking (hence 
“innovative”) efforts. The potential significance of such collaboration is reflected in the 
case of one of the practices-an auto theft collaboration centered in Travis County, 
TX-where sheriffs offices in 14 counties were collaborating for the first time in a State 
known for its tradition of independence among jurisdictions. Such a tradition meant that 
so large a number of jurisdictions had not previously collaborated in the entire State on 
any law enforcement matter, not just auto theft. Other practices involving collaboration 
included a truancy prevention program in Phoenix, Arizona; a youth co-op program in 
Stockton and San Joaquin County, California; an alternative schools network in Kansas 
City, Missouri; a youth crime prevention strategy in St. Louis, Missouri; and a juvenile 
court in Fort Totten, North Dakota. 

“Early Adoption” of Practice in the Stale or for the Type of Agency. Another four 
practices met the criterion of being an early adoption-the first or second time the 
practice had been put into place in an entire State, or for an entire class of agencies (e.g., 
sheriffs offices). An example of this type of practice was a teen court in Baltimore, 
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StatelLocale 
AR 

Az 
Pulaski Counv 

Phoenix 
Show L o d  

San Francisco 
Stockton and San 
Joaquin County 

Aurora 

Jacksonville 
Palm Beach County4 

Kenner 

Baltimore 

Kansas City 
St. Louis 

Fort Totten3 

Douglas County 
(Omaha) 

Tulsa 

Portland 

Philadelphia' 

Travis County 

CA 

co 

FL 

LA 

MD 

MO 

ND 

NE 

OK 

OR 

PA 

Tx 

NATIONAL 

Exhibit 5-3 

CHANGES IN CRIME RATES, 1996-1998 

I 

Part I 
Violent 
Crimes' 

372 

10,526 
unknown 

9,886 
4,322 

1,629 

9,765 
NIA 

71 7 

19,507 

8,885 
10,203 

unknown 

4.742 

4,428 

7,835 

23,367 

3,859 
1,688,540 

)6 
Crimes 

Per 
100,000 

620.00 

923.76 
unknown 

1,326.75 
822.40 

621.36 

1,414.47 
NIA 

975.54 

2,722.75 

1,981.1 6 
2,727.78 

unknown 

1,352.51 

1,168.88 

1,674.48 

1,528.85 

565.19 
636.50 

1 
Part I 
Violent 
Crimes' 

232 

10,376 
unknown 

5,849 
4,105 

1,658 

9,437 
9,876 

595 

17,416 

8,623 
9,591 

unknown 

4,873 

4,596 

7,600 

NIA 

3,870 
1,636,090 

7 
Crimes 

Per 
100,000 

386.67 

884.92 
unknown 

1,133.46 
771.68 

621.05 

1,343.26 
985.18 

809.37 

2420.28 

1,907.45 
2,542.54 

unknown 

1,385.38 

1,204.28 

1,604.40 

NIA 

558.37 
611.31 

l! 

Part I 
Violent 
Crimes' 

175 

10,201 
unknown 

7,337 
4,126 

1,496 

8,113 
7,026 

465 

16,024 

8,362 
8,848 

unknown 

4,841 

4,370 

6,707 

21,226 

3,438 
1,531,040 

8 
Crimes 

Per 
100,000 

291.67 

832.26 
unknown 

989.66 
751.26 

569.98 

1,153.64 
677.71 

643.48 

2,419.62 

1,867.64 
2.570.95 

unknown 

1,314.57 

1,131.39 

1,372.10 

1,464.45 

483.80 
566.43 

Percent 
Change in 

Crime Rate, 
1996-1 998 

-52.96 

-9.91 
unknown 

-25.41 
-8.65 

-8.27 

-18.44 
-31.21 

-34.04 

-11.13 

-5.73 
-5.75 

unknown 

-2.81 

-2.96 

-1 8.06 

-4.21 

-14.40 
-1 1.01 

'Source: Tables 6, 8, and 10, Crime in ihe United States, 1598: Uniform Crime RepoRs, FBI, 1999. 
*Population estimate not provided by the UCR. Estimate of 60,OOO people from sheriffs department. 
'Jurisdiction too small to be included in the UCR. 
4Jurisdiction did not report crime statistics for 1996. Percent change represents change between 1997 and 1998. 
'Jurisdiction did not report crimes for 1997. 
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Maryland, which the jurisdiction claimed was only one of two such courts in the entire 
State. In this case, the court included a component in which the victims were able to 
influence the selection of the appropriate sanctions. A second example was an automated 
booking procedure in Show Low, Arizona, which used technology unusual for the small 
size of the law enforcement agency (25 officers). Other practices that fell into this 
category included a drug court in Omaha, Nebraska; and a transition house for juveniles 
adjudicated as adults in Jacksonville, Florida. 

Distinctive Progrum Features. Another group of four practices were considered 
innovative because of the distinctiveness of their program features. A Mayor's Night 
Hoops program in Kenner, Louisiana, for instance, called for youths to sign pledges to 
be drug-free and also set clear rules for being expelled from the program-and was 
therefore more structured than other programs of the same sort. Another practice, in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, was trying to address the social dynamics contributing to re- 
incarceration, and to prevent incarcerated persons and their children from getting 
involved with the penal systems in the future. This practice was deemed innovative 
because of its comprehensive design (family enrichment initiatives, combined with a 
systematic referral network, combined with the offering of related services). The other 
practices in this category were a citizen's academy in Pulaski County, Arkansas; and a 
mobile command unit in Portland, Oregon. 

Other Types of Innovativeness. The remaining four practices met yet other criteria 
for being innovative: implementing a creative, public-private bundling of funds; 
improving existing technology in a law enforcement agency; and making systemic 
changes in law enforcement agencies to implement data-driven practices and instill 
greater accountability among law enforcement officers. Among the datadriven practices 
(covering practices in Aurora, Colorado, and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania), the use of 
GIs-coded mapping along with crime analysis was combined with administrative 
re-organizations that produced previously unattained levels of accountability among the 
law enforcement officers. The Youth Treatment and Education Court in San Francisco, 
California, is an example of bundling of funds, as is a community justice initiative in 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

5.3 SPECIFIC USES OF LLEBG F"DS IN SUPPORTING THE PRACTICES 

The site visits also clarified the actual use of the LLEBG funds in supporting these 
practices. Of the various categories of use, the evaluation team found that the bulk of the 
funds were used for salaries and equipment. 

In principle, grantees could use the funds for a broad variety of item, the main 
exclusions being a short list of items specifically identified in BJA's original grant 
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application package.2 Among the 18 practices, the uses of funds included salaries, 
equipment and supplies, facilities, and services, described below.3 

Salaries. More than half of the sites (10 of 18) used the funds to support salaries. 
The salaries covered such staff as: law enforcement officers, crime analysts, corrections 
officers, recreation department staff, social services staff, and youth organizers. The 
staff worked both full- and part-time. 

The most frequent rationale for such investments was that, for a new (and 
potentially unproven) practice, the LLEBG funds were a logical source of funds for the 
initial startup and implementation period. Once the practice was proven to be useful and 
to meet a genuine need, the jurisdiction would attempt (in many cases successfully) to 
gain further support for the staff from the operating budget of the relevant agency or 
agencies. In this sense, the LLEBG funds fulfilled a “seed money” function and avoided 
becoming a permanent subsidy. 

Equipment and Supplies. The next largest group of sites (6 of 18) used LLEBG 
funds to purchase specific equipment and supplies, such as software and computer 
systems, vehicles, communications and photographic equipment, ammunition, and sports 
uniforms. In this sense, the LLEBG funds helped to cover “one-time-only” outlays that 
had been beyond the capability of their existing budget resources. 

In at least one case, the planned practice had been under consideration for two 
years, but with no available budget support. The LLEBG funds (in this case involving 
both equipment and salaries) therefore served as a catalyst in getting the practice off the 
ground. Once the initial investment had been made and the practice shown to be highly 
useful, the agency was able to continue supporting the practice in later years by obtaining 
local resources to cover the salaries. 

FaciZifies. LLEBG funds also were used at 3 of the 18 sites to pay for facilities, 
such as building renovation, building demolition (vacant buildings being used for illicit 
purposes), and office space. In the case of the renovation expense, the facility was 
located in the community being served and helped to make the practice reach out more 
readily to the people who needed to be served. 

2The listed items were tanks or armored vehicles, fixed-wing aircraft, limousines, real estate, yachts, 
consultants, and vehicles not primarily used for law enforcement. 

3The Same practice could involve more than one type of use, so the overall frequency by category of use 
was greater than 18. 
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Services. Another element used at a small number of sites (4 of 18) were outlays 
for services covering such items as drug testing, support for facilities, laundering of 
uniforms, and printing. 

5.4 A PERFORMANCE-ORIENTATON FOR ASSESSING PRACTICES 

By far the most important (and surprising) finding from the 18 practices was that the 
jurisdictions readily cited performance measures for monitoring and assessing the 
practices. In other words, most of the practices had operational objectives that facilitated 
the identification and collection of output, if not outcome, data, and a good number had 
commissioned studies or data collection about their outcomes. This finding was 
surprising because the LLEBG mandate carries no requirement for local evaluation or 
assessment. Further, as mentioned earlier in this section, the uses-not to mention the 
outcomes-of traditional block grant funds related to law enforcement have been difficult 
to track in the past. 

Examples of Improved Perfomnce .  Appendix H lists the status of performance 
tracking for ail 18 practices. This appendix shows that more than half of the jurisdictions 
were already tracking project performance indicators of some sort. From a conceptual 
standpoint, the indicators covered both "outputs" (e.g., the immediate result of a practice 
in terms of target persons served or number of cases processed) and "outcomes" (e.g., 
the later result of a practice in terms of a reduction in criminal activity or in recidivism). 
Examples include: 

Changes in reported crime and in arrests, where the practice was 
aimed at juveniles, tracking of juvenile crime, and youth arrests; 

Changes in recovery of stolen property (vehicles) and in 
reported auto thefts; 

Recidivism rates for offenders going through drug courts 
compared to traditional adjudication; 

Reductions in cost in processing cases; 

Improvements in school attendance and reductions in truancy; and 

Decreases in arson calls and in arson. 

Exhibit 5-4 shows the overall pattern of coverage of performance indicators for all 
the practices. The exhibit distinguishes among those sites already collecting output or 
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Exhibit 5-4 

DATA COLLECTION ON PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

E = Too Early ( n 4 )  
T = Tracking Started (n=5) 
P = Outputs (n=8) 
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outcome data and those just starting to do so. In only one case was any tracking deemed 
premature, and in this case the practice was only scheduled to start in the late fall of 1999 
(beyond the time of the site visit). 

Attributing Outpus and Outcomes to LLEBG-funded Practices. The evaluation 
team’s site visits augmented the sites’ performance tracking by assembling operational 
logic models for each practice. The purpose of the logic models was to test the 
connection, conceptually, between the funding of the practices and the indicators being 
tracked. The logic models were based on information collected during the site visits. 

Two of the 18 logic models are illustrated in Exhibits 5-5a and 5-5b. In these, as 
well as the other cases, the logic models showed that a plausible argument could be made 
that changes in the indicators could be attributed to the funded practices. However, these 
logic models were only based on the evidence collected during brief (1- to 2-day) site 
visits. More in-depth inquiry would be needed to produce more definitive results. 

Implications for Further Research. This outcome-orientation should be considered 
a major finding from the entire evaluation and suggests at least two lines of future 
research, discussed below. 

1. The Possible Importance of Organizing According to “Projects ”. The ability to 
identify categories of relevant outcomes seems to be associated with an important 
organizational principle-that the jurisdictions had chosen to use the LLEBG funds in 
conjunction with specific “projects.” Using funds for a specific project means the prior 
identification of project goals and strategies-hence leading more easily the defining of 
logical outcome categories. 

Frequently, such projects were defined through a formal procedure because LLEBG 
funds were only allocated after a written proposal had been submitted and reviewed 
within the jurisdiction. Whether such a project orientation is a by-product of the LLEBG 
allocation requirements-e.g., holding of public hearings and submitting of a formal 
proposal to the federal government-or reflects a broader change independent of LLEBG 
funding should be the topic of further inquiry. 

2. The Possible Importance of a New Trend Toward Local Accountability. 
Further, the orientation toward outcomes also may come from a new trend in local 
practices-that agencies have increasingly become accountability-oriented, and hence the 
identification and monitoring of outcomes has become an acceptable and important 
procedure. 
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Exhibit 5-5a 

ILLUSTRATIVE LOGIC MODEL NO. 1: OPERATION AIM 

By end of 1998-99 school year, 300 students 
enrolled In or completed a one-day 
communication counseling diversion program; 
171 children referred to Human Services 

Inputs 

- 

outputs 

City, county, and up to 28 independent 
school districts collaborate for first time 
to develop Operation AIM 

Outcomes 

- 

ImDact 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
determined that juvenile crime 
prevention was top criminal justice 
priority for Phoenix and recognized 
truancy as a gateway to juvenile crime 

1 
Truancy program began as pilot in 
Phoenix Elementary School District 
(1 5 schools) in 1995-96 

t Truancy cases handled quickly and with more 
attention in Municipal courts; participation of 
prosecutor’s office has parents and students 
taking issue seriously 

1 

As program succeeds, more schoolsldistricts join 
Operation AIM (now 14 participating districts) 

49 more students in school 
each day than in 1996-97 (a 
total of 8,575 school days) 

graders who were in the 
program in 7th grade (38% 
lower); participants attribute 
decline to program 

-b doesn’t have to “count colds 
and flus” to receive partial 
funding (sign that truancy 
problem has improved 
substantially) 

................................................................... 
i Improve communication i 
i between children and 
i parents/ guardians ’ 
: ................................................................ .: 

~. .............................................. 
Reduce juvenile i 

i crime 
t .............................................. : 

i Eliminate truancy i 
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Exhibit 5-5b 

ILLUSTRATIVE LOGIC MODEL NO. 2: SHERIFF’S COMBINED AUTO THEFT TASK FORCE 

Inputs outputs Outcomes impact 

Auto thefls in Travis County were increasing, but stolen 
vehicles were not being recovered: the Texas Auto Theft 
Prevention Authority (ATPA) funds the Travis County 
Sheriffs auto theft unit 

~~ ~~~ 

Travis County Sheriff connects increased theft in Travis 
County to chop shops in other counties: seeks better 
communication with counties along the four major 
Interstate routes 

LLEBG funds used to hire Travis County auto theft unit 
deputies to work in other counties; buy cell phones 

1 
14-County Sheriffs Combined Auto Theft Task (SCATT) 
Force formed: agreements provide cross-jurisdictional 
authority to deputies 

v 
ATPA increases funding for Travis County auto theft 
activities; allows for 24-hour investigativelenforcement 
activity 

t 
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Increased trust and cooperation 
among Sheriffs departments in 
14-county region: possibly the 
only effective multi-county law 
enforcement task force in the 
state 

1 
counties 

I 
I 
I I 1  1 1  

SCATT trains 665 officers in I 
I first two years of operation I 

I 
1 ,  I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I 

I 

I 

I Ongoing inspection of salvage i 
yards throughout region I I 

I 
I 

Auto theft network is 
linked to drug trafficking 

t 

i Increased public 
i awareness reduces i 
j auto theft rate 
\ .................................................. : 

i Organized auto thefl j 
i networksare 
i eliminated 
..................................................... 

, ................................................... 
1 SCATTis 
i institutionalized; no [ 
i longer requires 
f LLEBGfunds 
t .................................................. : 

I Collaboration in auto thefl investiaations with state, DEA. ATF, FBI, and Customs. I 
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For instance, in law enforcement, an argument can be made that such accountability 
derives directly from the “problem-solving” approach (e.g., Goldstein, 1990) that has 
become prevalent in many law enforcement agencies. As another example, the greater 
attention to community-agency collaboration in many arenas, not just law enforcement, 
also may have influenced all local agencies in the same direction. More broadly, a 
considerable body of research has demonstrated that there has been a fundamental change 
in American governments toward becoming organized around solving problems, 
achieving specified results, and producing outcomes. The potential importance of these 
various strands of accountability, and whether the outcomes-orientation found in the 
LLEBG practices is part of such trends, also deserves to be the topic of much future 
inquiry. 
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23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 
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6.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Since 1996, the LLEBG program has been providing local jurisdictions with nearly 
half a billion dollars annually-a sum that comes with few restrictions and requires 
minimal paperwork. The result is that approximately 3,000 jurisdictions have had the 
opportunity to fund a wide variety of programs. 

Impact of U E B G  Funding. LLEBG is a major contributor of federal funds to 
local jurisdictions, accounting for nearly 20 percent of federal funds available for use in 
law enforcement. Even with funding from LLEBG and other federal programs, State and 
local jurisdictions still carry approximately 95 percent of the expenses associated with 
law enforcement every year. While LLEBG hnds represent a relatively small proportion 
of the criminal justice expenditures of local jurisdictions, representatives of such 
jurisdictions routinely revealed that the LLEBG funds were quite important to them. 

Improvements Being Made to Electronic Application and Reporting System. The 
LLEBG program struggled initially with its move to an electronic application and filing 
system. As a result, records from the first two grant years are at best unreliable. 
Jurisdictions expressed frustration with the electronic system, stating that they were often 
unable to use the diskette provided to them or that the document was created using an 
antiquated electronic application no longer compatible with many computers. 
Approximately 30 percent of jurisdictions responded that using the electronic system was 
either “difficult” or “very difficult,” as compared to an average of 13 percent responding 
in a similar manner to all other questions regarding the application process, combined. 

As the program has matured, new electronic systems have been incorporated to 
ensure the validity and accuracy of record keeping. Jurisdictions can now complete all 
application forms, and soon all reporting forms, on the Internet. This should eliminate 
the frustration many jurisdictions experienced using the diskettes provided to them during 
the first two grant years. The improved recordkeeping also will allow the program to 
investigate spending patterns more thoroughly. 

Grantees’ Impressions of the LLEBG Program. Jurisdictions were asked about 
their impressions of the LLEBG program during the Fax and telephone surveys, and the 
responses indicated that grantees are overwhelmingly satisfied with the program. Some 
types of jurisdictions (Le., large cities and Indian tribes) did face more difficulties in 
some areas than the group as a whole, but most jurisdictions did not recommend changes 
to the program. Among the limited suggestions for possible changes, the most frequent 
included allowing more funds for the smaller or rural jurisdictions, changing the 
matching fund requirement, and redefining the issue of disparity. 
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Use of Funds. While many jurisdictions found that the best use of funds was for 
badly needed equipment upgrades (new radios, recorders, lightbars, etc.), several of the 
communities used the opportunity to implement programs that likely would not have 
started without LLEBG funding. Some of the specific practices investigated by the 
evaluation team during site visits include: 

A transition house for released juveniles who were adjudicated as 
adults; 

A drug court program; and 

A GIS mapping and crime analysis department. 

Many other jurisdictions used the grant funds as an opportunity to collaborate with 
various agencies and organizations. Analysis of the application database showed that 
while law enforcement agencies were the organizations most frequently listed as the 
contact agency, persons with titles that indicated they were either civilians or elected 
officials were listed in more than 35 percent of the cases. In addition, during in-depth 
phone interviews, nearly 25 percent of the jurisdictions stated that they had coordinated 
or combined LLEBG funding in some manner. Some of the programs involving 
coordinated efforts that were investigated during the site visits include: 

A multi-county law enforcement task force; 

A juvenile delinquency prevention program involving 
collaboration among many city departments; and 

A program designed to find alternative schooling for students 
experiencing difficulties with traditional school programs. 

Outcomes und Future Inquily. Several jurisdictions are using program funds in 
outcome-oriented ways that stress accountability and results. This outcome-orientation is 
considered a major finding from the entire evaluation and deserves further research. 
Given this finding, as the LLEBG program matures, the following questions may be 
considered worthy of further evaluation: 

To what extent is the outcomes-oriented approach being utilized 
by LLEBG grant recipients? 

In what ways is the outcome-oriented approach being used, and 
with what results? Is this approach being used only with respect 
to LLEBG grants or more broadly? 
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How did the outcomes-orientation evolve in these jurisdictions? 

Did the LLEBG funds facilitate this orientation, and if so, how? 

Beyond the outcomes-oriented use of LLEBG funds, how has 
organizational change been brought about to create broader 
"seamless or rem1 ts-oriented governments "? 

How can the findings about these changes be shared most 
effectively with local as well as federal initiatives? 
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2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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EVALUATION OBJECTIVES, 
ACTIVITIES, AND METHODS 

A.l  EVALUATION OBJECTIVES 

The evaluation was primarily designed to provide policymakers and practitioners 
with information on the implementation and funding processes of the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance’s Local Law Enforcement Block Grant Program (LLEBG). The four topics to 
be covered were: 

1) How LLEBG funds were utilized; 

2) The identification and analysis of decision-making models; 

3) The identification of innovative uses of the funds; and 

4) An assessment of BJA’s new electronic application process. 

To fulfill these objectives, the evaluation team collected data three ways: through a 
review of the LLEBG grant records; through “consumer polls” (fax surveys) and in- 
depth telephone interviews of LLEBG grantees; and through site visits to LLEBG 
grantees showing innovative uses of the funds. Each of these is discussed in the 
remainder of this section. 

A.2 GRANT RECORDS FROM THE BUREAU OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE (BJA) 

Important to the evaluation were records of awards, maintained by BJA. The 
following section describes the procedures for using the files. 

A.2.1 Duplication of Jurisdiction Records Within and Between Files 

A majority of jurisdictions received grants in both 1996 and 1997. In order to 
sample from a list of unique jurisdictions and to avoid sending two faxes to the same 
jurisdiction, the 1996 award record for a specific grantee was deleted if there was also a 
1997 award record for that same grantee, leaving only the most recent information for 
that jurisdiction. 

The process for eliminating 1996 award records when a 1997 award record existed 
was time consuming. Initially the team used zip codes to identify potentially duplicate 
jurisdictions within files, sorting Excel working files into zip code order. Where there 
were duplicate zip codes the team confirmed whether the government type (county or city 
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or state) was unique (and correct), checked to see if the award amounts were the same 
and also looked at contact information for duplication. As an example, the zip code for a 
state jurisdiction and the zip code of the state capital were often the same. Likewise a 
city and a county seat could have duplicate zip codes. Whether a jurisdiction was unique 
was determined by checking the jurisdiction name (e.g., State of Ohio or Columbus, 
Ohio), the government type code (1 for a state, 3 for a city) and comparing the grant 
amount. If they were unique, they both remained in the sample pool. However, if the 
zip codes were the same, the jurisdiction names the same, and the grant amounts the 
same, it was assumed that records had been duplicated and one of the records was 
dropped from the sample pool. 

Deleting duplicate entries between files was more complex because most of the 
jurisdictions received grants in both 1996 and 1997. Because new unique Grant IDS were 
issued to jurisdictions for each grant year those could not be used as identifiers. The 
team used a combination of zip codes and city names to identify duplicate records. Much 
of this effort had to be done by visual scanning of the files rather than an automated 
search and matching process. 

A.2.2 Obtaining Population Data for Sampling 

The project team used the databases to create a sample that was used to complete 
two fax surveys and two in-depth telephone surveys. One sampling criterion that was 
considered was the population size of the applicant jurisdictions. Population data for 
these jurisdictions were not available from BJA so the team implemented a procedure to 
match place names (jurisdiction names) with FIPS (Federal Information Processing 
Standards) codes in 1990 Census data. 

Place names, or jurisdictions names, had to be spelled and referenced in a way that 
was consistent with the 1990 Census tapes used to obtain FIPS codes and population data. 
Using a character string search command, programmers were able to isolate jurisdiction 
names and add consistent and appropriate government type indicators for a majority of 
the jurisdictions. For example, to match the Census files, a county had to be named 
Morgan County, not County of Morgan; a parish in Louisiana had to be named Bienville 
Parish, not Parish of Bienville. If a jurisdiction name included the word “Saint,” it had 
to be abbreviated and include the period, “St. 
Rochester City, for example, not City of Rochester. This automated approach was 
effective for 70 percent of the jurisdiction names in the files but the remainder had to be 
corrected one by one. The last step was to search for duplicate FIPS codes and duplicate 
populations; the duplicate jurisdictions were dropped from the sample pool if duplication 
was confirmed. 

Cities and towns had to be called 
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In cases where the same jurisdiction received a grant in both 1996 and 1997, the 
1997 record in the sample was used on the theory that the contact information would be 
more current. 

The population of states was not an issue since all states were sampled. Likewise, 
all Native American Tribes were sampled, so population data were not acquired. 

A.2.3 Incorrect Codes for Government Types 

Before sampling by government type, i.e., county, city, state, tribe, the indicator 
codes were updated. Some of these codes were corrected during the process of deleting 
duplicate records, based on the jurisdiction name and contact information. This too was 
an iterative process, requiring several passes through the files and visual scanning. 

A.3 SURVEYS 

Surveys of LLEBG recipients, focused on: the grant application process, the 
“purpose areas” funded by the grants, and any innovative uses of grant funds. To do 
these surveys, the evaluation team: 

Designed and conducted a focus group to identify areas to be 
addressed in the surveys; 

Developed a sampling plan for two surveys (e.g., fax, and 
telephone) of LLEBG recipients; 

Designed the fax and telephone interviews of LLEBG 
recipients; 

Collected the data for both the fax and telephone surveys of 
LLEBG recipients at two points in time; and 

Conducted a telephone survey of nonrecipients. 

The following section describes the sampling plan, instrument development, data 
collection methods, data entry, data coding, data quality checks, and data analysis. 

A.3.1 Design of the Data Collection 

To achieve the project goals, the project team conducted two waves of data 
collection during the two-year project period. The first wave of data collection began in 
the summer of 1998, and included a fax survey of jurisdictions who received grants from 
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BJA in either 1996 or 1997, and a telephone survey of a sample of respondents to the fax 
survey. The fax survey focused on the application process, including the electronic 
application process, writing the grant, securing the matching funds, and so forth. The 
telephone survey focused on activities of local advisory boards, the allocation of LLEBG 
funds, and best practices. 

The second wave of data collection was conducted in the Summer and Fall of 1999, 
and followed the same format as the surveys of the 1996/1997 grantees. The second fax 
survey asked about LLEBG grants awarded in 1998 (or the year of the most recent 
award). The telephone interviews asked about 1998 grants. The following sections 
describe the methodology for both waves of data collection. 

A.3.2 Instrument Development 

At the beginning of the evaluation, a focus group was held with recipients of 
LLEBG grants. The purpose of the focus group was to identify subject matter about 
which recipients wanted to learn more. The results of the focus group also helped in 
designing the survey instruments. The focus group report and focus group moderator’s 
guide are in Attachment A-1 . 

A.3.3 Development of the Sampling Plan 

This section describes the sampling plans for the surveys of LLEBG recipients. 

Sampling Plan for the Fax Survey. The objective of the sample design was to 
select a sample from the BJA 1996 and 1997 recipient files (F96050JP.XLS and 
LLEBG97.XLS) that was large enough to net a minimum of 1,300 responses based on an 
estimated response rate of 60 percent. Specific subsets of the applicant population were 
of special interest. Specifically, all cities with populations over 750,000, all Native 
American tribes, all states and territories, and all counties that received grants were 
targeted for the fax survey. Cities, towns, and municipalities with populations under 
750,000 were sampled. 

The frame for the sample of cities with populations under 750,000 was 2,532 
governments. The cities were stratified by population, with population size defined as 
follows: 1 - 12,500, 12,501 -25,000, 25,001 -5O,OOo, 50,OO1-750,OOO. Within each 
population size class, the governmental units were sorted by four Census Regions and by 
state. A sort by block grant award amount was believed to be unnecessary due to the 
0.96 correlation between population size and grant award amount. A systematic sample 
of cities was selected with equal probability. The city frame size, and the designated 
sample size are shown in Exhibit A-1. 
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Exhibit A-1 

BREAKDOWN OF SAMPLE OF CITIES, TOWNS, AND MUNICIPALITIES 
(POPULATIONS UNDER 750,000) 

Population Size 

1-12,500 

1230 1-25,000 

2500 1-50,000 

50,001- 75,000 

Total 

Number in Frame 

766 

634 

586 

545 

2,531 

Target Sample 
Size 

319 

265 

244 

2 77 

1,055 

Exhibit A-2 shows the breakdown by jurisdiction for the target sample for the fax 
survey. The identical sample was used for the surveys of 1996/1997 grantees and for the 
1998 grantees. 

Exhibit A-2 

TARGET SAMPLE SIZE FOR FAX SURVEYS 
~~~ ~~ 

estates andterritories in the BJA recipient files 

hl24indian Tribes in the BJA recipient files 
1 All 860 counties in the BJA recipient files . 

I All 11 cities with populations over 750,000 

A sample of 1,058 cities (population 750,000 or less), towns, 
municipalities, and townships (randomly selected as described above). 

Sampling Plan for the Telephone Surveys of LLEBG reczpients. A subset of 
respondents to the fax survey was contacted to obtain more information about the 
application and allocation of 1997 LLEBG funds. The goal was to obtain responses from 
at least 200 grant recipients. The first criterion for selection was that the jurisdiction 
responded to the initial fax survey, and the jurisdiction had a 1997 Grant Identification 
number. States were excluded from the sample pool for the in-depth telephone interview 
since states acted primarily as a conduit to smaller jurisdictions (receiving less than 
$lO,OOO in LLEBG funds). Only one of the 42 responding states used its own grant 
funds for equipment or overtime. 
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. For both waves of data collection, all Native American Tribes and cities with 
populations over 750,000 who responded to the fax survey were called. 

A.3.4 Fax Surveys 

The 1996/1997 Fax survey included 12 customer satisfaction questions that were 
answered using a Liken scale (1 =very easy to 5=very difficulty). The twelve questions 
focused on the application process, negotiating local agreements on uses of LL-EBG grant 
funds, securing local matching funds, and the pre-application public hearings. In 
addition, there were three open-ended questions that asked for suggestions or changes to 
the application process and grant program. 

The 1998 Fax survey included all but one of the customer satisfaction questions; 
however, several questions were added that focused on the percentage of LLEBG funds 
spent on each of the seven purpose areas, and the areas that benefitted the most from the 
receipt of the LLEBG award. 

A.3.5 Telephone Interviews 

The telephone interview of recipients included open-ended and closed-ended 
questions, and focused on the following areas: 

The role and impact of the advisory board and public 
hearings; 

Innovative practices for which the LLEBG funds were used; 

Appeals about distribution of funds; and 

Experiences with the electronic application system. 

Copies of the fax and telephone survey instruments are in Attachment A-2. 

A.3.6 Data Collection from 1996/1997 Grantees 

Far Survey. The fax was addressed to the contact person listed in the source file 
provided by BJA. The fax consisted of three pages: a delivery cover sheet, the one-page 
survey, and a “pre-addressed” return cover sheet with a project-dedicated 800 number 
for the fax machine. The top portion of the fax cover sheet included the name of the 
contact person as listed in the BJA application file, the name of the jurisdiction 
(Montgomery County or the City of Rochester, for example), and the fax number of the 
jurjsddiction. The bottom half of the cover sheet was a letter of introduction requesting 
the cooperation of the jurisdictions in completing and returning their responses by fax. 
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I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

Designated 
Sample Size 

A survey of 2007 states, counties, Native American tribes and cities that received 
block grants was conducted by fax. The outgoing faxes were sent in batches using 
WinFax Pro” to merge a Microsoft Word” file and an AccessM file of fax numbers, 
jurisdiction name and contact name. The Word file contained the cover letter, one page 
of survey questions, and return fax cover sheet. The LLEBG Grant ID number was used 
as the unique identifier for each jurisdiction and the number was printed on each page of 
the outgoing fax. Incoming faxes were received on a projectdedicated fax machine; thus 
there was no competition with other incoming faxes. The completed sample size for the 
fax survey is shown in Exhibit A-3. 

Completed Sample 
Size 

Exhibit A-3 

BREAKDOWN OF THE SAMPLE FOR 
THE FAX SURVEY OF 1996/1997 LLEBG GRANTEES 

Jurisdiction Type 
States 
Counties 
Native American Tribes 
Cities over 750,000 population 
All other cities, towns, and 
municipalities 

Total 

54 
860 
24 
1 1  

1,058 

2,007 

46 
737 
17 
8 
769 

1577 

Response Rate 
(Percentage) 

85 
86 
71 
73 
73 

79 

A small sample of jurisdictions (n=42) that did not receive awards responded to the 
fax survey. The non-recipients included 1 Indian Tribe, 16 small cities, and 42 counties. 

Telephone Survey. The telephone survey was conducted by Westat’s Telephone 
Research Center (TRC). Trained interviewers contacted a sample of jurisdictions and 
contacted the person who responded to the fax survey. The respondent to the fax survey 
was interviewed over the telephone unless there were personnel changes. If that were the 
case, the person who was responsible for LLEBG was interviewed. The completed 
sample size for the phone survey is shown in Exhibit A-4. 

Telephone Survey of Non-recipients of LLEBG Awards. A small sample of 
applicants for LLEBG grants who did not receive awards because they declined them or 
decided not to apply for funds were surveyed by telephone. Due to the lack of 
information in the source file about jurisdictions that declined awards, only a very small 
sample of non-recipients was interviewed. A detailed discussion of the procedures for 
the telephone survey of non-recipients is in Attachment A-3. 
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Exhibit A 4  

Jurisdiction Type 

Counties 

Native American Tribes 

Cities over 750,000 

All other cities, towns, and municipalities 

Total 

I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Completed Sample Size 

48 

13 

5 

169 

235 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

BREAKDOWN OF THE S A M P I S  FOR 
TEIJIPHONE INTERVIEWS WITH 1996/19!V LLEBG GRANTEES 

A.3.7 Data Collection from 1998 Grantees 

The following sections discuss the data collection from 1998 LLEBG grantees. 

Fax Survey of 1998 Grantees. For the Fax survey of 1998 grantees, the same 
designated sample was used. The procedures used in the Fax survey of 1996/1997 
grantees were used in Fax survey of 1998. Section A.3.6 describes these procedures. 
Exhibit A-5 shows the designated sample size, completed sample size, and response ra 
for the Fax survey of 1998 grantees. 

Exhibit A-5 

BREAKDOWN OF THE SAMPLE 
FOR THE FAX SURVEY OF 1998 LLEBG GRANTEES 

Jurisdiction Type 

states 

Counties 

Native American Tribes 

Cities over 750,000 population 

All other cities, towns, and 
municipalities 

Total 

Designated ' Sample Size 

54 

860 

24 

1 1  
1,058 

2,007 

Completed Sample 
Size 

35 

476 

6 

9 

731 

1257  
*Completed sample size for grantees who received LLEBG funds in 1998 

e 

Response Rate 
(Percentage) 

65 

69 

25 

82 

69 

63 
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B 
I 
D 
I 
B 
I 
I 
B 
I 
I 

B 
B 
I 
B 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i 

Jurisdiction Type 

Counties 

Native American Tribes 

Cities over 750,000 

All other cities, towns, and municipalities 

Total 

Telephone Survey of I998 Grantees. The procedures for the telephone survey of 
1998 grantees were similar to those used to survey 1996/1997 grantees. The respondent 
to the fax survey was contacted by Westat’s telephone research staff, and interviewed 
over the telephone. Exhibit A-6 shows the completed sample size for the telephone 
survey of 1998 grantees. 

Completed Sample Size 

1 07 

2 

1 

190 

300 

Exhibit A-6 

BREAKDOWN OF THE SAMPLE FOR 
TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS WITH 1998 LLEBG GRANTEES 

A.3.8 Data Entry, Coding, and Data Quality Checks 

Data were either entered into an Access database (fax and telephone surveys of 
1996/1997 grantees) or entered into a data entry system (COED) designed by Westat 
(surveys of 1998 grantees). Several steps were taken to ensure the accuracy of the data 
and to “clean” the database of incorrect entries. For instance, data entry was either 
checked manually or, in the case of the 1998 grantee survey information, the data were 
double entered. Discrepancies in data collection were identified, and the databases were 
corrected. To further ensure the accuracy of the data, range checks were performed on 
all numerical variables. The databases were again updated after the range checks were 
performed. SAS system files were created for data collected from the 1996/1997 
grantees and the 1998 grantees. 

A.4 SITEVISITS 

An important part of the evaluation was to identify and describe innovative practices 
that might have been supported by the LLEBG. This section first describes how the 
evaluation team identified the innovative practices, selected a small number (n= 18) for 
site visits, and then conducted the site visits. 

. 
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For the purposes of the evaluation, two types of local practices were acceptable: 
substantive practices (e.g., crime prevention) and process practices (e.g., ways of 
adopting or implementing specific practices). The valuing of process practices was made 
in part because of the distinct nature of the LLEBG application and allocation processes. 

A.4.1 Seeking Nominations. 

To track possible practices, the evaluation team queried two sources. The first 
were the LLEBG project monitors at the US. Department of Justice, who periodically 
carry out their own monitoring site visits. The second were the grantees themselves. 

Project monitors were asked to identify grants using LLEBG funds “in innovative 
ways” or used for “innovative decision-making processes. ” From this source came 37 
nominations. Grantees responding to the telephone survey were asked about innovative 
practices as part of the larger number of survey questions: 

18a. “Do you think your jurisdiction is doing anything 
innovative with the LLEBGming?” [If no, skip to 
Question 19.3 

18b. “Please describe the innovation: * 

18c. “Is this practice or program part of a broader plan or 
strategy for any systemic changes in your 
jurisdiction ? 

In neither case was any definition of Uinnovativeness” given to the respondents. 

From the grantees, the results were that 232 out of 236 respondents named and 
described at least one practice. The evaluation team was surprised by this high frequency 
of responses, especially given that the question was embedded in a larger questionnaire, 
and respondents were not necessarily specifically forewarned that information about any 
specific practice would be needed. The high response rate served as the first indication 
that LLEBG funds may be traceable to specific practices, rather than simply being used 
as part of and agencies’ general revenue. Even if not all of them were later found 
innovative, the grantees’ abilities to associate the funds with specific practices-having 
goals and potential outcomes-was itself considered to be an important finding from the 
evaluation. Attachment A 4  contains the 232 nominations. 

A.4.2 Screening Nominations 

The evaluation team selected a subset of these nominations for further screening. 
The selection process paid attention to: 
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a. Coverage of the LLEBG purpose areas (trying to cover most 
of them); 

b. Geographic (e.g. , urban and rural) and cultural (e.g. , Native 
American tribes) diversity; 

c. Geographic distribution across the country; and 

d. Distribution of practices between those carried out strictly by 
law enforcement agencies compared to those by non-law 
enforcement agencies. 

The “innovativeness” of the practice was based either on the evaluation team’s 
judgment-that a practice: 

a. Had not been in place for a long time in the field-but not 
necessarily that it was at the cutting edge of the state-of-the- 
art; 

b. Reflected a distinctive partnering of agencies or agencies and 
communities (e.g. , seemed to be the first time that such 
agencies were working together); or 

c. Was of federal policy interest in the criminal justice field 
(e.g., certain datadriven practices are currently a priority); 

or the claims made by the nominator that the practice: 

d. Represented a case of an early adoption within some circum- 
scribable group (e.g., the entire state, a region, or all 
jurisdictions across the country of a certain size). 

The “boxed” items in Attachment A 4  show the 35 of the 232 nominations in the grantee 
pool that the evaluation team felt might meet any of these criteria and therefore selected 
for further screening. The team also selected 9 of the 37 nominations made by the 
project officers for further screening. 

The screening process involved a formal protocol (see Attachment A-5 for an 
illustration of a completed protocol from one site), which called for direct (telephone) 
contact with the grantee site and the subsequent collection of additional oral and 
documentary information about the practice. With the receipt and review of this 
additional information, the evaluation team chose 18 practices to be the subjects of site 
visits. 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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FAX SURVEY OF 199611997 GRANTEES 

FACSIMILE l"SMI7TA.L COVER SHEET 
Cover sheet plus 2 pages 

EVALUATION OF THE 
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM (LLEBG) 

Fax: 
To: 
Grant Number: (To be merged by WinFax Pro) 
Jurisdiction: (To be merged by WinFax Pro) 

(To be merged by WinFax Pro) 
(To be merged by WinFax Pro) 

Date: August 3, 1998 

From: Robert K. Yin, Ph.D. 
COSMOS Corporation 
Phone: (301) 215-9100, Ext. 39 
Michael Davis, Ph.D. 
Westat 
Phone: (301) 294-2833 

Fax: (800) 814-1675 

Dear LLEBG Grantee: 

The Bureau of Justice Assistance, National Institute of Justice, has selected COSMOS 
Corporation, an independent research company, and Westat, subcontractor to COSMOS, to 
conduct an evaluation of the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) application 
process. The results of the survey will be used to improve the application process for block 
grants. 

When you have answered the questions, please return your responses by fax to (800) 
814-1675 using the attached cover sheet. If you did not receive an LLEBG grant in 1996 
or 1997, complete and return only the attached fax cover sheet. If you wish to speak to 
someone, contact Ms. Meg Gwaltney by phone at (301) 215-9100, Ext. 239, Dr. Michael 
Davis at (301) 294-2833, or by email at LLEBG@WESTAT.COM. 

Thank you for your participation in this evaluation. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Robert Yin 
Project Director 
COSMOS Corporation 

(Continued) 
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(Fax Survey of 1996/1997 Grantees, cont.) 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL COVER SHEET 
Cover sheet plus 1 page 

(Grant Number to be merged by WinFax Pro) 

EVALUATION OF THE 
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

(LLEBG) 

To: Ms. Meg Gwaltney 
COSMOS Corporation 
Dr. Michael Davis 
Westat 

Fax: (800) 814-1675 

Date: 

From: 

Jurisdiction: 

Fax: Phone: 

,---------------------------------- 7 

I I 

I this cover sheet. I 

I If you received a Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) in fiscal year 1996 or I 
I 1997 please complete the questions on the next page and fax your responses to us using1 

l-,,-------------------------------~ 

If you did not receive a grant, please check here and return this cover sheet. 

This jurisdiction did not receive any LLEBG money in fiscal year 1996 or 1997. 

Completed by: 
(Enter name of person completing survey) 

~~~~~ -~ 

(City, County or State) 

PHONENUMBER: ( ) - 

(Continued) 
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(Fax Survey of 1996/1997 Grantees, cont.) 

Please tell us how easy or dificult the 
Following tasks were to complete . . . 

1. 

2.  

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Getting local people involved in the application process. 

Dealing with red tape at the local level. 

Dealing with red tape at the Department of Justice. 

Negotiating local agreements on uses of LLEB grant 
money. 

Writing the grant. 

Securing the 10% local matching funds. 

Dealing with the time between filing out application and 
release of funding. 

Dealing with the restrictions on the use of the funds as 
defined by the 7 purpose areas described in the grant. 

Preparing for the pre-application public hearings. 

10. Using the electronic application process. 

1 1. Using the electronic periodic reporting system. 

12. Improvement of our local law enforcement practices as a 
result of the LLEB grant. 

Very 
Easy 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

Neither 
Easy Easy or Diffn, ,  Very 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

Difficult Difficult 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

13. Please name the two greatest barriers in obtaining your Local Law Enforcement Block Grant. 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NI A 

NIA 

NIA 

14. If you could change the eligibility criteria for the LLEBG, what changes would you make? 

15. If you could redefine the conditions for allocating LLEBG money, what changes would you make? 
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TELEPHONE SURVEY OF 1996/1997 GRANTEES 

EXTENDED INTERVIEW OF LLEBG RESPONDENTS TO FAX SURVEY 

Introduction. Hello, my name is ( ) and I’m calling on behalf of the Bureau of Justice Assistance and 
the National Institute of Justice. Your agency was chosen from among those that responded to the fax survey about your 
Local Law Enforcement Block Grant. We have some more questions about your LLEBG allocation for fiscal year 1997. 

First I’d like to confirm your name and title, and the name of your agency 

Codinn: Name of respondent: 
Title: 
Name of Agency: 
Telephone Number: 

The first questions are about the distribution of the 1997 funds. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

What agencies received any portions of the 1997 LLEBG hnds? 

Law enforcement agency #1: 

Law enforcement agency #2: 
Law enforcement agency #3: 
Other agency: 
Other agency: 

(If only one agency used thefunds, go to Q 5.) 

Were there any problems allocating the f h d s  to the agencies? 

Yes 1 G o t o Q 3  
No 2 G o t o Q 5  

Was there an appeal? 

Yes 1 
No 2 G o t o Q 5  

Was the appeal to the State Attorney General’s Office or to another place? 

State Attorney General’s Office 1 
Another place/office, specify 2 

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 199611997 Grantees, cont.) 

5 .  Did you combine or coordinate any of your LLEBG funds with other federal, state, or local funds or 
with unexpended LLEBG funds from the previous grant year? 

Yes 1 Go to Q 6 a  
No 2 G o t o Q 7  

6a. Did the combined funds help the agency to accomplish its objectives? (PROBE; Include joint 
initiatives and more comprehensive strategies) 

Yes 1 
No 2 G o t o Q 7  

6b. How did the fact that the funds were combined help? 

These next questions are about the Advisory Board for the LLEBG funds. 

7. What agencies or community organizations were represented on the Board? 
Check all that apply. Probe for agencies in each of the five categories. 

0 No Advisory Board 

Local Law Enforcement Agencies 
0 Local or municipal law enforcement 
0 County law enforcement or sheriffs department 
0 Other local law enforcement agency 

specify 

Local Prosecutor’s Office/District Attornev 
0 Prosecutor’s office 
0 Other local prosecutor’s office representative 

Specify 

Local Court System 
0 Courts (Court Administrator) - Adult or juvenile 
0 Judges - Adult or juvenile 
0 Probation Department - Adult or juvenile 
0 Other court system agencies such as corrections, pre-trial services, victim services, 

Specify 

(Cont hued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1996/1997 Grantees, cont.) 

Public School System 
0 School district 
0 Other public school system representatives, 

Specify 

Local non-profit educational, religious or communitv groups active in crime prevention or drug use 

0 Private community-based organizations such as substance abuse treatment, youth services, 

0 Grassroots organizations, such as neighborhood crime prevention, civic improvement, 

prevention or treatment 

Specify 

neighborhood councils, 
Specify 

0 Business Community/ Chamber of Commerce 
0 Faith Community 

Other Communitv Groups 
0 Mayor’s office/ City manager, County Administrator 
0 City or County council 
0 Municipal or county agency such as community centers, health, housing, recreation, neighborhood 

service coordinators, 
Specify 

0 Other 

8. Did the Advisory Board make recommendations about uses of the LLEBG funds, did they simply accept 
the (jurisdiction’s) recommendations, or was there a mixture of the two? [PROBE: Circle only one.] 

Advisory Board made recommendations 1 
Advisory Board accepted the jurisdiction’s recommendations 2 
Mixture of the two 3 

Now I have some questions about the public hearing for the LLEBG application. 

9a. Was there a public hearing about the LLEBG application? 

Yes 3 Go t o Q 9 b  
No 2 G o t o Q  16 

9b. When was the hearing held in relation to the application process, (before or after)? 

Before 1 
After 2 

(Cont hued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 199611997 Grantees, cont.) 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

How was the hearing announced? 
Circle all that apply. 

a. Newspaper Yes No 
b. Radio Yes No 
c. Bulletin board(s) in police departmenthown hall Yes No 
d. Web site Yes No 
e. Other, Yes No 
Specify 

What was the primary purpose of the hearing? 

Solely for the purposes of the grant application 
Regularly held town meeting 2 
Regularly held policekommunity hearing 3 

1 

Other, specify 

How many people attended the hearing (approximately)? 
(Probe for members of the public.) 

People 

Did the hearing raise any issues about the uses of LLEBG funds? 

Yes 1 Go toQ 14 
No 2 G o t o Q  15a 

What were some of the issues? 
List no more than 5. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

15a. Do you think the hearing was helpful or not helpful to the allocation process? 

Helpful 1 
Not helpful 2 

15b. Why was it (helpfulhot helpful)? 

(Continued) 
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I 
(Telephone Survey of 1996/1997 Grantees, cont.) 

16. I'm going to read a list of the LLEBG allocation categories. Please tell me which were the three 
largest categories for the final allocation of the 1997 grant funds. (NOTE: If 1997 hnds have not yet 
been allocated, ask for intended allocation.) 

CHECK THREE CATEGORIES. 

a. 
b. 

d. 
e. 
f. 
g - 
h. 

C. 

1. 

Overtime 
Hiring 
Equipment 
Enhance Security 
Drug Court 
Enhance Adjudication 
Multi-jurisdiction 
Indemnity 
Crime Prevention 

Next, I have some questions about accomplishments as a result of the LLEBG funds. 

17. From either the 1996 or 1997 grant, would you describe your accomplishments as.. . 

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY 

a. Crime prevention or reduction? Yes No 
b. Coordination of funds, coordination of advisory agencies? Yes No 
c. Upgrading of law enforcement capabilities? Yes No 
d. Other Yes No 

Specify 

18. Why do you think the LLEBG funds have been important to your jurisdiction, especially if the funds 
helped you to accomplish things that may not have been possible otherwise? [Listen for three kinds of 
objectives that may overlap. J 

- process ob-iectives, such as combining LLEBG funds with other funds to achieve a certain 
objective; 
substantive obiectives such as specific law enforcement activities like reducing crime in a 
certain neighborhood or gang reduction; 
prazmatic obiectives such as spending money on equipment (bulletproof vests, computers) or 
other one-time items since funding might not be renewed.] 

- 

- 

19. Was this what you intended to do when you started (the application process)? 

Yes 1 Go toQ20  
No 2 
If no, explain (what you intended). 

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1996/19W Grantees, cont.) 

The last two questions are about the electronic application process. 

20. 

21. 

What is your opinion of the electronic application process? 

If all problems associated with the electronic application process were resolved, what would your 
opinion be? 

That concludes our questions about 1997 LLEBG. Thank you for your participation. Someone may call you 
to clarify or expand some of the points we have discussed in this interview. 

(Interviewer: the name and phone number at the top of the first page will be used in the follow-up.) 

Confirm: Name of respondent: 
Title: 
Name of Agency: 
Telephone Number: 

Record any anecdotal comments from the respondent about the application process, the grant funds, their use, 
etc. 
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FAX SURVEY OF 1998 GRANTEES 

Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) Evaluation Fax Survey 

e following questions relate to your experience with funds from the 1998 Local Law Enforcement Block Grant. If you did 
t apply for a grant in 1998, answer the questions for the most recent year you received a Local Law Enforcement Block 

Please tell us how easy or difficult the 
following tasks were to complete: 

I 

I 9- 
10. Using the electronic application process. 

Getting local people involved in the application 
process. 

Dealing with red tape at the local level. 

Dealing with red tape at Bureau of Justice 
Assistance. 

Negotiating local agreements on uses of LLEB 
grant money. 

Writing the grant application. 

Securing the 10% local matching funds. 

Dealing with the time between filling out application 
and release of funding. 

Dealing with the restrictions on the use of the funds as 
defined by the seven purpose areas described in the 
grant. 

Preparing for the pre-application public hearings. 

Neither 
Easy Not 

Very nor Very Appli- 
Easy Easy Difficult Difficult Difficult cable 

1 3 4 5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 1 11. Using the electronic periodic reporting system. 

1 12a. What was the greatest barrier you encountered while trying to obtain your 1998 Local Law Enforcement Block Grant 
or for the most recent grant year? 

(Continued) 
I 
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1 (Fax Survey of 1998 Grantees, cont.) 

12b. What was the second greatest barrier? 

1 

13. Approximately what percent of your 1998 LLEBG funds will be spent in each of the following seven purpose areas? 
(Total should equal lOOOr0.) 

(a) - % Hiring, training, and employing additional law enforcement officers 
I 

- % Paying overtime to presently employed law enforcement officers 

- 
(b) - 

% Procuring equipment, technology, and other material. 

% Enhancing security measures in and around schools and in and around any 
other facility or location that is considered to have special risk for incidents of crime. 

I 
I (a - 

(d) - 

(e) - 
(0 - 

(€9 - 

% Establishing drug courts. 

% Enhancing the adjudication of cases involving violent offenders. 

% Establishing multi-jurisdictional task forces to prevent and control crime. 

% Establishing crime prevention programs. 

% Paying for costs of indemnification insurance for law enforcement officers. 

14. Thinking just about your 1998 LLEBG funds, which area was most helped by the LLEBG funds? If two areas were ' equally helped, check both. 

(a) . . . . . . Initiating new programs or practices that were planned but unfunded. I 
(b) . . . . . . Collaborating with agencies within your jurisdictions for the first time or at a new 

level. I 
(c) . . . . . . Collaborating with other jurisdictions for the first time or at  a new level. 

(d) . . . . . . Purchasing equipment that you would not otherwise have been able to afford. I 
(e) .. . . . . . Other (please specify) 1 

Is there anything else about the LLEBG process that you think is important for BJA to know? (Please note the 
LLEBG grant year to which your comments pertain.) 

1 15- 

I 
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TELEPHONE SURVEY OF 1998 GRANTEES 

EXTENDED INTERVIEW OF LLEBG RESPONDENTS TO FAX SURVEY 

Introduction. Hello, my name is ( ) and I’m calling on behalf of the Bureau 
of Justice Assistance and the National Institute of Justice. Your agency was chosen from 
among those that responded to the fax survey about your Local Law Enforcement Block Grant. 
We have some more questions about your LLEBG allocation for fiscal year 1998: 

First I’d like to confirm your name and title, and the name of your agency. 

Confirm: Name of respondent: 
Title: 
Name of Agency: 
Telephone Number: 

The first questions are about the distribution of the 1998 funds. 

I .  What agencies received any portions of the 1998 LLEBG funds? 

Law enforcement agency #1: 

Law enforcement agency #2: 
Law enforcement agency #3: 
Other agency: 
Other agency: 

(Ifonly one agency used the funds, go to Q 5.) 

2. Were there any problems allocating the funds to the agencies? 

Yes 1 Go to Q 3. 
No 2 Go to Q 5. 

3. Was there an appeal? 

Yes 1 
No 2 G o t o Q 5  

4. Was the appeal to the State Attorney General’s Office or to another place? 

State Attorney General’s Office 1 
Another place/ofice, specify 2 

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1998 Grantees, cont.) 

5 .  Did you combine or coordinate any of your LLEBG funds with other federal, state, or 
local funds or with unexpended LLEBG funds from the previous year grant? 

Yes 1 G o t o Q 6  
No 2 G o t o Q 7  

6a. Did the combined funds help the agency to accomplish new objectives such as joint 
initiatives or more comprehensive strategies? 

Yes 1 
No 2 G o t o Q 7  

6b. How did the fact that the funds were combined help? 

7a. Did your agency collaborate with any other agency or jurisdiction in the use of the funds? 

Yes 1 
No 2 G o t o Q 8  

7b. Was this the first time you have collaborated with this other agency or jurisdiction? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

These next questions are about the Advisory Board for the LLEBG funds. 

8. What agencies or community organizations were represented on the Board? 
Check all that apply. Probe for agencies in each of the five categories. 

0 No Advisory Board 

Local Law Enforcement Agencies 
0 Local or municipal law enforcement 
0 County law enforcement or sheriffs department 
0 Other local law enforcement agency. Specify 

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1998 Grantees, cont.) 

Local Prosecutor’s OfficeDistrict Attornev 
0 Prosecutor’s office 
0 Other local prosecutor’s office representative. 

Specify 

Local Court Svstem 
0 Courts (Court Administrator) - Adult or juvenile 
0 Judges - Adult or juvenile 
0 Probation Department - Adult or juvenile 
0 Other court system agencies such as corrections, pre-trial services, victim services. 

Specify 

Public School System 
0 School district 
0 Other public school system representatives. 

Specify 

Local non-profit educational. religious or communitv groups active in crime Drevention 

0 Private community-based organizations such as substance abuse treatment, youth 
or drug use prevention or treatment 

services. 
Specify 

neighborhood councils, 
Specify 

0 Business Community/ Chamber of Commerce 
0 Faith Community 

0 Grassroots organizations, such as neighborhood crime prevention, civic improvement, 

Other Community GrouDs 
0 Mayor’s office/ City manager, County Administrator 
0 City or County council 
0 Municipal or county agency such as community centers, health, housing, recreation, 

neighborhood service coordinators. Specify 
0 Other 

9. Did the Advisory Board make recommendations about uses of the LLEBG funds, did 
they simply accept the (jurisdiction’s) recommendations, or was there a mixture of the 
two? 

Circle only one. 
Advisory Board made recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -. . . . . . . . 
Advisory Board accepted the jurisdiction’s recommendations . . . . 
Mixture of the two ......... .. .... .. .. ._.. .. ...... .. .. .. ._. . .. .. ......... 

1 
2 
3 

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1998 Grantees, cont.) 

Now I have some questions about the public hearing for the LLEBG application. 

10. Was there a public hearing about the LLEBG application? 

Yes 1 Go to Q 11 
No 2 G o t o Q 1 7  

11. How was the hearing announced? 

a. Newspaper Yes No 
Radio Yes No b. 

d. Web site ......................................................... Yes No 
Yes No e. Other ............................................................ 

12. 

Circle all that apply. 
...................................................... 

............................................................. 
c. Bulletin board(s) in police departmenthown hall .......... Yes No 

Specify 
What was the primary purpose of the hearing? 

Solely for the purposes of the grant application .................... 
Regularly held town meeting .......................................... 
Regularly held policekommunity hearing ........................... 

1 
2 
3 

Other, specify 

13. How many people attended the hearing (approximately)? 

People 

14. Did the hearing raise any issues about the uses of LLEBG funds? 

Yes 1 G o t o Q  15 
No 2 G o t o Q 1 6  

15. What were some of the issues? 
List no more than 5. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1998 Grantees, cont.) 

16a. Do you think the hearing was helpful or not helpful to the allocation process? 

Helpful 1 
Not helpful 2 

16b. Why was it (helpfulhot helpful)? 

Next, I have some questions about accomplishments as a result of the LLEBG funds. 

17a. 

17b. 

18a. 

18b. 

18c. 

18d. 

Were the LLEBG funds used to implement a new program or initiative? 

Yes 1 
No 2 Go to 20. 

Was this program not implemented in the past due to lack of funding? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

Do you think your jurisdiction is doing anything innovative with the LLEBG funding? 

Yes 1 
No 2 Go to Q19 

Please describe the innovation. 

Is this practice or program part of a broader plan or strategy for any systemic changes 
in your jurisdiction? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

Is this program a continuation of a program or practice funded with earlier LLEBG 
funds? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

(Continued) 
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(Telephone Survey of 1998 Grantees, cont.) 

19. Were there any other innovative practices that your jurisdiction funded with past 
LLEBG funds? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

20. Will this program continue if LLEBG funding stops? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

The last two questions are about the electronic application process. 

21. What is your opinion of the electronic application process? 

22. If all problems associated with the electronic application process were resolved, what 
would your opinion be? 

That concludes our questions. Thank you for your participation. Someone may call you to 
clarify or expand some of the points we have discussed in this interview. 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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Telephone survey of non-recipients of LLEBG (declines and non-appkants) 

Purpose 

A small number of eligible jurisdictions decided either to decline the LLEBG 

funds for which they were eligible or they decided not to apply for LLEBG funds. 

Westat was asked to interview a sample of these jurisdictions to determine why they did 

not apply for funds or why they declined funds. No information in any of the BJA files 

enabled us to determine in advance whether jurisdictions had declined funds after 

application, or if they had decided not to apply. Therefore, this group is referred to as 

the "non-recipients. " As described below there was difficulty in determining whether or 

not jurisdictions were, in fact, non-recipients. 

Particimnts 

Because of the difficulty in identifying non-recipients, telephone interviewing was 

conducted in three waves or groups. 

Group 1 consisted of 42 jurisdictions, sampled in the fax survey, which responded 

that they did not receive a grant in 1996 or 1997. In the results section below, the reader 

will see that of the 28 jurisdictions we were able to recontact (of the 42), 24 did, in fact, 

receive a grant and 4 did not. 

Jurisdictions in groups 2 and 3 were created by matching zip codes in the 1996 

and 1997 eligibility files with zip codes in the 1996 and 1997 application files. (As the 

eligibility files did not contain a Grant ID the zip code was the best field to use as a 

"unique" identifier.) The belief was that, if a jurisdiction had applied for LLEBG, the 

zip code would be present in both the application file and the eligibility file. Based on 

this match, over 440 jurisdictions were found to be in the 1997 eligibility file and not in 
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the 1997 application file; over 540 jurisdictions were found to be in the 1996 eligibility 

file and not in the 1996 eligibility file. 

For Group 2, a sample of 83 jurisdictions was selected: 31 eligibles from 1996, 

30 eligibles from 1997, and 22 jurisdictions that were eligible in both 1996 and 1997. 

We were asked to sample 30 eligibles from both 1996 and 1997, but we encountered 

problems with the files. In the course of interviewing these jurisdictions, it became clear 

that a little over one-half, in fact, received grants in 1996 and/or 1997. 

Therefore, for Group 3, we compared each jurisdiction on a one-by-one basis 

against the applicant file in the remaining pool of "eligible non-recipients", and identified 

an additional 44 jurisdictions that were "non-recipients," or, at least, did not appear in 

either the 1996 or 1997 applicant file. 

Ouestions 

The questions in the non-recipient survey sought to confirm first of all whether or 

not the jurisdiction applied for or declined LLEBG hnds in either 1996 or 1997. If the 

jurisdictions did not apply, we asked why not; if they declined we asked why they 

declined. For those that did apply in either year, we asked if they applied for the full 

amount available to them. Finally, we asked if they received funds from other grants 

such as the Byrne Formula Grant, COPS, or Weed and Seed. A copy of the Telephone 

Survey of Non-recipients of Local Law Enforcement Block Grants is attached. 

Problems 

Source files for the sample pool for this group were the 1996 and 1997 applicant files 

from and two other files designated as 1996 and 1997 eligibility files. The eligibility 
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files had no Grant ID and only minimal contact information; one of the eligibility files 

had no contact information at all. The award amount listed in the eligibility files was 

presumed to be the amount for which the jurisdictions were eligible if they chose to 

apply. Matching the eligibility files against the application files generated a combined 

pool of almost a thousand jurisdictions. 

1. Definition issue: non-applicants versus decliners. 

It was impossible to tell from any of the BJA files whether a jurisdiction had declined a 

grant. Each jurisdiction that applied was given a Grant Identification number and entered 

into the applicant file for the appropriate year. If the jurisdiction subsequently declined 

to accept the money the jurisdiction name was not removed from the file. From 

anecdotal evidence we understood that at least one jurisdiction had to decline grant 

money due to the matching requirement. However, this was not indicated in the 

applicant file. Early in the process, then, the two groups were combined into a group 

known as the non-recipients of LLEBG funds. 

2: Identifying non-recipients 

In the BJA files, a distinction could NOT be made between jurisdictions that 

chose not to apply for a grant and jurisdictions that may have applied for a grant and then 

later declined to accept it. 

The only jurisdictions for which there was contact information were those in the 

BJA application files. Without calling all of the other unsampled and nonrespondent 

jurisdictions, only 42 jurisdictions could be identified through responses to the fax 

survey. These 42 jurisdictions indicated that they did not receive a grant in 1996 or 

in 1997. 
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Results/Remonse Rates 

Group 1 : 42 cases, self-reported as non-recipients on the fax survey 

24 received grant money 

4 did not receive grant money 

14 non-respondents 

Group 2: 83 cases including 31 jurisdictions in both 1996 and 1997 files, and 30 

from 1996 and 22 from 1997 eligibility files. 

41 received grant money 

39 did not receive grant money 

2 non-respondents 

1 did not know whether they received finds or not. 

Group 3: 44 jurisdictions 

3 received grant money 

38 did not receive grant money 

2 non-respondents 

1 did not know whether they received funds or not 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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SELF NOMINATED INNOVATIVE PRACTICES 
USING LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT BLOCK GRANT MONEY 

(232 OF 236) 

Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice 

1. 96LBVX1589 Tribals acts underfunded - helped them pay cash for juvenile prosecutior 
and to run programs in schools to work w/kds directly fo keep them in 
school and reduce absenteeism. Also to prosecute families for truancy 
of their children - made them understand importance of sending their 
kids to school. As a result school absenteeism decreased from 20% to 
9%. Has also seen reduction in crime as result of increased in person 
contact wkids and families. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

97LBVX3026 Atmore Police 
Department 

97LBVX2660 City of Upland 
Police Dept. 

97LBVX4539 City of Escalon 
Police Dept. 

97LBVX4563 City of Naples 
Police Dept. 

97LBVX3805 Danville Police 
Dept. 

97LBVX0355 Webster Police 
Dept. 

Purchased vehicle for officer patrolling local jurisdiction and business 
district; an 8 block drug infestedlhigh crime area. Has lead to 
significant decrease in property crimes and new ability to coordinate 
between community and drug task force since patrol officer in this 
vehicle acts as a liaison. 

use-saves time at crime scenes). They hired a new sergeant and a 
new dispatcher which decreased work loads on a daily basis. 

They purchased light bases for squad cars, microcassette players and 
night vision equipment. This equipment was purchased for general 
crime prevention and to improve their capabilities-not for a specific 
program or initiative. 

The allocation has not been spent yet but they plan to purchase new 
radios for officers and computer upgrades. They may combine funds 
with another grant to purchase these. The radios and upgrades will be 
used for general public work. 

fingerprint kits. traffic radar units and video systems, squad car 
equipment, and pagers for the video systems. 

Light bar for top of police cars - high visibility for Public Safety Bunker - 
shield used in drug raid provides officers safety road crosswalk signs, 
warns public that cross walks are coming up. Provide safety for 
pedestrians, radar guns - speed board makes public aware of speeding 
and has reduced problems with speeders. 

A portion of the grant was used to buy pocket tape recorders (for general 

The funds allowed them to purchase much needed equipment such as 

~~ ~ 

8. 97LBVX3404 City of Yonkers They were able to put officers in schools to help prevent violence. That 
Police was about 90% of the $. About 10% of the $ was spent on Mobile 

Commands and other equipment. The officers in the schools got better 
information in order to help prevent gang violence. 

9. 96LBVX2451 Munhall City Radio communications improved with new radios and they upgraded all 
of their P.C.'s with Pentium processors. Has streamlined work efforts 
and has made more information available faster. 

Provided officers with mobile data terminals which links them up with 
state, national data. Several agencies (4-5 agencies with adjoining 
boundaries) on same mobile network now able to share data and 
communicate with each other, has directly increased access to car 
registration into immed. lic. #checks. criminal histories, dept. to dept. 
broadcast of crimes occurring immediately. 

The funds cover pay for 6 officers on overtime to operate PT 1 crime tas 

Pol ice 

I O .  96LBVX3773 Police Dept. City 
of Richland Hills 

11 1. 97LBVX3420 City of Alexandria 
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i Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice 

Pol ice force for grand larceny auto theft. The detail operates 5 days a week. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

96LBVX2416 

96LBVX3495 

96LBVX3739 

96LBVX1129 

96LBVX1992 

96LBVX3160 

96LBVX3826 

96LBVX3016 

96LBVX2402 

96LBVX1084 

97LBVX5197 

Ouachita County 
Sheriffs Office 

Upgraded communications capability of sheriff's office by redoing 
console and dispatch system to enable them to be in contact with state 
police and city police as well as district school buses who can now 
directly radio police. Has enabled all their area law enforcement 
agencies to work together. 

The funds allowed them to purchase new technology. They purchased a 
digital photo imaging system for the jail. It is used for mug shots. IT 
has saved great deals of time and has streamlined work. They are now 
able to do a photo line up by putting a description of suspects in a 
computer. The computer prints out pictures of similar suspects. They 
used to have to cut and paste pictures of old mug shots. They are able 
to make photo id bracelets and medical records now have photos on 
them. They do not have to send film out to be processed. 

streamlined investigations by not having to drive 40 miles one way to 
the nearest crime lab and then go back to pick them up. 

Henderson County Purchased armored vests for field officers. Purchased portable radios, 
shot guns, tape recorders for investigating officers. Also, fingerprinting 
equipment. Were in real need of so much equipment. Has enhanced 
every aspect of our dept.'s functioning. Also paid for overtime to work 
on large numbers of arson crimes recently. Led to downturn in # of 
those crimes. 

Paid overtime for police officers to serve backlog of warrants-significant 
reduction in this backlog. Removal of criminals from streets who 
otherwise would have gone on to commit further crimes. Would have 
been unable to accomplish without the grant. 

Purchased computer equipment for office-in house computer system to 
be used by civil division, detention facility, communications division, 
community relations, clerks, detectives. (Still moving things into place.) 
Will be able to computerize all their info. and readily access. Had been 
using outdated 80's equipment-generally only a typewriter function. 
This grant did not totally pay for but substantially offset the cost. 

Sheriff Dept. 

Clayton County 
Sheriffs Office 

They purchased the AFPS (Automatic Finger Printing System). It 

Sheriffs Dept. 

Washington 
County Sheriffs 
Office 

Franklin County 
Sheriffs Offiie 

Sheriff of Hamett Purchased 2 K-9 units for drug enforcement, drug searches and tracking. 
County 

Sheriffs County of They started a bicycle patrol primarily for juvenile cases at events, parks 
Oneida County 

County of Indiana Wanted to hire a deputy to implement and design stringent security 
Sheriff Dept. 

Bowie County Purchased laptop computers for officers in field to take statements on 
Sheriffs Dept. 

and carnivals. Also, they were able to use supplemental patrols for 
high crime targeted areas. 

procedures at the courthouse 

site. Has cut paperwork time in half and saves people time of having to 
come as much as 100 mile round trip to police station to give 
statements. Has freed police to do the physical job of law enforcement 
instead of so much paperwork. 

Developed form used by patrolling officers. After Officer patrols 
property, % of form is left at property and the other % returned to Chief 
to show property was checked. 

Washington Able to put more officers on the road(for higher visibility) to investigate. 
County Sheriffs 
Dept. 
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Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice 

23. 97LBVX2129 Montgomery The funds were used to pay overlime to officers in order to saturate 
Police Dept. certain areas of high crime as they occur. Undercover details and an 

increased visual presence were enhanced. They were able to 
concentrate on burglaries where needed. 

communication(especially, during hurricanes), and coordination with the 
mayor and the courts. Purchase of a motorcycle will further community 
related policing and approachability. 

Only $155 of '97 grant used. Added to '96 grant fund to-purchase in-car 
camera system. Mounted in car, records in-front events. Helps in 
court, keeps P.O. in cks. and balances. Intend to buy more cameras, 
2-way walkie talkies for better communications and ofcr. safety. 

City of Troy Police They purchased a lap top computer for the patrol division so that they did 
not have to hand write reports. They training division purchased a 
computer to enhance training. The patrol division purchased radios and 
batons. All equipment was for general public work or training. 

24. 97LBVX2376 Foley Police Dept. Purchase of 20 9OOMHz radios will ensure privacy; a reliable source of 

25. 97LBVX3572 Alexander City 
P. D. 

26. 98LBVX4518 

~ 

27. 97LBVX3049 Jacksonville Police Purchased vehicles (k-9) patrol on each shift used in narcoticdpublic 
Dept. relations/schools. Reduction of 16% from 97-98 in reported crime. 

Makes public feel safer. Building searches, apprehensions, lost 
children. Been very successful on all levels. 

Automated booking procedure (officers used to spend % their time doing 
repetitive paperwork), allows officers much more time to be out on the 
streets (higher visibility). Best grant yet - Extremely beneficial. 

28. 97LBVX2449 Show Low Police 
Dept 

29. 97LBVX3037 Kingman Police Radar gunshatteries given to block watch captains for monitoring 
speeders-police issue warnings as needed to reduce speeding. 
Overtime used by Ofcrs for a variety of community projects-ganglcnme 
prevention, etc., resulting in a better educated public. 

30. 97LBVX3818 Coolidge Police Purchased bicycle patrol equipment: headlights, saddlebags, helmets, 
kneepads for officer protection. Overtime used by Bicycle Patrol for 
community programs, daily neighborhood patrol resulted in arrests; 
0. T.- Burglary reduction Program helped locatehdentify/reduced 
burglaries. 

Dept. 

Dept. 

97LBVX2064 San Bernadino They hired an officer for juvenile crime prevention and investigation. He 
works with the schools by doing presentations. If a crime is committed 
and they believe it is a juvenile, this officer does the investigation. The 
program has worked very well. 

County Sheriffs 
Dept. 

~~ ~ ~ 

32. 97LBVX2212 Beverly Hills Used the funds to purchase computers, video cameras and other 
portable equipment to set up an amateur TV station in the field. 
Purpose: to give immediate visualherbal police field observation at 
scene of disaster or major event. 

Police Dept. 
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33. 97LBVX2153 Police Dept.- City They purchased 17 new P.C.'s. They only had 3 and this gave them 1 
of Santa Barbara for each detective's desk. New software has allowed them to get crime 

statistics by the city block instead of large areas and this has helped pir 
point areas that need more police work. They can now send flyers with 
suspects pictures on them to area businesses through the internet 
instead of faxing. All of the computer hardware and software has given 
them more investigative capabilities and has streamlined police efforts. 
They did away with the old VAX system. Crime scene investigative 
equipment was purchased and installed in a van that can be taken to 
crime scenes. They used to put boxes of equipment in their car trunks 
and call for more equipment as needed. One piece of equipment they 
purchased was digital photography for finger printing at the crime 
scene. Overtime was paid to detectives to track down sex offenders 
that were registered but their where-abouts were unknown at the time. 

34. 97LBVX2244 City of Yuba City "97 funds continued upgrading computer equipment for patrol cars. 
Softwarehardware now tied into State Data base files and NCIC. 
Increases ability to identify suspects/problems. Faster response rate, 
more time on street because of decreased report writing time. 

35. 97LBVX2309 Rialto Police Dept. Overtime issued to put prevention patrols in high crime neighborhoods 
for gang/drug suppression - significantly cut gang related crimes. 
Security officers hired to monitor local parks and metrolinks resulting in 
enhanced security, higher arrests, and decrease in crime observation. 

Series of challenge days with 100 kids, P.O.. teachers dealing with gang 
Dept. issued police-kids/dentity/self-esteem. Networking with kids. Kids and 

cops are much more open to each other. Very beneficial - reduced 
grafitti, less vandalism, prevent more serious crime. 

awarenesslower gang activities. Relationship between police and 
schools greatly improved. Equipment: purchased high performance 
specialized vests for officer safety. Crime prevention: Developing color 
brochures for police officer recruitment. 

38. 97LBVX2673 Barstow Police Used overtime for Task Force units. Four officers a night out on street to 
deal with citizens and to combat gang and drug related crimes. Has 
produced a 25% reduction in crimes. 

139. 97LBVX2708 City Police The (remainder of '96) 96/97 funds were used to support ongoing 
programs. 1-EASY Program (Eliminate Alcohol Sales to Youth). 
Educate bars and places that sell alcohol on the laws, then send in 
decoys to test the program. 

Police Dept. 

36. 97LBVX2456 Vacaville Police 

37. 97LBVX2497 City of Santa Clara Overtime used to put officer in different schools for gang 
Police dept. 

Dept. 

2-Traffic safety program - it targets unlicenced drivers. 
3-Overtime paid to officers to recruit at job fairs. They also upgraded 

their voice mail system to use call out lists. 
Community Affairs used funds for promotion, neighborhood watch and 

speaker requests. They purchased educational items for schools. 
They also converted their photo lab to digital. They purchased digital 
phones for their community lead officers. They renovated the pistol 
range. The City Prosecutor's Office purchased software to upgrade for 
the year 2000. They purchased software for their property room so that 
thev can keep track of evidence. 

~ 

I 

40. 97LBVX2744 Daly City Police Upgrade Radio System - decrease in safety problems, increase ofcr 

41. 97LBVX2814 City of Burbank Overtime used to patrol Burbank Village. Reduced crime. Funds used to 

42. 97LBVX2895 Baldwin Park Enhanced computer technology equipment which assists the field officer, 

Dept. safety, increases communications between ofcr and station. 

continue Cable N Crime Prevention program. 

helps in crime prevention. Have seen reduction in crime. Police Dept. 
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43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

97LBVX3054 Livermore Police 

97LBVX3065 Sherift3 and 

Dept 

Police Dept. 

97LBVX3078 City of Long Beach 
Police Dept. 

97LBVX3089 Livingston Police 
Department 

97LBVX3220 Benicia Police 
Dept. 

97LBVX3459 City of Riversdale 
Police Dept. 

Intends to buy laptops for patrol cars - access to criminal histories, etc. 
On the scene reports frees officers from station to be out on the streets. 

Because this jurisdiction is well funded they had to "spark their 
imaginations" on what to use their funds for. They purchased 3 high 
profile patrol cars for special community programs. They also 
purchased a very fancy van for their community outreach program. 
They have a n officers that takes this van to elementary and middle 
school crime prevention programs. The bike patrols use the van on the 
weekends to transport their bikes. 

community policing trailer to serve as a field headquarters. Monies 
from this 1997 grant are still being expended for overtime-directed 
police sweeps where problems arise in particular neighborhoods. 

Overtime used for gang task force evemeekends which enhanced gang 
classification capabilities and resulted in serious decrease in graffiti and 
vehicle thefts. Not purchased yet: furniture, dispatch monitordscreens 
for new police station. 

Laptop for patrol cars enable officers to maintain high visibility in crime 
areas while doing reports right in cars; upgraded department computers 
enabling them to statistically keep up with sheriffs department; voice 
stress analyzer now bringing significant results in solvingklosing cases. 

They purchased a bomb robot for the bomb squad, polygraph equipment, 
12 unmarked police cars, 2 motor cycles for DUI and parking 
enforcement, and 50 vehicle radios. All of this equipment is used for 
general police work and investigations. The remainder of the '97 funds 
and the '98 funds will be used to purchase a RMS (records 
management system). The RMS will interface with their computer 
aided system, They will input police reports and be able to get better 
federal and state information. 

Some of the funds were used to purchase a high profile mobile 

49. 97LBVX3512 City of Foster City Equipment - Wireless Video Recorder Surveillance System allows police 
to proactively investigate crime - been very helpful. High Quality Color 
Printer which frees employees from having to walk to other depts./bldg. 
to get copies - saves manpower. 

Bulk spent on prevention programs. Officer teaches 6th graders 13 step 
DARE program. "Saturday Night Live" for high risk high schoolers. 
Take to the prison for a whole day of programs. Pay for transportation, 
food, etc. "Safe Schools", working with fire department putting out flyers 
about homes in the neighborhood where kids can go if they have a 
problem. Issue plaques for these safe homes. Hats, shirts, signs for 
volunteer block captains for Crime watch group. Given jackets, 
flashlights and supplies to patrol the street. 

Police Dept. 

50. 97LBVX3618 City of Dinuba 
Police Dept. 

51. 97LBVX3812 City of Monterey Hired a school resource officer who is liaison between police department 
and school district. High visibility on campus has resulted in closer 
relationship and positive interaction. Helped curb campus crimes. Also 
do "Explorers" for teens who want to do some work for the police 
department. 

Police Dept. 

52. 97LBVX4535 City of Banning UniVhand held radios used for better communications. 
Police Dept. Software that puts out area maps used as crime analysis tool. 

8 computers enable ofcr to do reports quickly, getting them back on 
street faster; Laptop for school resource ofcr who patrols the schools - 
enables ofcr to be on patrol longer - not tied into station. One K-9 patrol 
added - enhanced ofcr safety, reduced 1 st team K9 on street. 
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98LBVX4545 City Police Dept. 
I 

53. One patrol car was purchased for general public work. Once truck was 
purchased to be used by their community service officer (a civilian 
position). They use the care to canvas neighborhoods, transfer 
equipment to crime scenes and aid officers in crime scene 
investigations. 

54. 97LBVX2488 Aurora Police They purchased personal computers & peripherals for detective desks & 
Dept. they created a database for reports that were tied into their optical 

system, which was also upgraded. Previously they were requesting 
records from the records clerk and waiting to pick up the information. H 
has streamlined work for their detectives and records dept. They also 
purchased about 20 radios for detectives. They purchased about 7 
vehicles - 5 of them went to their P.A.R. officers (Police Area 
Representatie). The P.A.R. unit teaches the DARE program, helps 
develop neighborhood watch programs, safety education and all other 
community assignments. They purchased software - Mcrosofl Office, 
Geographic Info. System, E mail, and Office Suite. These were to 
replace or upgrade outdated software for the new P.C.'s. They also 
hired a research and development administrator that oversees crime 
analysis and some grant work. They hired an administrative services 
administrator that oversees purchasing, personnel, grants and staff 
support. 

55. 97LBVX2219 New London Allowed them to expand technology and purchase necessary equipment 

56. 97LBVX3007 Police dept. 

Police Dept. to make them more efficient and effective. 

The funds were very important since this is a cash strapped town and the 
police get a very small budget. They purchased a community policing 
van. It is used at kids camps; take kids on field trips; for presentations 
at schools; parades and neighborhood watch meetings. 

57. 97LBVX3337 City of West Acted as catalyst to broaden their communications system. Purchased 
computers for police headquarlers. Once they had this great data 
source, it spurred them to approached city council for additional funds 
for laptops for patrol cars in order to access the data from places other 
than headquarters. 

Haven Police 
Dept. 

58. 97LBVX3257 Seaford Police Put into place CAD (Computer Aided Dispatch) system. Allows them to 
Dept. capture all info. on crimes and related activities, collate that data, 

identify crime trends, then allocate manpower more effectively and 
efficiently. Old system was like time clock-punched when call came in. 
punched again when officer arrived on scene; punched again when 
case was cleared. All these cards went into boxes. About 8,500 calls 
per year. To try to identify something like where most traffic accidents 
occurred would have to manually go through all these cards. Now can 
pull info. out by location, by crime, etc; not in hours but in minutes. 

59. 97LBVX2144 Margate Police Money spent on two autos - undercover surveillance. Chief dev. 
Dept. strategic gap for public complaints. Numerous arrests, improvement of 

security, people feel safe in neighborhood. Bicycle and uniforms for 
officer to patrol thru streets at night without car and catch criminals in 
action. Crime rates have dropped because of bicycle patrol. 

60. 97LBVX2257 Boca Raton Police Purchased 14 mobile video - DUI units, the purpose being DUI traffic 
Services enforcement. 
Department 

Dept. 
61. 97LBVX2514 NC Public Safety All funds went to upgrade computer related equipment which gave more 

capabilities to retrieve data. Phone recording machine now uses only 1 
tape per month and allows immediate response of incoming calls to 
dispatchers ensure quicker response to public needs. 
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62. 97LBVX2633 Venice Police Upgraded computer program expanded recordddata keeping, Le. crime 

Dept. statisticdanalysis-now in compliance wN2k. training on how to run 
upgraded equipment. 

counselor/DARE program. Because of his interaction, child abusers 
have been caught. Teachers and children all feel safer - "win/win 
situation." Now expanding into two other schools. 

Removable lap top computers for use in car/public's home enables them 
to do report in car at the scene or in a person's home and transmit 
directly to station. Supervisor can review immediately. This has saved 
21/2-3 hours per officer per shift. The equivalent of adding 18 officers 
to the force! Officers have higher visibility because they're out among 
public, on hand for crimes in progress not back at station stuck doing 
paperwork. Arrest rate is going up! (Also equip. linking up new lap tops 
to station, etc.) 

take from 4 weeks to 1 year to get prints from state lab. now identify in 
4 6  minutes. Also purchased bar code inventory. All personnel new id 
using digital camera, have barcode. All equipment inventoried. 
Training recorded to barcode, ex/shooting range scores-automatically 
registered to each person, evidence property same. Digital camera 
saves much money over old system of Polaroids. New filing system 
triples record space. Also bought passenger van for youth program for 
hard core future criminals. "Reichert House" transport to involve them 
in mentoring program community service. Purchased computers to link 
these Reichert House kids up to University of Florida courses. Also 
funded Explorers programyoung recruiting(high school age) have 
those kids help out in police dept. in preparation for future in law 
enforcement. 

Work with officer mentors. Powerpoint systemlaptop with computer 
projection for presentations. Seven laptops for school resource officer: 
so they can remain in the schools, not waste time traveling to and from 
station. 

63. 97LBVX2727 City of Rockledge Hired school resource officer to educate/inform/rnentor/peer 

64. 97LBVX2828 City of Ft. 
Lauderdale 
Police Dept. 

65. 97LBVX2918 Gainesville Police Purchased AFIS (Automated Fingerprint Identifying System). Used to 
dept. 

66. 97LBVX3107 mala Police Dept. Funds were used to assist the police dept. in purchasing hardware and 
software to enhance their systems. Funds were also used to start Drug 
Court, an essential strategy. Also to fund MAD DADS, an alternative 
sentencing program with community outreach programs and a 
successful low recidivism rate. 

provided them with monetary resources that would otherwise not be 
seen. 

67. 97LBVX3437 Lake Park Police Financially strapped, community with minimal resources. LLEBG 
Department 
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97LBVX3119 City of Pompano 68. One half of the allocation was used for overtime. They created a 
Beach Police directed patrol that put additional officers in high crime areas. They 

created a line patrol that only responded to prostitution or drug sales or 
a particular street. They also paid overtime to special investigation 
SWAT and drug teams to do arrests. They also paid overtime for 
community projects for crime prevention classes at the community 
center. They put additional officers in high crime areas to problem 
solve with the community. They also cleaned up a drug infested park, 
then the city put in a playground. The other half of the grant was 
combined with other funds(214K) for their computer project. It is a 3 
phase project. Phase 1 was for office automation(emai1, internet 
access & a home page). They put in network Sewers and work 
stations. Phase 2 purchased a new computer aided dispatch software 
system to run on Phase 1 software. They went in on this project with 
Ft. Lauderdale so that they could share data and have swapable files. 

Phase 3 of the program will be to purchase notebook computers for 
squad cars that will be compatible with the new systems. 

W/O that $ not able to upgrade facilities and capabilities. Facilitated thei 
crime prevention and communications. Purchased mobile data 
computer systemcomputers in cars making readily available criminal 
investigation info. which otherwise had to go through cumbersome 
dispatch system. Also now able to communicate with other agencies 
and officers and derive info. from other databases. 

70. 97LBVX3705 Deerfield Beach After school program (eastern part of city; low-moderate income area) 
Diversion to youth. Able to match city funds to expand program. Kids 
participated in community programs, arts, etc. Learned new skills. 

For large city-community wide events. Used overtime and special detail 
for extra officers to be on hand. 

Established Teen Center (western area). Big youth population. Old fifln 
range converted to teen center as deterrent and alternative to crime. 
Funds used to administer program. Expanded canine unit. Enhanced 
security of police station. 

69. 97LBVX3600 Cocoa Police 
Dept. 

Sherift's Office 

71. 97LBVX3745 Brooksville Police Laser radar (just purchased) used to reduce speeding; speed signs alert 
motorists to what speed is, visual effect to slow speeders down - real 
positive feedback: portable generator used in community events - able 
to continue service in areas where they've had problems. 

Dept. 

72. 97LBVX5223 City of Crime Prevention: "DART", Drug Abatement & Response Team, works. 
Shut down crack houses/prostitution houses - they rehab these house$ 
and use them for transitional housing. 

Truancy Interdiction Program has been very effective. Statistics show 
program effective; students not repeating truancy. Implementing 
"Juvenile Justice Comprehensive Strategies" working with all other 
agencies to reduce juvenile crime 40% by 2015. Reduction currently a 
7.2%. 

Jacksonville 
Community 
Services 

73. 97LBVX2045 Griffin Police Dept. All equipment upgraded enforcement capabilities, new computer system 
- each officer given portable radio/shoulder holster, plus rechargeable 
flashlighthatteryhattery charger. Stop sticks laid on road to put holes 
in speeders tires has been effective in stopping speeders. 

74. 97LBVX2944 Lawrenceville Purchased LCD Projectors to take crime prevention presentation to 
Police Dept. elementary/middle/high schools, colleges, church functions(d0 rape 

preventionlpersonal safetylgang violence). Use 3rd projector for officer 
survivor training. Enthusiastic public response. Better informed public. 
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75. 97LBVX3388 Atlanta Police Equipment: networked new computers for criminal investigation division- 
Dept. each desk has computercan access intelligence derived from other 

officers. Solving more crimes. Using money for overtime have 
augmented their "Street Heat" Programincreased coverage of high 
crime areas especially targeting career criminals who do successive 
crimes-armed robbery, etc. City of Atlanta had become a cesspool 
wlpeople coming in from suburbs to buy drugs, sex. Drunkeness in cit! 
also led to increase in vandalism, breaking into cars, theft. WRLEBG 
also augmented their "Weed and Seed" program begun in 1992. In 
public housing project areas pd OT to off duty officers to patrol and 
arrest, weed out criminals. Did lead to criminals going across street to 
other areas-stepped up patrolling there also. Seed Component-sewkc 
to educate young people and residents. Began publicizing arrests on 
cable channel-names and crime they committed. LLEBG has done 
them "a world of good". Allows them the flexibility to use as needed to 
fight crime the best way their chief feels the need. Community group- 
Central Atlanta Progress wants funding for establishment of a 
community court-intensive supervision of low level crime offenders. 
Want to model after NYC program. Allows for non jail time alternatives 
and follow-through to make sure individuals do what they should, Le., 
restitution, referral to social agencies. Hope to do whhe '98 LLEBG. 
Have seen a reduction in PART 1 crimes of 17%. 

Dept. 
76. 97LBVX3639 Douglasville Police Detective helped add to staff overload - helped reduce crime. (Feels 

there is a direct correlation between detective being hired and reduced 
crime) 

77. 97LBVX4591 City of Homewille 

78. 97LBVX4600 Sylvester Police 

Police Dept. 

Dept. 

79. 97LBVX3322 City of Burlington 
Police 

80. 97LBVX3754 City of Fort Dodge 
Police Dept. 

81. 97LBVX3342 Idaho Falls Police 
Dept. 

82. 97LBVX2336 Summit Police 

83. 97LBVX2935 Decatur Police 

Dept. 

Dept. 

Purchased computer and software enables them to track reports, files, 
anything to do with citizens. Very important to them. 

All purchases - computer and software - used to upgrade record keeping 
system. Better statistics, understand where problems are, juvenile data 
base, allows us to get results a lot sooner. Linked to court system - can 
track documents, etc. Open-ended possibilities - Good for use, suited 
to our small town needs. 

duties, school programs, drug investigations and tracking. Training for 
officers to use the dogs was also accomplished. 

Updated computer capabilities, gives direct access. Building time saver, 
kennel for KP unit in Patrol car (also automatic door opener), safety 
issue for K9, laptops for narcotics division can pull up search warrant at 
scene which is time saver. Overtime, higher visibility in community has 
been effective in reducing crime. 

Equipment. Cell phones and computers for school resource officers in 
schools used for writing report, juvenile case information, Portable 
radios for bicycle and foot patrols enhances officer safety. Professional 
photo copier, Printer scanner prints quality photos, put on disc and used 
as a resource for patrol officers-helped reduce crime 33%. Two 
vehicles used by Narcotics Dept. has resulted in many drug dealer 
arrests. Training of first line supervisors for community oriented 
policingcrime prevention: officers conducting classes on tobacco, 
drugs, careers; working on turning problem kids around. 

time by coordinating identification efforts with all of Cook County. 

administrative ofcrs enhance access & development. Overtime put 
higher Back Patrol in high crime areas resulting in increased public 
safety & reduced crime. 

Canine program - purchased dogs - already trained - used for patrol 

By acquiring "Livescan", a fingerprinting ID systemwill save considerable 

Hired in house systems analyst; computer upgrade laptops; 
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84. 97LBVX3143 City of Rock Island They were able to continue employment of 3 officers for their C.A.P.E. 
Police program(Community Assisted Police Enforcement). The oficers work 

in 2 geographic areas and communicate with the people there to reduce 
crime. Officers have pagers & cell phones. With community input and 
the presence of uniformed officers they have decreased PT1 offenses 
to the lowest level since 1986 in these 2 areas. 

Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice I 

85. 97LBVX4625 Marion Police 
Dept. 

86. 97LBVX2726 Police Dept. 

87. 97LBVX3221 Muncie Police 
Dept. 

88. 97LBVX3915 La Porte Police 
Dept. 

89. 97LBVX4635 Merrillville PD 

90. 97LBVX2113 City Police 

91. 97LBVX2494 Erlanger Police 
Dept. 

92. 97LBVX3160 Frankfort Police 

93. 97LBVX3170 Russellville Police 

Dept. 

Dept. 

Enhanced technology. Enabled officers to be more mobile. Can leave 
squad cars w/o losing communication ability. Radios(Pack Units) 
purchased for officers to wear and shoulder microphones. Made 
possible communication with dispatch center as well as with public & 
enhances officer's securitycan call quickly for assistance. 

They purchased shotgun racks for police cars. They also purchased 10 
personal computers(desktops) because their's were not Year 2000 
compatible. The new computers are used by all officers for general 
use. Two computers are for their dispatch. They still have some "97 
funds left. 

All overtime used for placing officers in housing projects with high crime 
rate during summer month. Public felt safer having a strong police 
presence - homicides dropped from 11 to 3 in 1 y. 

radios and 2 port radios for better communications; 20 shot guns for 
Ofcr protection; 13 laptop computers enable Ofcrs to complete case 
reports on the street results in higher visibility(not stuck in station doing 
reports; stop sticks useful in preventing someone in a high speed chase 
running the public over enhancing public safety. 

Intent: Purchase PC for Officer. Write reports/tracking. May also 
purchase some software. 

They developed a software application to automate their records system. 
All records of crime reports, statistics, tickets, warnings, interviews, 
accidents, etc are on this new system. Their card file system was slow 
and cumbersome. Searching for records, supply info to the public etc is 
much faster and efficient. 

Local control of funds meant could target an area and act on it rather 
than wading through budget process and time delay that requires. 
Purchased 2 bikes for bike patrol, as well as the accessories for same; 
repair kits, uniforms for those officers. Used to patrol their major school 
complex. Previously had 2 officers on bike patrol but no coverage on 
their off or sick days. 

communication. 

improvement in terms of firing power. Ensure public safety and officer 
safety. 

Four squad cars for "Take Home Proj" plus refurbishing w/5 mobile 

Intent: Computer software, printers, PC, etc. Overall better 

All funds spent on sidearms P220 45 automatics. Tremendous 
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94. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

100. 

97LBVX3756 City of Topeka 
Police Dept 

97LBVX3696 Shelbyville Police 
Dept. 

97LBVX2043 Bogalusa Police 
Dept. 

97LBVX2626 Town of Jackson 
Police Dept. 

97LBVX2513 Ayer Police Dept. 

97LBVX2887 Walpole PD 

97LBVX3180 Town of Saugus 

OT-PO now on varying shifts results in increased response time reduced 
call holding time. Now have officer dedicated to calls concerning 
accidents. "Cops on Shops" programofficer volunteers working with 
liquor store reduced purchases by underage buyers. "Drivers License 
Check Lane" able to recover stolen vehicleddrugs, weapons, people 
with outstanding warrants "Warrant Roundups" Officers go out and 
serve warrants Burglary task force-focuses on career criminals to get 
them federal time. Crime Prevention pays for 2 middle school students 
to attend Young Citizens Academy. Bicycles and uniforms for Bicycle 
Patrol; Laptop computers for satellite offices in neighborhoods; software 
& assoc printing costs for Crime Prevention Programs//Smart Screening 
Program for landlords to learn how to discriminate suspicious activities 
around property; how to screen applicants, etc. Audio-visual equipment 
for officer training. Continued training for PO re: crisis intervention & 
community mediation time mgt 

remote microphones improved radio communication; 3 light bars for 
cruisers allows high visibility; portable tape recorder enables detectives 
to take interviews immediately at crime scenes. 

contained generator, murphy bed, air conditioner, rest room, water tank. 
All tremendously helpful when hurricane struck last Sept. Enabled the 
police to keep in touch with office if emergency and maintain law while 
everything was chaos (there was no power, drinking water in 
community). Van was only source of communication in town. 

The grant provided funds to purchase two video camera systems 
mounted in patrol cars. Also upgraded and purchased a new computer 
and printer and digital camera. The video cameras were primarily to 
support and document traffic stops and shorten court time by having 
actual footage as evidence. 

Purchases lap tops for vehicles - more efficient, warranthehicle checks - 
freed from admin. tasks. Portable radar sign to address speeding 
complaints. Feedback from community - haven't measured results - 
also bought equip. for defensive tactics, officers have had training to 
alleviate excessive force complaints - good results. 

Radio Repeater allows mobile radios to transmit to large geographic area 
in jurisdiction. Ensure communication w/dispatcher, faster response to 
public. 

security to the public. 

Officer computer improved officer operation; 4 portable radios with 

Equipped special van-mobile radio, computer, copy/fax machine self 

Overtime --> put more officers into high crime areas providing added 

101. 97LBVX3190 Plymouth Police Tremendous success has been new computer hardwarekoftware 
Dept. specific to law enforcement, enhances every area of Policing. Master 

gun locks purchased for each offier, prevent tragedy by 
officerkriminals. "Cops and Shops" program, undercover alcohol 
program to curb purchase of alcohol by minors, very successful. 

Increases efficiency of patrol unit - able to get immediate results on 
warrantshotor checks. Provides officer safety - he knows what he's 
dealing with. More time on street - higher visibility - because he's not 
tied to police station doing report. 

103. 97LBVX4671 Tyngsborough Used for specific patrols for alcoholnraffic law enforcement. Purchased 
mobile computer and radar used in vehicles for enforcement. Programs 
- radar reduced speeders - mobile computers enabled officers to get 
information directly, know whohvhat dealing with. 

102. 97LBVX3538 Town of Mobile data terminals to meet demands of modern technology. 
Southbridge 
Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 
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104. 97LBVX2051 Salisbury Police Able to equip each vehicle with laptop computers. Officers don't need to 
Dept. come back to headquarters - stay in field and be available for other 

calls - In house upgrade to adopt to what we put in vehicles. 

105. 97LBVX2832 Mayor's New Records Mngt. System upgrades ability to collect data and track 
crime statisticdtrends. Enabled Police Dept. and States Attorneys 
Office to work together to solve crime. Police Dept. working to rid city 
of open air drug markets and physically ridding city of drug houses. 

Allowed them to hire an offcer to work in the middle school. Truancy 
(was 35%-now about 10%). weapons (now only a couple a year) and 
violence (some gang related) were a serious problem. This officer does 
presentations, takes field trips, runs a summer program, a drug 
program and coordinates afler school programs. His presence has 
resolved many problems at the middle school. 

They hired 4 officers for their community policing program that puts 
officers in the same areas. They get to know people, problems & 
neighborhoods and they police the same areas all of the time. 

They are also using the monies to pay overtime for the anticrime teams. 
They mobilize during peak crime times (Summer 8 Spring) in high 
crime areas. They also plan to purchase laptop computers for patrol 
cars instead of hand writing reports. He quoted a recent study that 
shows laptops save 30% of officer's time. 

Coordination 
Council on 
Criminal Justice 

Dept. 
106. 97LBVX2656 Public Safety 

107. 97LBVX2792 City Police Dept. 

108. 97LBVX3228 City of Port Huron 
Police Dept. 

109. 97LBVX3380 Fraser Dept. of 
Public Safety 

110. 97LBVX3817 Police Dept. 

11 1. 97LBVX3875 Clinton Township 
Police dept. 

112. 97LBVX2934 Coon Rapids 
Police Dept. 

1 13. 97LBVX3919 So.St. Paul Police 
Dept. 

OT used for bicycle patrol in public housing drug areas. Community very 
happy. Drop of 9% in crime. Computer work stations increased work 
efficiency. Less lost paperwork. 9OOMHz radio system used by 
undercover police for drug work. Able to make more arrests because 
criminals can no longer pick up police frequency on new radio. Mini- 
station in housing project used by bicycle/regular patrols for 
phonelreports results in high visibility, discourages crime. Some 
unspent funds. 

dispatch communication, can take into homes to take complaint reports. 
"Takes Police Station on the Road", frees officer from police station to 
be on the streets. (Will eventually have photographlfingerprint ability for 
instant feedback). 

equipment and then the state made it mandatory. They purchased a 
new firearms training system (FATS) to replace the old. 

Live Scan Fingerprint Identification system which will tie them into State 
Police System enables quicker info. in matter of minutes. Better, more 
efficient process than old inking process; excellent results-few prints 
rejected by prosecutors in court cases. 

Speed monitoring trailer used for educational purposes/public safety - 
used to identify problem areas (This is where OT was used - ofcr in 
problem areas) and also being able to show there was no problem, 
when public had complained about specific locations. Public 
awareness regarding how fast they were going - results in public safety 
in a positive way. 

Equipment. Purchasing hand pack portable radio increases 
communication, operational safety, enhanced community policing. 

Overtime. Directly focus community concerns around high school and 
serviced calls in that area. Over 2 years time, reduced calls for service 
around schools 48%. 

PC Mobile Computers in Scout Cars enhances in tar  reporting, better 

It was ironic that they were unable to repair an outdated piece of 
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Two fully equipped police cars. Will now have a traffic unit for the first 

All for dispatching radio/recording equipment (county 91 I system) 

time. Regular patrol car - higher visibility. 

increases performance and quicker response. Portable radios for 
reserve units used for extensive community events. Better 
communications. 

street-on foot, bicycles and patrol cars. Purchased a patrol car 
assigned to domestic violence. Upgrade computer technology. 

overtime they created a call back program. This program called officers 
back to work(paid overtime) to work high crime areas. They monitored 
street corners for drug sales and they sent officers into high drug areas 
to improve community relations. 

mainframe computer. Good for photo lineups. No longer have 
development costs. More HITS - computer software enhances ability to 
identify latent fingerprints. Access to security and data encryption of 
computer fingerprint files - photo lineups enhancement of surveillance 
tapes. 

Respondent said that through combining of funds was able to purchase 
video cameras and on-board computers for patrol cars as aids in crime 
prevention activities. 

dispatcher). Will be able to run driver's licensekar tags checks (officer 
safety, know who he is dealing with). Should result in recovery of 
stolen property, cars, etc. 

Software allows ofcrs access to business ownersltheir phone # in case 
business is burgled; can call from scene. New digital camera L i s  
takes pictures of accidents, domestic violence cases, drunken driving, 
used for public awareness meetings. 

drug/crime areas helped reduce drug activities - Tactical equipment for 
police help them to be more effective in their job and provide safety for 
officers. 

With funds were able to hire and pay overtime to put more visibility on 

They purchased hand held radios for general police work. With $ for 

Compu-capture - mugshots tied to individual's digital image record in 

Intend to buy two data terminals for mobile police cars (frees up 

Purchase of technical surveillance equip for narcotic officers in high 

Allowed them to do things otherwise not possible. 
Traffic issues- rapidly growing area seeing big increases in traffic 

Purchased radar units for every patrol car. 
Reduced incident of accidents as well as reduction of increase in 

Bought technology software to ID crim. suspects, lineups. Has very 

Equipment - two completely new repeater system - relay walkie talkie - 

accidents. 

accidents. 

much helped upgrade their abilities to fight crime. 

goes out to the field and back - added 3 receiver sites to newly 
extended (5 % miles) jurisdiction, enhances communication. New 
10x14 bldg. to house repeaters. Generator keeps communications 
going. Voter system picks up closest offier and transmits that info. to 
communication center. All communication enhanced. 

Equipment purchased to replace what was lost during hurricane. Shot 
guns, hand guns, 2 "23" guns, magazine holders, mobile radios/holders. 
flares, sirens, speakers, lights to enhance officer/public safety, 2-way 
mirror use by detective in investigation. 

97LBVX3239 

97LBVX4706 

City of University 

Hannibal Police 

City Police Dept. 

Dept. 

114. 

115. 

116. 97LBVX2409 

97LBVX3 2 96 117. Chief/Greenwood 
Police 

118. 97LBVX3258 City of Billings 
Police Dept. 

119. 

120. 

97LBVX2021 

97LBVX2400 

Pineville Police 
Dept. 

Forest City Police 
Dept. 

121. 97LBVX2677 Town of Garner 
Police Dept. 

122. 97L BVX2845 Chapel Hill Police 
Dept. 

123. 97LBVX3 275 Cary Police Dept. 

97LBVX3597 Lexington Police 
Dept. 

124. 

125. 97LBVX3802 Carolina Beach 
Police Dept. 
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Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice I 
126. 97LBVX4781 Elkins Police 

127. 97LBVX2061 City Police Dept. 

128. 97LBVX4722 Police Dept. of 
Durham 

129. 97LBVX3366 City of Millville 
Police 

130. 97LBVX3845 Township Police 
Dept. 

2 in car cameras (Each camera has already saved them from law suit) 
safety issue for officers. When criminal sees camera they behave 
better. (Police often killed in next town. Camera might have been able 
to catch criminal) 

communicate w/ot her agencies-more channels. Intend to buy laptops 
to keep officers in field longer. Laptop saves reporting time. Can also 
get info. from D.M.V. and state agencies quicker. 

They used the funds to sponsor courses and crime prevention programs. 
They purchased furniture for a room so that they would have a place to 
hold classes. They held crime prevention classes for the AARP and 55 
Alive. They attended freshman orientation day at the high school & 
brought pizza and interacted with the students. They are a university 
town & have 14.000 students there. They put on a student police 
academy which was a big hit. 

Part of the funds were used to pay overtime for officers to work high 
crime and nuisance areas. Uniformed officers were used for high 
visibility and undercover officers for prostitution arrests. They also 
purchased a F.A.T.S. machine (Fine Arms Training Simulator) used by 
all officers. 

The '97 funds were used to purchase an electronic mugshot system that 
included computers and camera equipment. This system is integrated 
with their booking system. This has been a tremendous time saver. 
Since the system is digital they no longer have to purchase film or have 
it developed. 

Purchased portable radios to be used for all officers. Ability to 

131. 97LBVX4736 Delran Police 
Dept. 

Purchased new radio tower, which has really enhanced communications 
between patrol cars & headquarters (Previously "dead areas" of town 
where ofcrs had no contact wlheadquarters), and been important in 
increasing public safety. 

reporting and save time. They hope to get a state grant to get cellular 
capabilities for these. They hired a local crime prevention specialist. 
He is a liaison with the community. He coordinates Neighborhood 
Watch programs and works with the senior citizen center to get their 
help in the watch program. They also hired a civilian transportation 
officer to transport prisoners. This frees time up for other officers. 

132. 97LBVX2961 City of Grants They purchased laptop computers for the patrol cars to enhance 
Dept. of Public 
safety 

133. 97LBVX3558 Belen Police Dept. Intend to update communications center by buying transmitterlreceiver 

134. 97LBVX2010 City Police Dept. 

135. 97LBVX2157 Lackawanna Equipment - Narcotics unit, body wire and nightscope leading to higher 

for radio to enhance communications. 

busts and surveillance. Some investigations run 6 to 8 mos. 

level of drug arrest; SWAT Team -vests, helmets, weapons provide 
police safety and enhance ability to keep peace better. Use of 
equipment has lead to substantial arrest. Overtime - provided police 
officers on weekends in high crime area - able to clean up a lot of minor 
problems, hopefully preventing major problems. Very happy with all 
results. 

Through use of funds was able to purchase automated systems and set 
up(or enhance) following programs: operation nightwatch, juvenile 
aftercare facility(youth outreach), and juvenile prosecutor programs. 

Improved technology - with Photo Imaging Equipment will be able to 
cataloguelcategorizelidentify subjects and will be able to transmit this 
info. wlother law enforcement agencies. Should improve law 

They used the grant to pay overtime for investigating drug activities. drug 

Police Dept. 

136. 97LBVX3241 City of Rochester 
Police Dept. 
(50%) 

137. 97LBVX3405 City of White 
Plains - Dept. of 
Public Safety 
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Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice 

enforcement. 

searches, drug work, lost people-very helpful. 

These are used for general police work. 

purchased new duty weapons (guns). They replaced old weapons. 
Very small police dept. New guns and patrol car were used for general 
police work. 

camera enables recording of DUI traffic, makes prosecution easier. 35 
mm cameras enhanced ability to service public better to take picture of 
domestic violence and crime scene. Training equipment for self 
defense training - safer officers. 

138. 97LBVX3862 Ulster Police Dept. Portable radios for patrols enhance communications. K-9 purchased for 

139. 97LBVX3930 Freeport Police They purchased new hand held radios and repeaters for all officers. 

140. 97LBVX4761 Owego Police Able to purchase a new 1998 patrol car to replace a 1986 car. Also 
Dept. 

141. 97LBVX0346 West Carrollton Laser gun, measure speed enabled them to reduce accidents' in-car 
Police Dept. 

143. 

144. 

145. 

146. 

147. 

148. 

149. 

150. 

97LBVX2450 Fremont Police 
Dept. 

Overtime used to develop SWAT team for search warrants, drug 
interdiction has resulted in increased arrests and decrease in crime 
rate; OT to develop Neighborhood Block Watch w/monthly meeting. 
Portable radios for ofcrs enhance communications. 

97LBVX26 19 

97LBVX3310 

97LBVX4790 

97LBVX3485 

97LBVX4802 

97LBVX2119 

97LBVX3391 

97LBVX2218 

Sandusky Police 
Dept. 

Mentor Police 

Forrest Park 

Dept. 

Police Dept. 

ADA Police Dept. 

City of Pauls 
Valley Police 
Dept. 

City of Woodburn 
Police Dept. 

City of Corvallis 
Police Dept. 

West Chester 
Police Dept. 

Able to establish bicycle patrol by purchasing equipment and using 
overtime funds to allow high visibility. Very popular presence of officers 
in community. Also used funds to enhance computer 
hardwarekoftware. 

wal kie talkies. 

no results yet. Prior experiment program ver successful - improves 
policekomm. relations empowers public to what they cadcan't do. 
Computer and overhead projection used in recent training - software 
not there yet. Risk students have seen reduction of violence in schools. 
Very good return for a small amount of money. 

crime. Equipment - purchased 10 workstations, 1 server for enhanced 
to comprehensive database records - able to identify spec. geographic 
trouble areas. New dispatch system keeps track of calls, resulting in 
better communications. 

speed control in school zones. 

Possible Purchases: Mobile Data Terminals, Surveillance cameras, 

Overtime used for citizens training crime prevention -just did last Tues, 

Prevention Patrols into high crime areas has resulted in decrease in 

Purchases patrol car - for general public work and it is also used for 

All monies to be spent on a Video Imaging System which will replaced 
standard mug shots - allows info. to be shared state-wide for better 
exposure to catching criminals. 

The '97 grant bought optical imaging called laser fish. It images police 
reports by scanner - each page is digitalized and cataloged. It saves 
paper and copy time. This system is used by the records dept. It has 
been used to enhance their technology. 

municipality. Purchased equipment. Purchased computer software lo 
coordinate, track and automate crime information for administration, 
field officers and for reporting to government. 

Overtime-for training in using the new software. 
Hiringclerical personnel for data entry. 

These monies for technological improvements do not exist in our 
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151. 

152. 

153. 

154. 

155. 

156. 

157. 

158. 

159. 

160. 

161. 

97LBVX2065 

97LBVX3428 

97LBVX2 169 

97LBVX2519 

97LBVX2782 

97LBVX3012 

97LBVX3412 

97LBVX3673 

97LBVX2016 

97LBVX2235 

Susque hanna 
Township Police 
Dept. 

Middletown Police 
Dept. 

West Warwick 
Police Dept. 

Public Safety 
Dept. 

Greer Police Dept. 

Mullins Police 
Dept. 

Anderson City 
Police Dept. 

Walterboro Police 
Dept. 

Lancaster Police 
Department 

Hitchcock Police 
Department 

Grand Prairie 
Police Dept. 

Updating phone system including giving every officer his own voice mail 
box. Lap tops in patrol cars for quicker communications and gives 
officer more time on street, higher visibility resulting in higher arrest 
rate. Crime prevention - policing unit organizing community events for 
public awareness. Continue bicycle patrol, started with 96 grant funds. 
(successful program) 

Computerized recording system - records all calls coming idgoing out - 
helpful in police investigations 1.e. complaints against officers (haven't 
had a chance to analyze results yet). Radio transmitter allows P.O. to 
be dispatched to crime scene, concise and instant information. 

Purchased alternate light source (fluorescing device used to detect body 
fluid and fingerprints at crime scene), helpful in getting convictions. 
Copy machine used in distribution of flyers such as DARE to educate 
public. New unmarked police cars provide better public response. 
School resource officer enhanced security; resulting in arrests, and 
provides safety and security for 2000 students. 

enable them to do reports in the field-saves time-keeps officers in the 
field. They also purchased a software upgrade for their record system. 
This system helps them with crime analysis and to better know where to 
place their resources. 

Patrol dog - Incredible useful and successful in drug reduction, search 
dog for escapees, talks at schools, trading cards program to interact 
between police - kids. Upgraded computers - speed up paperwork 
process for more time out in the community. About to update 
computers in cars - will increase officers safely, know who they're 
dealing with when they do searches. 

speeders, helps prosecute DUl's and cuts down on complaints against 
police officers. Radar equipment very helpful in cutting down speeders 
in residential / school areas. 

lesser crimes preventing higher crimes, has been successful. 

the street. Purchased Radar Unit, allowed to enforce traffic law and 
resulted in decrease in accidents in city. 

Satellite Training System now links them to South Carolina's educational 
TV. Officers can now be trained locally instead of going out of town. 
More man hours on street. Developed a pistol range used for weapons 
training/moveable target. Used to go to state training. Again, more 
man hours on street. Added one bicycle and portable radio to bicycle 
unit. Purchased stronger flashlights for nighttime patrols, in car video 
system used to monitor traffic stops, etc. One Savage 380 with scope 
and night vision camera used by drug enforcement officers for war on 
drugs. 

public - Not missing any important calls such as emergency / 
police/ambulance. Able to communicate/coordinate with law 
enforcement statewide. Most important - faster response to 91 1 calls. 

In-car video camera. Used to determine training discipline needs, dispel 
allegations against officers. Prosecute crimes: Pc's and overhead 
projectors used for in-service and continuing training-comrnunity 
oriented policing. 

They purchased laptop computers for officers in patrol cars. These 

Video cameras for patrol cars - helpful at crime scenes, stopping traffic 

Overtime - More officers in street in high crime area - more arrest for 

Upgrade radio communication systems - Increased safety for officers on 

Upgrade complete new phone system, enhances communication with 
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162. 97LBVX2326 Plano Police Dept. 

163. 97LBVX2599 A.P.D. 

164. 97LBVX3194 Bryan Police Dept. 

165. 97LBVX3202 Police Dept. 

166. 97LBVX3661 Terrell Police 

167. 97LBVX3760 Laredo Police 

(1 00%) 

Dept. 

Dept. 

168. 97LBVX4865 Port Lavaca Police 
Dept. 

169. 97LBVX4882 City of LaMarque 
Police Dept. 

170. 97LBVX2476 West Jordan Dept. 
of Public Safety 

171. 97LBVX4910 American Fork 
Police Dept. 

172. 97LBVX2765 Winchester Police 

173. 97LBVX2603 Brandon Police 

Dept. 

Dept. 

174. 97LBVX4911 Winooski Police 
Dept. 

Innovative Process or Practice 

lights, uniforms for bicycle patrol. Quicker response time. Furniture for 
neighborhood satellite police station, including copy machine. This is 
really important and has been a very important asset to the 
neighborhood. Much improved community relations and trust with 
police dept. Funds used to send officers out to training seminars on 
community based policing. 

Equipment: Public Safety Information System access to all info., be able 
to identify trends, etc. (System crashed 2 yrs. ago -working out of 
boxes. ) 

Mobile Data computers in patrol cars allows direct communication with 
dispatchers. Allows quicker accesdmore correct info., more time on 
the street - improvement noticeable in morale and safety for officers 
and public. 

effective) 

have unspent funds. Currently discussing how to spend. 

as well as equipment such as computers and weapons. Promotional 
supplies-pens, pencils, stickers-are distributed to schools. 

Overtime used to put 6 officers out into high crime areas. Bicycle Patrol 
working wkegular ofcrs on duty to reduce crime has been successful. 
Also work w/POSSE and Victims Asst. Program helping to direct victims 
to needed services. 

which enabled cases to be prosecute. (Prior to this many valid cases 
were refused by DC Office.) 

Purchased bicycles to start "Bike Patrol Program" - able to go where cars 
can't - able to check on apartments, businesses. Provide high visibility 
in park where reg. patrol cars can't enter - Very successful in reducing 
crimes. 

immed.; VHF base radio used by detectives gives immediate access to 
officer in the street; tracking device used to follow suspect, always know 
his location; digital camera able to photograph hairfibers on carpet at 
crime scene; dual deck VCR tape recorder used in child abuse cases, 
able to give prosecutors copy of tape; 400 MGH Pentium I1 to run all the 
programs above; new fax machine saved 80 miles a day travel time to 
D.A.'s office. (20 miles each way, twice a day) 

Don't know for certain. Bulk of funds will go to update computer - 
software, printers, PC's, etc. to enhance communications. 

OT - Advanced training for officers in court system; Officer in school zone 
start/end of school day to provide public safety, slow down speeders. 

Equipment - Pinhole camera- records store break-iWandalism (haven't 
used yet), electronic siren and switch, computer software, stinger stop 
sticks which deflates tires; nightscopes, which enhances night 
surveillance. 

Upgrade computer technologyhew car radios resulting in better 
communications with each other and other agencies. Enhanced 
training for school youth officer resulted in marked decrease of 
aggressive behavior and acts of violence. (very, very positive results) 

I 
Equipment. Hardwarekoftware upgrades. Bicycles, helmets. pads, 

100% used for overtime - Keep officers in field to reduce crime (has been 

Purchased 36 hand-held portable radios for better communications. Still 

Funds have been used to hire two new officers to the Police Department, 

All overtime used to set up evidence room - tagging, categorization, 

"Grab it" surveillance tapes still frames and prints out suspect's picture 
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175. 97LBVX2338 City of Everett 

Police Dept. 

176. 97LBVX2974 City of 
Sacramento 
Pol ice 

177 97LBVX2888 City of Beloit P.D. 

178. 97LBVX4927 Manitowoc Police 
Dept 

179. 

180. 

181. 

182. 

- 
183. 

184. 

97LBVX4963 Graham County 
Sheriff's Ofc. 

97LBVXO328 Martin County 
Sheriffs Office 

97LBVX4988 Carroll County 
Sheriffs Dept. 

97LBVX4993 Forsyth County 
Sheriff's Dept. 

Funded hardware/software to upgrade equipment and technology. 
Allowed investigation officers to access dispatch management system, 
criminal records. Stolen vehicle arrests went up dramatically. 

Per respondent, the funds will be used for a misdemeanor incarceration 
project. He is not sure what they will purchase or what the project 
entails. 

unserved warrants on criminals in neighborhood. Results - 
neighborhood satisfaction. 

INTENT: OT will put bicyclelfoot patrol problem areas of park to reduce 
drug/gang activities Equipment; neighborhood watch signs will be put in 
problem neighborhoods & established neighborhood crime watch areas. 
Digital camera for gang task force to be able to keep computerized log 
of gang members. LCD projector re: crime prevention program for 
neighborhood watch gang task force DARE 

1st time computer gives access to reports/statistics, allowing better 
understanding of what's going on in the community. Police holding 
meetings re: public concerns and youth programs resulting in an 
informed public and better communications. 

Funds allowed them to place high-tech surveillance cameras in drug 
trafficking areas; enhance laptop computers for supervisors to monitor 
activities out in the field; acquire the digital photo-imaging system 
shared by all county law enforcement agencies; to upgrade law 
enforcement capabilities. 

Overtime --a Specifically for firearms training, hazardous materials 
training, training for crime prevention, CPR recertificationldefensive 
tactics. All these trainings become mandatory for officers. Resulted in 
better qualified, more aware officers in order to protect the community. 

Digital camera photographs gang activitylgraffiti; "Gang Production" 
made a film using school kids about gangs - their colors, signs and 
what to look for, metal detectors in schools enhance security; laptop 
comp not here yet - able to track prob and make presentation wherever 
you are, - 2 domestic violence cameras, mounts comes off to take right 
into domestic violence scene; 1 fixed camera in jail to monitor suicide 
watch; special goggles used to simulate drunkeness to make public 
aware of effects of drinking. 

Overtime used to address public concerns, Le., loiteringdrug exchanges; 

97LBVX5006 Paulding County Hired deputy officer to put on street - have seen reduction of burglaries. 
DUl's have gone up, speeders slowed down. 'Ran to buy shotguns 
and camera system for police cruisers. 

prosecution for traffic violations, domestic disturbances and drug take- 
downs. This will save lime in court. The cameras will also help if an 
officer is accused of using violence. 

Sherlffs Dept. 

County of Terrell 
Sheriff Dept. 

97LBVX5011 The department intends to purchase video cameras to enhance 

1%. 97LBVX5015 Walker County Used money exclusively to purchase new bulletproof vests to replace 
Sheriffs Office older ones that had expired. 

186. 97LBVX5031 Steuben County 
Sheriffs Dept. 

Real problems with gangs coming in from larger cities. Elderly not safe 
of streets; gangs cruising main streets in town. Set up multi-taskforce, 
O.T. paid to officers, each jurisdiction donated manpower 3 4  days a 
week to cruise streets where problems are worst - state, cities, county 
police agencies met prior worked out plan to cany out goal. 

187. 97LBVXO361 LaFourche Parish Windows were literally falling out of court house - criminals were kicking 
Council doors down to escape. New windows and doors enhanced security and 
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Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice I 
public safety by preventing escapes. 

188. 97LBVX5053 Upgrade computer system-records-more accurate, efficient, faster info. 

189. 97LBVX5067 St. Genevieve Upgrade radio communications. Old equipment had many dead spots. 
New repeater equipment on high locations enable them to service 
community more quickly because there is no dead spots. Immediate 
response to emergency calls. 

Sheriffs Dept. 

190. 97LBVX5056 Forrest County More vehicles enhance law enforcement, public safety, etc. 

191. 97LBVXO405 Cascade County Per Chuck Rolland Risk Mgt-He oversaw remodeling project. 

Sheriffs Office 

Regional Youth 
services Center 

Remodeling at Youth Detention-added bathroomlchanged 
showerkhanged bunks in cell-enlarged 1 cell area. Eliminated risks to 
inmates 

X-ray machine in jail enhances safety - public not exposed to prisoners in 
Dr.'s officer. No exposure to prisoner diseases - Prisoners don't have 
to be taken out of jail, safety for public, time, money saver all around. 
Digital imaging machine left clean finger prints off crime scene enables 
police to solve crime in 10-15 months. Audio for undercover use, use to 
expose criminals used in court cases. 

to their state system). Used in community policing program. 
Equipment provides information for officers doing traffic detail. Can 
identify vehicles at potential break-ins, etc. More secure - do not have 
to use radios to communicate. 

192. 97LBVXO375 Forsyth County 
Sheriffs Dept. 

193. 97LBVX5085 Sheriff's Dept. Mobile data equipment purchased (modems & laptop p.c.'s €4 connected 

194. 97LBVX5088 Overtime used for Pre-trial Release Program. Able to monitor 
sex/juvenile offenders freeing up crowded jail system - also supervises 
reg. pre-trial cases allowing people to function in the community holdins 
down jobs, etc. 

195. 97LBVX5092 County of Sheriff The funds were combined with drug seizure money and allocated to the 

presentations at the sheriffs office they were able to go to the county 
schools and businesses. 

patrols, school mentoring program, crime stoppers, camp and other 
crime prevention programs. They purchased a VCR, W ,  training tapes 
badges for kids, lollipops, coloring books and brochures for businesses 
(about shop lifting prevention). They purchased a mobile sheriff's office 
to travel into the community and do their presentation. 

Dept. community relations squad. Instead of doing crime prevention 

Their community relations squad programs include bike safety, bike 

~~ 

196. 97LBVX5098 Rockingham Overtime. Hired additional ofcr for regular patrol increasing public safety. 
County Sheriffs 
Dept. 

Sheriffs Office 

Purchased additional K9 providing additional services to county. 

197. 97LBVX5102 Wilson County Four items purchased: 1) Computerized polygraph-enhanced criminal 
investigation division; 2) Mobile storage trailer. Combined dive team 
and emergency response equipment. Also established mobile 
command post in trailer. Had to borrow prior to grant; 3)Stop Sticks 
used in high speed chases to flatten tires yielded shorter and safer 
chases; 4) Night vision scope for surveillance team to work narcotics on 
street. 

198. 97LBVX5075 County of Luna They purchased hand held night vision equipment, special lenses, 
infrared filters for flash lights, dobler lenses and a shotgun rack and 
lock. The equipment is primarily used for the prevention of drug 
smuggling. They are located 30 miles from the Mexican border in a 
very rural area. Drug smuggling is a large priority. The equipment is 
sometimes used by officers on burglary detail. The grant was $14,000 

Sheriffs Dept. 
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199. 97LBVXO337 Jefferson County 
Sheriff's 
Department 

Sher is Office 
200. 97LBVX5080 Dutchess County 

201. 97LBVX5112 Muskingum Co. 
Sheriff's Office 

202. 97LBVX5116 Bryan County 
Sheriffs Dept. 

203. 97LBVXO368 Abbeville Sheriffs 
Office 

204. 97LBVX5133 Cherokee County 
Sheriff's Dept. 

205. 97LBVX5137 Marion County 

206. 97LBVX5143 McMinn County 
Sheriff's Dept. 

207. 97LBVX5149 Cameron County 

208. 97LBVX5156 Gregg County 

Sheriffs Dept. 

Constable 
Precinct #3 

209. 97LBVX5161 Jasper County 
Sheriff's Dept. 

21 0. 97LBVX5166 County of 
Limestone 
Sheriff's Dept. 

and they still have not spent $7,300. 

through monitoring devices. 
Ability to purchase equipment; improved activities like traffic enforcement 

Upgrade computers with sheriff dept., building security system at county 
complex includes sheriffs office. Installation of card access system. 
Grant allows them to keep from falling behind the technology curve - 
items not regularly in budget. 

Includes CAD-Computer Aided Dispatch-enables dispatcher to increase 
ability to better serve public by decreasing response time to public calls. 

Equipment - computer & upgrades has enlarged database. Now handles 
new programs. Cameras for detectives for use at major/minor crime 
scenes. (Haven't spent it all yet.) 

Drug surveillance equip. - camerasbody wire - enabled officers to make 
arrest on known drug dealers resulting in prosecutions in court. 
Literature on crime prevention has gotten people to participate in calling 
police and resulting in arrests and convictions. 

Hired F investigator for child abusehex crime against women cases. 
Portable radios and mobile radios better communication and faster 
responses. Upgraded weapons, replaced/added bullet proof vests 
ensuring safety of officers. 

Computer upgrades for 25 cornpulers to enhance communications. 

Planned to be used for equipment 

All equipment was to enhance DART, cameradvideos used to 
investigate crime scene/drug cases. Shieldslarmlknee pads enhance 
officer safety; Bionic eye/ear used for surveillance in drug operations; 
TVNCR for any type training sessions; overtime; Provided K-9 officer 
plus upkeep of dog .- drug operations. 

Funds were used to purchase a vehicle, fully equipped, plus a few radios. 

Purchased vehicle for him to use as constable. His position had become 
a civil processing job rather than law enforcement. Has allowed him to 
turn it into a full time law enforcement position. Was using own vehicle 
w/small allowance from local budget. Now visible presence able to do 
community policing, drug intervention-enforcing around school, drugs 
and truancy. Giving talks to students. Last yr. As a result made 11 
drug arrests leading to 5 property/drug seizures, 250 traffic citations 
and has been able to back up the local police forces. He is 1 man 
agency at this time. Does every aspect of enforcement, reports, 
bookkeeping. Is hopeful that with '98 grant will be able to hire PT 
officer and mobile terminal to relieve county dispatch and PT secretary 
(has volunteer now). 

Bought computer/printer for jail; laptops for officer patrol; cameras for 
patrol cars used for accident scenes as evidence, 2 video cameras 
used same way. Finger print glass for investigation, 1 more printer - 
letter quality printer for correspondence in court documents. Camera to 
use for K-9 units, used in investigation making evidence in a more 
useful manner for the courts. 

Hired one part time officer to cover the county better and more visibility 
for the sheriff's department. The officer that was hired had no specific 
objective other than to enhance crime reduction and prevention and to 
assist other officers. 
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Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice I 
21 1. 97LBVX5177 

212. 97LBVX5194 

21 3. 97LBVX5207 

214. 97LBVX5202 

Rusk County 
Sheriffs Office 

Roanoke City 
Police Dept. 

Sheriff Dept. 

Hamson County 
Sheriffs Dept. 

Allowed us to better man the community with overtime hours. 999 sq. 
mile county. - 2 officers on each shift, with no overtime in budget - now 
able to fill in when an officer ill, vacation. Also added extra patrol on 
holidays and at special event. --> Good community response - better 
police visibility. 

Overtime for Bicycle Patrol produced positive contacts with community 
and very successful criminal arrests. Successful in establishing 
community crime prevention groups. Updated polygraphlphotographic 
equipment. Overtime also enhanced law enforcementof transported 
weapon - has been a tremendous success. 4 do not know what this 
means. -A.M.> 

They intend to purchase equipment for patrol cars though they are not 
sure what equipment. They did take $300 out of their 10% matching 
funds and sent 2 citizens for treatment for male batterer repeat 
offenders. 

Computer upgrade for 13 work stations allows criminal history/uniform 
c r i k  reportkg which has been mandated by State. Much Are 
efficient. Overtime kept Task Force officers on street resulting in tons 
of surveillance and many drug arrests. 

Law Enforcement- The funds allowed them to be able to go into the 9 different communities 
Navaho Nation and present crime prevention programs and drug education. They 

focused on direct services instead of purchasing equipment. They had 
flyers and coloring books for school presentations. The OT was for the 
officer that did the program. 

215. 96LBVXO425 

216. 96LBVXO659 Spokane Tribal 
Police Dept. 

217. 96LBVX1344 Fort Belknap 
Community 
Council - tribal 
pol ice 

218. 96LBVX1346 Police Dept. 

21 9. 96LBVX1350 BIA Law 
Enforcement 
Services 

All for equipment to upgrade law enforcement - Laser printer to hook up 
to office equipment. Laptop computers for cars enables officers to do 
report in field, high visibility. Polaroid instamatic camera for crime 
scenes. Binoculars used in night surveillance. Bull horn to address the 
public. Portable radios, just stream light bars. "much more, could go 
on forever" 

Provided opportunities to look at programs and see where we could 
provide improvement. Discovered key areas on reservation where 
security was needed, especially housing area. Began implementation 
of reservation - wide security system - all 4 communities under 1 dept. 
lowered criminal activity in key areas - Also used for overtime (which is 
not provided for in their budget) to supplement individuals when in midst 
of large operation or on large community functions, Le. dances, etc. 

system generates civil summons, subpoenas and warrants. They were 
very behind in serving these and the new officer did a great job. They 
also used the same officer for general patrol duties. A "jailer' was also 
hired. His job is to attend to those that are in their jail. A portion of the 
funds went to the Probation Dept. for a community service project. 
Rather than jail all offenders, they found jobs for them. Since they have 
a very small jail (holds 20). they needed to get people out. These 
offenders worked in lieu of fines or the dollars earned went toward their 
fines. 

The funds were basically used to purchase uniforms, fully equipped; also, 
breath analyzers and surveillance cameras. 

They hired an officer to patrol and be a process server. The court 

220. 96LBVX1795 Oglala Sioux Tribal Equipment - computers help expedite ofcrs reports. Allows more time on 
Dept. of Public street. 
Safety Overtime used to put more ofcrs in high crime areas resulting in large 

increase in the # of arrests. 

U.S. Department of Justice.
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report



I Grant Number Jurisdiction Innovative Process or Practice I 
1221. 96LBVX2857 Cherokee Indian 

Police Dept. 

I 

222. 96LBVX3560 Police Dept. 

223. 96LBVX3567 Law Enforcement 
Center 

224. 96LBVX3580 Turtle Mountain 
Band of 
Chippewa 
Indians 

225. 96LBVX3584 Tribal Cops 

226. 96LBVX3736 Regulatory 
Commission of 
Nez Perce Tribe 

227. 97LBVX2547 City of San Jose 
Police 

1228. 97LBVX3036 Phoenix Police 
I Dept 

Enabled them to focus on a specific problem and go after it. Prob. was 
increase in gang related activities. Were able to begin program to 
identify and eradicate. Taught officers about gang signing, graffiti, 
behavior formation so they'd be equipped to fight it. Produced "really 
cool" video "Through Our Eyes-Gang Presence on the Reservation" to 
teach with. 

traffic division; 1, juvenile division. OT used to have 1 officer from each 
division to work on gang problem. 

They purchased a patrol car used by one officer. Since they are a small 
tribal agency this officer does a variety of police work. They purchased 
1 computer and peripherals. Then they loaded all their cases since 
1993 so they would have some history (that is automated) of crimes in 
their area. This is the office computer. It is not linked to any other 
systems. 

They purchased software that allows the tribal courts, police, jail, 
dispatch and prosecutor's office to have access to criminal records, 
warrants and bonds. This has saved great amounts of time and 
research and has improved communication abilities. 

Because of the flexibility of LLEBG funds was able to utilize officers by 
putting them in the field on an overtime basis to take care of DUI 
accidents, domestic abuse, etc. Purchase of heavy duty jackets and 
applying insurance for weapons added to versatility and capability of 
police use. 

This grant was their only source for funds. Without this grant they would 
not have been able to purchase and equip 4 patrol cars. They also 
bought flashlights, arms, uniforms and badges. They now have the 4 
patrol cars for 22 cops. 

They purchased computes, printers, paper, discs and software so that 
they could log in events. (they are required by law to record and report 
all police actions) They purchased a copy machine for general office 
use. They purchased a car so that they could transport personnel and 
equipment to their other office. 

They upgraded their Automated Information System (AIS). They have 
over 1300 officers and several offices. They are now able to 
communicate with all of their offier's desktops, mobile data terminals 
and access county systems. Many computers were also purchased. 
25 unmarked patrol cars were purchased for their Bureau of 
Investigations. An endosed horse trailer for their mounted police unit. 
These horses (4) are mainly used for search and rescue. A small 
portion will be used to hire a temporary person to help with the grants 
administration process. 

Equipment- Upgraded DNA lab and hired 1 staff person for lab, reducing 
number of unsolved crimes. Crime Prevention Program reduced 
truancy 75% by working with school district's At Risk Youth through Alh, 
(Attendance Is Mandatory). Holistic approach working with family. 
social workers, etc. 

Also purchased computers for officers: 2 in criminal invest. Division; 1, 

229. 97LBVX3079 L.A. Police dept "Couldn't get her to expand upon these-'volumes and volumes of details'" 
Hiring and equipment funds for Police Dept allowed city to meet some 

important staffing & technology needs. Crime prevention-Place 
innovative and comprehensive crime prevention program int middle 
schools-strategies & resolution to prevent gang violence 

230. 97LBVX3230 City of Detroit Video equipment: Purchased equipment to videotape arraignments 
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~~ 

Pol ice instead of transferring suspects. Purchased digital cameras so that 
prisoners were not transferred. Upgraded computers for precincts and 
bureaus. Reports done on computers instead of hand written now. 

criminals from tuning in so they don't know what officers are planning, 
provides privacy to public calling in because folks with scanners can't 
tune in. Better communication and safety for officer. 

Philadelphia Police Increased police presence for combating specific community crime 
problems- 3 separate overtime programs - truancy, quality of life, 
curfew enforcement. Addressed specific and separate needs of each 
neighborhood truancy officer on midnight-8:OOAM shift. Worked 
overtime 8:OOAM to 12:OO Noon to patrol school areas, bring in truants 
along with interagency coordination with school to put these kids back 
into place where they could be monitored rather than the old system of 
releasing them and just sending copy of report to their school. Lead to 
less truancy. Curfew program offcers working till midnight worked 4 
additional hours to patrol and enforce curfew and take individuals 
home, heading off crimes that happen in these hours - vandalism, theft. 
Only small portion used here since '96 funds began that program and 
by '97 were working to handle with regular patrol hours. Quality of life 
crimes - narcotics, alcohol, disorderly conduct, vandalism - with 
overtime more officers on the street. Expansion of crime analysis unit, 
Used computerized digital mapping of crime areas to efficiently place 
more officer's directly where needed and bring violators in on these 
crimes. Dovetails with night court programs below. School district 
enhanced school security-had 1000 yard perimeter where it was 
demanded to be drug free. Also, education program within school for 
same. Night court judges volunteered time from 12:OOAM to 8:OOAM to 
take in cases immediately from quality of life crimes program. Cases 
that could be handled quickly to jury, etc. Drug Court volunteer judge 
expedited cases: gave opportunity to drug offenders to agree to 
participate in drug rehab. in exchange for sentence. Would then be 
monitored for drug use, and jailed if found using. Paid for extra time 
staff needed to do so. This was an expansion of program begun under 
'96 grant. Equipment was purchased to begin, expand or support 24 
different programs, including surveillance equipment for SWAT team, 
fiber optic technology to work with robotics, and computers. Hand held 
breathalyzers for street officers to more quicky identify drunk drivers. 
Driver simulators for training officers at academy, reducing loss of 
police cars as well as accidents occurring involving public. Rented van 
to support homeless. Officers manned vans to identify homeless, help 
them find resources and to identrfy homeless individuals who have 
criminal records or warrants and adjudicate and place them. Hoping to 
purchase van with '98 funds. They received $4.5 million and very 
enthusiastic about all they have been able to do. Total of about $15 
million between 1996,1997 and 1998 LLEBG grants. Has been one of 
the very best things for their city. Said they had a site visit in '96 from 
BJA to show where funds went. 

231. 97LBVX5104 Stark County All portable radios for deputy police officers. Secured frequency prohibits 
Sherlffs Dept. 

232. 97LBVX5220 
Dept. 

i 
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I 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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SCREENING PROTOCOL 
FOR NOMINATED LLEBG JURISDICTIONS 

WITH INNOVATIVE PRACTICES OR PROCESSES 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SCREENER: Ask questions I through 3 only, but listen for 
answers to Questions A through F (use them asprobes ifnecessary). Do not go through 
the check-list with the interviewee. 

Introduction: 

On behalf of BJA and NU, COSMOS is studying ways that the Local Law 
Enforcement Block Grant has helped local communities to improve their law 
enforcement and other criminal justice related practices. [You have been 
nominated by BJAI you have nominated your practice] and we wanted to ask 
some brief questions about what that practice entails. 

Name of Jurisdiction: 
Name of Contact: 

Citv of DeSoto. TX 
William Brodnax, Cindy Tvndall 

Number: 972-230-5758 I 972-230-5739 
LLEBG Grant Number: 97-LBVX-2046 

1. What is the practice and how does it presently operate? Describe. 

Probe: Which unit or department is implementing the practice? 
Probe: When did the practice begin? 
Probe: Is there a steering committee or task force that is set up to implement 

this (not just the department or entity itself)? 
Probe: Are there are any outcomes or evaluations about the practice? 
Probe: In what way is the practice innovative? 

Spoke to Cindy Tyndall who leads the SHARP (Sexual Harassment and Rape 
Prevention) Program. The program was started last August and five classes have been 
held to date (with a 50-60 women attending). She has a four more classes scheduled 
within the next few months (including some corporate programs). 

The program includes two four hour classes. The first class focuses on crime 
prevention and teaches participants how to avoid dangerous situations, and what 
characteristics an attacker often looks for in a victim. The second class deals with escape 
techniques using the “pressure point control systems” approach (an empty hand low- 
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impact defense, dealing with nerve). The program does not teach participants how to 
fight an attacker, but how to escape certain holds and some stunning techniques. 

Officer Tyndall has been the crime prevention officer in Desoto for a number of 
years. The decision was made to start the SHARP program because of the number of 
requests she received from women asking for this type of program. Officer Tyndall said 
that they decided to use the SHARP program because many people freeze up when they 
are being attacked and are unable to fight their attacker effectively, and teaching 
prevention and escape techniques helps avoid that situation. 

LLEBG hnds have been used to purchase materials for the class (particularly 
workbooks). They are contemplating using some of the money to purchase punching 
bags as well. 

Officer Tyndall has classes scheduled on: April 19 and 21; April 27 and 29; May 3 
and4; and May 10 and 11. 

Desoto is a suburb located just south of Dallas. 

2. 

3. 

Is there any information available on the practice, such as a proposal, annual 
report, forms, logs, or evaluations, that you can either fax or mail to us so we 
can make sure we understand what your site is doing? 

Sending a workbook and other relevant materials that she can find. 

As I mentioned, we are collecting interesting and promising uses of the block 
grants. BJA may want to share information about these practices with other 
agencies. Would you be willing, should we decide to study your practice in 
more detail, to have your site visited? 

a. If so, who is the director of the project who I would contact 
to confirm that we are interested in doing a site visit? 

Name: Cindy Tyndall 

Phone Number: 972-230-5739 
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i b. Who else would you think we should meet with while on a site visit? 

Name: Chief of the Department 
Agency: 

Name: ParticiDants in the program 
Agency: 

Name: Possiblv Advisory Board? 
Agency : 

Name: 
Agency: 

A. Is the practice a new approach to any of the following areas: 

0 Hiring of Law Enforcement Personnel 
(Hiring, training and employing, on a continuing basis, new, additional law enforcement 
officers and necessary support personnel-law enforcement officer may be, but is not 
limited to, police, corrections, probation, parole, and judicial officers.) 

(Paying overtime to presently employed officers and necessary support personnel for the 
purpose of increasing the number of hours worked by such personnel.) 

0 Equipment 
(Procuring equipment, technology, and other materials directly related to basic law 
enforcement functions. ) 

0 Enhancing Security 
(Enhancing security measures in and around schools; and in and around any other facility 
or location that the unit of local government considers a special risk for incidents of crime.) 

(Establishing or supporting drug courts-continuing judicial supervision over offenders who 
are substance abusers but not violent offenders; integrating administration of other 
sanctions and services.) 

0 Enhancing Adjudication 
(Enhancing the adjudication of cases involving violent offenders, including cases involving 
violent juvenile offenders .) 

(Establishing a task force, particularly in rural areas, composed of law enforcement 
officials representing units of local governments, which will work with Federal law 
enforcement officials to prevent and control crime.) 

(Establishing crime prevention programs involving cooperation between community 
residents and law enforcement personnel to control, detect, or investigate crime or the 
prosecution of criminals.) 

(Defraying the cost of indemnification insurance for law enforcement officers.) 

0 Overtime 

0 Drug Courts 

0 Multi-Jurisdictional Task Force 

/ Crime Prevention 

0 Indemnification Insurance 

0 Other, please describe 
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B. What are the direct law enforcement or criminal justice goals of this 
practice? 

(WHAT ARE YOU TRYING TO DO?) 

Law Enforcement 
0 Ease the workload of police officers (e.g., hiring additional officers, 

0 Make law enforcement more efficient (e.g., data driven problem solving 

0 Increase the safety of police officers (e-g., purchase of vests, guns) 
0 Make police officers more effective in solving crimes and arresting suspects 

Youths 
0 Improve safety of schools 
0 Work with youths to prevent them from engaging in gang, drug, or other 

community 

overtime assignments) 

procedures-problem-oriented policing) 

(e.g., fingerprint ID, laptops, radar guns) 

criminal activity) 

/ Develop better relations between the police and the community or other 

0 Other, please describe 
agencies, and engage the community in reducing crime. 

C. How does the practice set out to accomplish its goals? 

(HOW ARE YOU TRYING TO DO IT?) 

0 Educational programs at schools 
0 Increased number of police officers on neighborhood patrols 
0 Visible police presence at schools 
0 After school activities 
0 Purchase of new high-tech equipment (GIs Mapping) 
0 Training for Officers, please described (what type) 
0 Support of community or interagency programs 
0 Support for the courts (probation) or prosecutors’ offices 
0 Gang resistance and prevention 
/ Other, please describe Crime Prevention and EscaDe techniaue training 

(mostly for women) 

D. Does the practice apply a new technology, methodology, or policies that 
improves law enforcement efforts or allows officers (or other relevant 
individuals, Le., judges, prosecutors, etc.) to be more efficient or effective? 

If so, please describe: 
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E. 

F. 

How are LLEBG funds used to support the practice? 

Funds are used to Durchase materials for the course, including workbooks and 
punching bags 

Would you characterize this effort as a publidprivate partnership or a 
cross-agency partnership? 

If so, what types of organizations or individuals are involved in the practice 
(include your organization)? 

Lead Org 
Local Law Enforcement Agencies 

0 Local or municipal law enforcement 

0 County Iaw enforcement or sheriffs department 

0 Other local law enforcement agency 

0 Specify 

Local Prosecutor’s OfficeLDistrict Attorney 

0 Prosecutor’s office 

0 Other local prosecutor’s office representative 

0 Specify 

Local Court System 

0 Courts (Court Administrator)-Adult or juvenile 

0 Judges-Adult or juvenile 

0 Probation department-Adult or juvenile 

0 Other court system agencies such as corrections, pre-trial 

0 Services, victim services. 

0 Specify 
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Public School System 

0 School district 

0 Other public school system representatives 

0 Specify 

Local non-profit education, religious or community groups active in crime 
prevention or drug use prevention or treatment 

0 Private community-based organizations such as substance 

0 Abuse treatment, youth services 

0 Specify 

0 Grassroots organizations, such as neighborhood crime 

0 Prevention, civic improvement, neighborhood councils 

0 Specify 

0 Business Community/Chamber of Commerce 

c1 FaithCommunity 

Other Community Groups 

0 Mayor’s office/City manager, County Administrator 

0 City or County council 

0 Municipal or county agency such as community centers, health, housing, 
recreation, neighborhood service coordinators 

0 Specify 

0 Other 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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LLEBG SITE VISIT PROTOCOL 

Site Visit Objectives: 

To determine how LLEBG funds are allocated at the local level; 

To determine how LLEBG funds are being used at the local level; and 

To describe innovative practices-new approaches to law enforcement (hiring, overtime, 
and equipment), enhancing security, drug courts, enhancing adjudication, multi- 
jurisdictional tasks, crime prevention, indemnification insurances-that involve LLEBG 
funds. 

Use of LLEBG Funds: 

1. Innovative Law Enforcemenf Practice 

a. Describe the practice in detail. 
Probe: When did the practice begin? What are the goals and objectives of this 
practice? How are trying to reach those goals? 

b. Does the practice involve collaborative efforts across communities, community 
segments, and/or jurisdictions? If so, name them and the nature of their 
involvement-local law enforcement agencies (city, county, other); 
prosecutor’s office; court system (judges, court administrator, probation 
departments); public school system; private non-profit community-based 
organizations, such as substance abuse treatment and youth services; grassroots 
organizations, such as neighborhood crime prevention, civic improvement, and 
neighborhood councils; faith community, business community and chambers of 
commerce; Mayor’s office/City Manager; County Administrator; City or 
County council; and municipal or county agencies, such as community centers, 
health, housing, recreation, neighborhood service coordinators. 
Probe: Describe the nature of your collaborative and linkages, such as 
organizational structure (formal or informal), MOUs, staffing, newsletters, and 
community meetings. 

c. How did the idea of funding this innovative practice(s) come to your attention? 
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d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Probe: Through an application process? A good idea that reached the 
decisionmakers through the course of their work in the community? A funding 
request from other funds? Other? 
Probe: Describe community conditions, such as laws, trends, needs 
assessments, events, or other conditions that identified the need for this 
innovative practice. 

How much LLEBG funding has been allocated for this innovative practice(s) 
by year? Were funds subcontracted or transferred to implement the practice? 
If so, to what organization(s)? 

Describe what the LLEBG funds buy to support this practice? 
Probe: Number of FTEs, what type of materials, space, services, other budget 
i tems? 

Is there a target population that this practice is intended to impact? 
(Geographic and/or age group, gender-specific, other criteria) How was it 
selected and by whom? 

Describe the planning process in developing the innovative practice. 
Probe: Who was involved? Was local data used? Is there an annual planning 
process? 

Describe how the program will continue to be funded, with or without 
government funding? How critical was federal funding to initiate the program? 

2. Innovative Allocation Practice 

a. Jurisdiction Allocation: 

1. What has the LLEBG funding amount been per year beginning in Round 1 
in 1996? 
Probe: Confirm amounts from BJA database. 

2. Do funds come from the state to the local jurisdiction or directly to your 
jurisdiction from BJA? 
Probe: Who receives the funds? Which entity of local government--police, 
general fund, etc.? 
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b. Local decision-making process: 

1 .  Once the funding amount is determined for your local jurisdiction, describe 
the process for determining how the LLEBG funds will be allocated each 
year? 
Probe: Is there an application process? If so, describe it. Do you have 
documents for the application process (if any)? 

Probe: Describe the composition of the Advisory Board, if any. How 
often does it meet? On what basis are fbnding allocations made (local data, 
needs assessment results, matching fbnds, other)? Are there minutes of 
those meetings? To whom does the Advisory Board make 
recommendations? 

2. Was there a difference in the program (practice) identified in the application 
and how the funds were actually used (allocated)? 
Probe: If so, what process was used to change the implemented program? 

3. Who makes the final decision on how LLEBG funds will be allocated 
annually? 

c. Use of funds: 

1. Using the six BJA funding categories for use of LLEBG funds, how have 
you allocated LLEBG funds per year? (Broad percentages across 
categories-law enforcement (hiring police, overtime, equipment), 
enhancing security, drug courts, enhancing adjudication, multi- 
jurisdictional tasks, crime prevention, and indemnification insurance). 

2. Were the LLEBG funds combined with other Federal, state, or local funds, 
or with LLEBG funds from prior years to implement the innovative 
practice? 

3. Evaiuahbn 

a. Is (has) your practice being (been) evaluated? Does your practice have 
measurable goals? 

Examples of evaluations: 
Formal external evaluation-an assessment of program outcomes by outside 
entity (e.g. university research center, private organization); 
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Formal internal evaluation-assessment using resources of one of the 
participating agencies (e.g. police department crime analysis unit) 
Informal internal evaluation-data being collected as part of a program 
management requirement or to produce progress reports. 

b. What program outcomes have been identified, to date? Are there any rival 
explanations to the program outcomes? 

c. How are program outcomes being measured or evaluated? Who is conducting 
the evaluation? How often are data collected and analyzed? 

d. For those practices supported by multiple funding sources, can you identify 
outcomes that are attributable to LLEBG support? 

e. How are evaluation results included in the planning process? 
Probe: Is there a feedback process to inform revisions in program planning? 

f. Is there a written evaluation document? 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
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L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
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4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 
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LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT BLOCK GRANTS PROGRAM 
LOCAL APPLICATION FORM 

I 

Your signature represents your legal binding acceptance of the terms of this application and your statement of the veracity of the 
aentations made in this application. The document has been duly authorized by the governing body of the applicant and the 

ant will comply with the three attached forms: I )  Assurancm; 2) Cerlifieations Regarding Lobbying; Debarment, Suspension and I 
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BRlEF DESCRIPTION OF 18 LLEBG=SUPPORTED LOCAL PRACTICES 

S ta telLocale 

Pulaski County 

Az 

Phoenix 

Show Low 

Est. 
Population' 

350,345' 

1225692 

7,8963 

Name of 
Practice 

~~~ - 

Citizen's 
Academy 

Operation AIM 

Automated 
Booking 
Procedure 

Descriation 

The Pulaski County Sheriffs Office conducted three citizen academy sessions (each 
session was for one three-hour night a week, for 12 weeks), with a total of 53 
graduates, in 1998 and 1999. The purpose of the academy was to inform citizens of 
law enforcement officers' daily work and to increase interpersonal dialogue between 
citizens and deputies. 

The program is designed to increase school attendance by chronically truant students, 
aged 6-16, by sending out warning letters, issuing citations, and offering enrollment in 
counseling (diversion) activities. As part of an extensive multi-agency collaboration, 
the schools send out the initial warning letters and the city prosecutor's office sends 
out the final warning that precedes issuance of a citation. 

complete eight forms manually or to repeat the whole set of forms for repeat offenders. 
Using a digital camera allows storage of photos in the database as well. The software 
may be used to create other databases, to increase citizen safety, such as including 
residents with Alzheimer's disease and who might be confused or lost. 

The procedure is based on the creation of a database and replaces the need to 

'Source (unless otherwise noted): Crime in the United States, 1998: Uniform Crime Reports, Federal Bureau of Investigations, 1999. 
*Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1998 estimates (for Exhibit 4-3, an estimated population of 60,000-representing the population of the sheriff 
department's jurisdiction was used to correspond with crime data) 

'City of Show Low official estimate. 
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StatelLocale 

CA 

San Francisco 

Stockton and San 
Joaquin County 

co 

Aurora 

FL 

Jacksonville 

Palm Beach County 

Est. 
Panulation' 

741362 

549,212 

262,465 

703,251 

1,036,734 

'Source (unless otherwise noted): Cii'me ir; 

Name of 
Practice 

Youth Treatment 
and Education 
Court 

South Stockton 
co-op 

GIS Mapping 
and Crime 
Analysis 

Transition House 
for Released 
Juveniles 
Adjudicated as 
Adults 

Community 
Just ice 
Initiative 

ie United States, I 

DescriDtion 

The court offers alternative prosecution and probation to nonviolent drug and alcohol 
abusers, age 14-1 8. The program integrates education, substance abuse treatment, 
family services and life skills development. The program also involves coordination 
between other local agencies and the San Francisco Police Department. 

The two jurisdictions pooled their LLEBG funds to support new juvenile crime prevention 
and intervention projects. Among them, the co-op is an early intervention project to 
divert youth from the juvenile justice system, with collaboration by the schools, law 
enforcement, and probation agencies. The co-op means that law enforcement and 
probation officers work from the same community- or school-based office and the 
same probation officer works with a youth throughout the process. 

Crime reports filed bu police officers are encoded into a GIS system, to permit crime 
analysts to search for patterns of criminal activity. Where such patterns are detected, 
the information is issued n a "pattern bulletin": and made available to officers and 
detectives. The operation also permits district commanders to be held accountable for 
responding to criminal activity in their jurisdictions. 

Juveniles have been adjudicated as adults since March 1992. Once adjudicated, they 
are no longer eligible for juvenile services, when released, and the juveniles also may 
have no place to go. The State Attorney's Office therefore designed a transition house 
concept, providing a place to live as well as counseling, mentoring, and other support. 

The initiative was designed and is coordinated by the Criminal Justice Commission 
which consists of 21 public sector agencies and 12 business leaders. The initiative 
currently has three components: a community justice pilot project (victim, community, 
and criminal justice system together define an offender's penalties), a community court 
(deals with misdemeanor violations), and a juvenile assessment center. 

'8: Uniform Crime Reports, Federal Bureau of Investigations, 1999. 
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StatelLocale 

LA 

Kenner 

MD 

Baltimore 

MO 

Kansas City 

St. Louis 

Est. 
Population' 

72,263 

662,253 

447,730 

344,153 

Name of 
Practice 

Mayor's Night 
Hoops 

Comprehensive 
Communities/ 
Hot Spots 

AI ternative 
Schools 
Network 
Association 

Youth Crime 
Prevention 
Strategy 

Description 

The program involves 150 to 175 youths, aged 15-18 and 19-25, organized into 
competitive basketball teams. Qualifying youths must: pledge to be dtugfree and not 
associated with youths who use or sell drugs; attend an educational seminar (aimed at 
public health, employment, and related topics) before or afer every game; and present 
a photo ID and sign a roster every game evening. 

The initiative's goal is to reduce crime resulting from open air drug markets. The 
initiative consists of many community organizations and activities collaborating to 
achieve this goal in 13 core communities through a series of activities, including a 
youth tribunal, a youth court, community conferencing and coordinators, and a firearms 
investigation unit. 

A cross-county network of public schools, agencies serving at-risk youths, and others 
collaborate to place at-risk students in an alternative environment. The alternative 
environment is aimed at providing a quality education and includes other services such 
as child care for teen parent students, substance abuse counseling, job readiness and 
college preparation. 

The strategy is a collection of social service and law enforcement programs, involving 
close collaboration among the city, metropolitan police department (a State agency), 
U.S. Attorney's office and local prosecutor's office, and local social service agencies. 
Funded activities include curfew and truancy centers, youth gang prevention, crisis 
intervention and trauma centers for gang victims, gun suppression, and demolition. 

'Source (unless otherwise noted): Crime in the United States, 1998: Uniforni Crinie Repom, Federal Bureau of Investigations, 1999. 
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StatelLocale 

ND 

Fort Totten 

NE 

Omaha 

OK 

Tulsa 

OR 

Portland 

Est. 
Population' 

5,0864 

368,258 

386,251 

488,813 

Name of 
Practice 

Spirit Lake 
Juvenile Court 

Drug Court 

Tulsa Parenting 
Partnership 

Mobile 
Command Unit 

Description 

The court has jurisdiction over youth up to the age of 18 on the Spirit Lake Sioux 
reservation. The court is now more fully staffed--with a prosecutor, an intake officer 
who is the court's liaison with the community (and also makes unannounced home 
visits), and a probation officer-to assure that the juvenile code is consistently applied. 
The court also has established a working relationship with the two schools on the 
reservation. 

The court currently serves 267 participants, who appear before a judge once a month, 
undergo drug testing once a month, and regularly attend treatment or after-care 
counseling sessions. Graduation, taking about 18 months to complete and including 
assumption of regular employment, earns dismissal of the original felony drug charge. 

The mayor's office initiated the parenting partnership to prevent incarcerated women and 
their children from getting involved in the penal system in the future, by: promoting self- 
sufficiency and providing a %-hour (six months) familyAife-skills enrichment program; 
forming a systematic referral network; and offering other related services. 

The police department purchase a redesigned mobile command unit, which operates on 
the scenes at high-risk law enforcement incidents (e.g., barricaded suspects), natural 
disasters, or other major community events. The enhanced design extends the unit's 
communications capability, permitting the unit to locate at a safer distance from the 
scene of an incident, as well as other features permitting improved services. 

'Source (unless otherwise noted): Crime in !he United States, 1998: Unifonn Crime Reporrs, Federal Bureau of Investigations, 1999. 
4Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
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StatelLocale 

PA 

Philadelphia 

TX 

Travis County 

Est. 
Population' 

1,449,419 

710.6265 

Name of 
Practice 

Crime Analysis 
and Compstat 

Sheriffs 
Combined 
Auto Theft 
Task Force 

Description 

The police department established a crime analysis program, using the Compstat 
(computerized statistics) process, for the entire city. The program involves timely and 
accurate intelligence, targeted strategies, responsive deployment of resources, and 
assessment and evaluation, thereby instilling accountability at every department level. 

Fourteen counties have combined to provide deputies in all counties with cross- 
jurisdictional authority. The resulting network encourages common prevention, 
detection, and interdiction for stolen vehicle trafficking and also has uncovered 
previously unreported problems a such as thefts of farm vehicles and construction 
equipment. The collaboration also has extended beyond car thefts. 

'Source (unless otherwise noted): Crime in the United States, 1998: Uniform Crime Reports, Federal Bureau of Investigations, '1999. 
'Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 1998 estimates 
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THE PULASKI COUNTY SHERIFF'S CITIZENS ACADEMY 
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 

A deputy developed a Citizens Academy 
curriculum 

The Sheriff of Pulaski County, Arkansas, used 1996 Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) 
carryover funds to initiate a component of his overall communityoriented policing philosophy-the Pulaski 
County Sheriffs Office Citizens Academy. The Sheriffs broad goal is to have deputies utilize community 
interaction in doing business daily. To encourage community interaction, the deputies are responsible for 
working with existing and forming new crime watch groups within their own districts. The Citizens Academy 
provides another opportunity for citizens to get to know the deputies and to have some understanding of what 
their job entails. The Sheriffs hope is that citizens will become familiar enough with the deputies to contact 
them and provide support. The purpose of the Academy is not to make citizens law enforcement officers but 
to inform citizens of law enforcement officers' daily work. 

Sheriffs Citizens Academy 
0 The SheriWs Office administers two 

session (spring and fall) of the 
Academy annually (a session is 12 
weeks, one night per week for 3 
hours) 

0 Deputies are volunteer instructors 
who teach their area of expertise 
such as narcotics, D!M arrests, and 
detention 

0 Class participants complete a dass 
evaluation form for each topic 
covered and an overall wurse 
evaluation 

0 Graduates may join the Sheriffs 
Academy Alumni Association. 
which raises funds for future 
sessions 

As of April 1999, the Pulaski County Sheriffs Office has conducted three Citizens Academy sessions 
with a total of 53 graduates-spring and fall of 1998 and spring 1999. For 12 weeks, approximately 20 
community leaders attend classes one night a week for three horn. The initial $5,000 of LLEBG funding 
provided printing costs, food, ammunition for the firing range, pamphlets on topics included in the 
cumculum, and promotional items, such as shirts and caps for prticipants. Only the first Citizens Academy 
was supported with LLEBG funds. The second and third Academy sessions had lower budgets than the first 
one and were primarily funded through donations from the Citizers Academy Alumni Association; small 
businesses, which provided some refreshments; and small departmental contributions from existing line items. 

outputs 

graduatesinduding seven 
Justices of the Peace, nearly half 
of the Quorum Court-are 
involved in recruiting citizens for 
the next sessions 

A student-representing a local 
broadcast channel-aired a 
seven-part Academy series on 
the jail, traffic stops, a ride- 
along, the shooting range, and 4 shootldon't shoot scenarios 

Alumni Association the program 
has become more self-sustaining 
and is also funding an upcoming 
Junior Academy 

E- 1 

Outcomes 

The Quorum Court has 
approved all of the 
Sheriffs funding 
requests, which has 
allowed the sheriff to 

' create programs and 
readjust budgets to 
accommodate 
community-based 
policing 

Through the Citizens 
Academy, the Sheriff 
intends to foster 
cooperation between 
community residents and 
deputies 

lmnact 

Pulaski County ; 
residents' 
perception of safety: 
in a rural 
environment will f 
improve 
.............. ....... ........._....... 
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OPERATION AIM 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 

The City of Phoenix, Arizona, uses approximately 12 percent ($250,000 to $300,000) of its total Local 
Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) funds ($2.5 million) annually to support Operation AIM 
(Attendance Is Mandatory). The program is designed to increase school attendance by chronically truant 
students ages 6-16. Warning letters are sent to parents or guardians after the third and fifth truancy. An 
additional unexcused absence results in a citation that can be dismissed once the student and parent or 
guardian complete a diversion program. Collaboration among various city and county agencies is essential 
to the success of the program; the partners include the schools, school districts, the Maricopa County 
Juvenile Court Center, the City of Phoenix Department of Parks, Recreation and Library, the City 
Prosecutor's Office, the Police Department, the Department of Human Services, the Municipal Court, and 
the Office of the City Manager. 

The program began as a pilot in one school district in 1996, andhas expanded to include 14 school 
districts, 105 schools, and approximately 100,000 students. 

Participating schools have experienced increased attendance. The City Auditor Department reviewed 
the records of students who completed the program as 7th graders and found a 38 percent decrease in the 
number of truant days the following school year. The Auditor also found that from the 1996-97 school year 
to the 1997-98 school year, average daily attendance increased by 49 students for a total of 8,575 total 
school days. 

Inputs 

Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council determined that juvenile 
crime prevention was a top 
criminal justice priority for City of 

Mayor was exposed to similar 
truancy reduction program in 

t City, county, and school 
districts collaborate for the first 
time to develop Operation AIM 

1 

-b 

Phoenix Preparatory Academy 
begins truancy program in 

Program expanded as a pilot 
program in Phoenix 
Elementaw School District (15 

outputs Outcomes 

Truancy cases are handled more 
quickly and with more attention in 
the Municipal courts; participation 
of prosecutor's office has parents 
and students taking issue more 
seriously 

1 
By May of the 1998-99 school 
year, more than 300 students 
were either enrolled in or had 
completed the diversion program; 
171 children had been referred to 
Human Services 

1 
Truancy counseling sessions 
helped identify additional problems 
(sexual abuse; drug and alcohol 
abuse) and led to referrals for 
additional counseling 

As the program continues to 
succeed. additional schools and 
districts continue to join Operation 
AIM (now in 14 school districts, 

schools) in 1995-96 105 schools) I 
E-2 

~ 

During 1997-98, there 
were 49 more students 
in school each day than 
in 1996-97. for a total 
of 8,575 more school 

Phoenix Preparatory 
Academy did not have tc 
'count colds and flus" (a 
sign that its truancy 
problem has improved I substantially) 

i Improve communication 
; between children and 
i parentslguardians 

... .............................................. 

Impact 
............................................ .., 
i Reduce juvenile crime I 
: ............................................ c 

.............................................. 
i Eliminate truancy i 
; ............................................ : 
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AUTOMATED BOOKING PROCEDURE 
SHOW LOW, ARIZONA 

The police department in Show Low, Arizona, used 100 percent of its 1996 Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grant (LLEBG) funds ($12,300) to purchase software and equipment to implement an automated 
booking procedure. In addition to funding the development of the software and the purchase of a computer 
for the booking room, the LLEBG funds were also used to purchase a digital camera for taking mug shots. 

The new software allows the officers to substantially reduce the amount of time spent completing the 
necessary booking forms and has led to more accurate and detailed forms. Prior to the automated booking 
procedure, officers were required to manually complete a minimum of eight forms, all of which required 
some of the same information (i.e., name, address, and other identifying information). With the new system, 
that information needs to be entered once into the database. The forms are then automatically generated, 
pulling information from the relevant field for each form. In addition, if thearrestees are repeat offenders, 
they will already be part of the database and the booking officer only needs to insure the accuracy of the 
identifying information. Prior to the purchase of the digital camera, the officers used a Polaroid camera and 
chemically treated each photo to preserve it. The digital camem allow the officers to just snap the photo 
and store it in the database. The digitized photos can be pulled up on the screen for a lineup or any other 
purpose, and may be printed in color or black and white. 

The manual booking of an offender took an average of one and one-half hours to complete. The new 
system allows the officers to complete the booking in 30 to 45 minutes. The department claims the 
automated booking procedure saves its oficers more than 32 hours each week, or about 80 percent of a full- 
time officer each year. The officers also claim that the new system reduces human error, since the 
information no longer needs to be entered repeatedly on the many forms. Officers state that the system 
allows them to be more thorough in their description of the alleged crime, because they have more time and 
the information only has to be typed once. 

Inputs outputs 

The City was growing due to 
increased commercial and tourist 
activity; with that growth, the city 
experienced increased crime rates 

Officers were having difficulty 
remaining on patrol due to the time 
consuming process of booking 
offenders 

A 
1 A City Council-appointed Advisory 
' Board decided to pursue the develop ' ment of automated booking procedure 
software in order to increase the 
efficiency of the officers and allow them 
more time on their beats 

A contractor in Sacramento. CA 
developed a database system that 
allows the officers to enter identifying 
information into a database only once, 
and then transfers that information to 
the appropriate field on the minimum 
of eight forms required for the booking 
process 

i The Department estimates it 
saves about 32.5 officer- 
hours per week; the 
equivalent of .8 of a full time 

i The officers save additional 
time with the digital photos: 
they no longer have to 
manually look through files for 
appropriate line-up photos 

provide the courts with more 
detailed desaiptions of the 
offense, and are less likely 
to have errors on the forms 

.......................................................... 
The city is considering starting 
a data-base using the 
automated booking procedure 
software with information on 
elderly residents with 
Alzheimer's Disease 
.......................................................... 
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Outcomes Impact 

Officers have more 
time to spend on their 
beats, allowing them to 
respond to calls more 
quickly, enforce the 
law, and serve as a 
deterrent 

Database of citizen's 
with Alzheimer's would 
allow the department to 
more easily identify a 
confused or lost citizen 
with Alzheimer's and 
contact the appropriate 
person .............................................. 

; Increased 
i perception of safety 
; among residents i .......................................... .. 

~ .......................................... 
Reductionincrime 

.......................................... c 
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SAN FRANCISCO JUVENILE JUSTICE INITIATIVE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

The San Francisco Mayor’s Criminal Justice Council (CJC) has utilized its Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grant (LLEBG) funds to initiate and expand juvenile intervention and prevention efforts, and to 
leverage an additional $5 million in State Challenge Grant suppa-t to combat juvenile crime. 

LLEBG support has provided for assessments of delinquent adolescents and expansion of the Child 
Crisis Services program, including direct linkage with probation. Nonviolent drug and alcohol abusers, ages 
14-1 8, are now offered an alternative to prosecution and probation through a Youth Treatment and Education 
Court (Y-TEC) which is exhibiting remarkable success in reversing criminal activity patterns among those 
diverted to their Youth Guidance Center rather than a juvenile detention site. 

School Resource Officers (SRO), sworn officers from the San Francisco Police Department who receive 
additional training in mentoring, counseling, and communication,provide ten hours service to every San 
Francisco middle school. All schools are backed up by code “29”vehicles (patrol cars that respond 
immediately to any school site call) staffed by officers who aretrained and experienced in dealing with 
adolescent issues. 

According to the CJC, San Francisco’s coordinated judicial, law enforcement, and education efforts 
eliminate the need for metal detectors in schools because their assessment and intervention efforts prevent 
problems through “people detectors.” 

Inputs 

Mayor‘s Criminal Justice Council 
targets juvenile crime, establishes 
juvenile intervention and prevention 

LLEBG funding used to leverage State 
“Juvenile Justice Challenge Grant“ 

outputs Outcomes Impact 

_---------------- 
I I ........................................... 

Improved police- i 
I 
I Comprehensive assessment 

I I Reduced juvenile i 
I 
I 

I ; rates 
: 
I .......................................... I 

I 
I 

1 ” ” ” ” ’ - - - - - - - - - - ~  

services made available for 
I delinquent juveniles 

andadultcrime 

: Juveniles offenders are diverted 
to enhanced education and . .................... 

Increased intensive probation rather than 

.............. “._ .- ....................... 

juveniles 
1 Child Crisis Services expands to 
I provide direct, onsite linkage with I 

I probation officers 

r - - - - - - - - - - -  1- - - - - - - - - - 

Collaboration agreements 
established among criminal justice 

Pdice officers are role models 
and mentors for middle school 

Schools experience less 
School Resource Officers (SRO) anti-soda1 and criminal 
assigned to all middle schools students behavior among students 

I 

counseling, mentoring, and referral E-4 
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THE SOUTH STOCKTON CO-OP 
CITY OF STOCKTON AND SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 

STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 

The City of Stockton and San Joaquin County, California, pooled their Local Law Enforcement Block 
Grant (LLEBG) funds respectively, to form a $1,000,000 funding pool to exclusively fund new projects that 
provide juvenile crime prevention and intervention services. The Board of County Supervisors is the grantee 
for the pooled fund. This slate of innovative juvenile justice programs was developed with input from multi 
agencies within both the city and county governments. The juvenile justice agencies, using the LLEBG funds, 
have taken aggressive action to prevent youth from committing the crimes that get them involved in the 
juvenile justice system. 

The projects range fiom gang and gun violence intervention and Eduction to dealing with firsetime 
offenders in a way that will prevent them from getting involved in the formal system. Grantsubrecipients for 
the program included the San Joaquin County Probation Department, the Superior Court, City of Stockton 
Police Department, and the district attorney. The continuum of juvenile services was designed to offer a 
balance between effective prevention and early intervention progams with an array of graduated sanctions or 
punishment options. Among those projects is the South Stockton Coop. 

The school-based South Stockton Ceop is an early intervention project designed to divert youth fran 
the juvenile justice system. Through the San Joaquin County Probation Department, the South Stockton Co- 
op was initially funded at $96,136 through 1996 LLEBG funds and $98,460 through 1997 LLEBG h d s  
primarily for probation officer positions. The collaborating agncies in the South Stockton Ceop-the 
schools, police, and probation-felt that the project was very successful. In fact, the coop concept- 
probation and police officers working together from the same office-was expanded in the 1997 LLEBG 
funding. The North Stockton Co-op received $89,550 from the Stockton Police Department, primarily for a 
police officer position. 

Inputs 

In 1973. the county funded Co-op's in all 
municipalities, except the urban center, 
Stockton. Since 1977. local communities 
have continued to fund the co.ops. The City 
of Stockton wanted a m o p  because of its 
success in outlying towns + 
The youth population in Stockton is increasing 

~- +- 
' A joint city/county approach to addressing the 
criminal justice system began in 1993 when 
the Criminal Justice Task Force was formed 
and then developed the Juvenile Justice 
Local Action Plan from 1996-97 . 
In November 1996. the City of Stockton. 
($800,000) and San Joaquin County 
($200.000) jointly approved a LLEBG juvenile 
justice funding plan, which included the South 
Stockton Co-op 

c In November 1997. the North Stockton Co-op I was added from 1997 LLEBG funding 

outputs Outcomes impact 

Cooperation among the police, 
the schools, probation, and the youths carrying juvenile gun- 
community has increased 

The number of 

guns has decreased 

I 

Police officers work daily with 
probation officers, who can search 
a youth who is on probation on the 

increased and immediate 

E-5 

The number of 
juvenile fire arm- 
related arrests has 
decreased in the 
City of Stockton by 
51.2%. comparing 
the last six-month 
period in 1997 to 
1998, a greater 
reduction than the 
national average 

i .................................. 
i Reductionin 
i numberof 
i juvenile court 
i cases 
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Tactical Analysis: Identification of 
crime patterns (average 2 to 3 per -). month) issued through a 'Pattern -b 
Bulletin" for use by patrol officers and 

GIs MAPPING AND CRIME ANALYSIS 
AURORA, COLORADO 

........................................ 
Deployment of patrd 

based on crime analysis 
information 

!Reduction of crime 
officers and investigators ,... ..... .. . . .. .. .. . .. .. . . ... . . ..... ., 

The police department in Aurora, Colorado, used a portion of itsLocal Law Enforcement Block Grant 
(LLEBG) funds to establish its Crime Analysis unit by hiring a research director and purchasing equipment 
(printers and computers). Using new geographic information system (GIS) software and the crime reports 
filed by the police officers, the analysts are able to develop patterns of criminal activity to share with patrol 
officers, detectives, and police department command. The LLEBG funds were also used to purchase new 
software applications for the unit such as an aerial photograph program (Ortho Photo and Arc View) and the 
Watson Intelligence software. The aerial photos assist the analysts in their presentation of the patterns, and 
are also used by the SWAT teams to develop TAC plans for major facilities. The team us& the Watson 
Intelligence software to create charts linking crimes to potential suspects. The Research and Development 
unit also issues a strategic report that addresses the larger crime patterns and trends throughout the city. The 
reports are geared toward command decisionmakers and are used in operational planning for the department. 

The crime analysis unit became fully operational in early 1998, and since that time the analysts estimate 
that they have released an average of two to three crime patterns per month using the GIS system. Each series 
of crimes must have at least three strongly similar aspects priu to being released as a pattern bulletin (i.e., 
time of day that the crime occurs, modus operandi, location, description of the suspect). In some cases, the 
analysts identify such clear patterns that they have been able to predict the time and location of the next 
related crime. The unit works closely with the patrol officers and the detective unit to serve their needs and 
help them uncover patterns and identify hot spots. For example, working closely with the detectives, the 
crime analysis unit was able to identify the suspect in a burglay pattern through a series of connections. The 
patrol officers have also become more proactive over the last year, and now make regular requests of the 
analysts for information. 

In addition to its tactical capabilities, the new crime analysisunit is also assisting in the strategic and 
operations planning aspects of the department. The police department executives now have the ability to hold 
district commanders accountable for responses to criminal activity in their jurisdiction. Because the district 
commanders have access to the information released by the crime analysis unit, they will be accountable for 
how they address known hot spots or crime patterns. 

Inputs 
~~ 

Police Department and Deputy City 
Manager determined need for ex- 
panded aime analysis capabilities 

' Used LLEBG funds to established 
its crime analysis unit through the 
hiring of a research director and the 
purchase of equipment and 
software (some COPS grant funds 
used to hire and additional analyst) 

I * 
Funds also used to purchase 
networked personal computers for 
every detective, allowing them 
immediate access Pdice 
Information Management System 

& 
Using GIS mapping software and 
crime reports, analysts are able to 
engage in tactical and strategic 
analysis 

Analysts regularly present findings 
at disbict briefings and other 
meetings within the department 

1 I 

Improved communication between 
and within units of the police 
department (Le., between 
detectivedpatrd and crime analysis. t and among detectives 

Strategic Analysis: Identification of 
overall m'rne trends for use in planning 

operational planning by 
police command: improved 
knowledge management 
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I Hiring of additional analyst 
for the crime analysis unit 
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In 1996, the Juvenile Justice 
Comprehensive Strategy (JJCS) was - 
developed under leadership of the 

+’ 

I 
I 
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From 1993 to 1998. the 
violent crime index for _.._ 
juveniles dropped 44 points i ............................................ . .  

TRANSITION HOUSE FOR RELEASED JUVENILE ADJUDICATED AS ADULTS 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 

A wide variety of prevention and 
sanction programs are being - 

I + 
Mayor, Sheriff, and State Attorney 

implemented across all aspects of 

In March 1992, the State Attorney took an unprecedented step. He began adjudicating violent and chronic juvenile 
offenders as adults. The State Attorney had a two-pronged strategy-to aggressively prosecute chronic and violent 
offenders, and to provide skills for living, such as education and work readiness, for the incarcerated youth to prevent 
them from returning to the juvenile justice system. 

- : . Decrease in juvenile i.y cn’m . .  me number of juveniles in i .......................................... ; 

Such unprecedented policy changes-adjudicating juveniles as adults-required a reallocation of and increase in 
public resources and, in some instances, created unforeseen needs in services. The Sheriff willingly-assumed the 
enormous cost of keeping juveniles in the adult jail. The State Attorney reorganized his office structure and shifted 
resources to create a Juvenile Justice Division. Habilitation programs were initiated for incarcerated juveniles, such as a 
full-time school in the jail, substance abuse treatment, counseling, employment readiness and opportunities, and 
mentoring programs. Juveniles who are adjudicated as adults are no longer eligible for juvenile services, once released. 

In March 1996, the three law enforcement leaders in the Jacksonville, Florida, area-the Mayor of the City of 
Jacksonville, the Sheriff of Duval County, and the State Attorney of the Fourth Circuit of Florida-co-chaired a Juvenile 
Justice Comprehensive Strategy (JJCS) Task Force that has developed and is implementing a strategy that provides both 
prevention and sanction services that address five specific risk factors for youth. 

A number of funding sources have been used to develop and implement the strategy, such as the Edward Byme 
Grant, local and state funding, and Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) funds. In 1997, the City of 
Jacksonville received $2,633,522 and in 1998, $3,427,573 in LLEBG funding. The Sheriffs Office; the city’s 
Department of Community Services; the State Attorney’s Office; the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice, District IV, 
located in Jacksonville; and other incorporated law enforcement jurisdictions devised LLEBG-funded programs that 
implement the JJCS. 

Some juveniles have no place to go upon release from jail. Many incarcerated youth have returned to their home 
environment only to become repeat offenders. The State Attorney’s Office designed a “transition house” concept that 
will not only give the released offenders a place to live, but will provide counseling, mentoring, and other needed 
support services until the residents are capable of living on their own. The city has allocated $31,260 of the LLEBG 
funding to start the program 

Inputs 

offenders have been adjudicated as 
adults, resulting in new service needs 

outputs Outcomes ImDact 

in 1994 to an average of 75 
the juvenile justice system 

The JJCS is being implemented 

A new service need is a place for 
........................................................................ ......................................................... 

Offenders who complete probation ; Offenders become ; i +* 
; i i ...................................................... .i 
: . sufficient : . successfully: 

: :  
: :  

: -  
. .  i 5 beds for males ages 13 to 19 

f LLEBG-Funded Transition House 

i 
++: .Finish high school 

i Get a job ......................................................... . Support services based on need i : ........................................................................ 
i Staff available 24 hours a day . .  : :  ... ........................................................................ ;.* Offenders become a 

. productive citizen 
: 

i Voluntary for youth !--@ Open additional transition house !---’ i ..................................................... J 
i 

Mentoring services ......................................................................... 

I. 

... 

, .......................................... 
,+i Decrease in number i 

i of repeat offenders i .. .......................................... -. 

........................................................................ 
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Public-private Task Forces 
recommend criminal justice 

meeting 
projects at “Annual Advance” 

PALM BEACH COUNTY COMMUNITY JUSTICE INITIATIVE 
WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA 

.................................................................. 
Community Court established i Court dockets are expedited as I 

misdemeanants are diverted ; 
i from circuit court $. 
: ............................................................... r 

Community service sentences 

The Palm Beach County Criminal Justice Commission (CJC), in PalmBeach County, Florida, which 
studies and recommends criminal justice program expenditures, has established community justice as its 
priority, and is directing Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) funding to related programs. Current 
programs include a Juvenile Assessment Center, a Community Court, and participation in a pilot project that 
could create a site for implementation of a Restorative Justice model in which targeted offenders will be 
required to repay their victims and communities for past criminal activity. 

$. 
are dispensed and carried out 
immediately 

Criminal Justice Council 
reviews recommendations and 
establishes ”community 
justice” as a priority to which 
subsequent funding will be I 

, - - - 
I JAC established wifi Sheriffs 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
I 

P 

The CJC is a unique criminal justiceeconomic community partnership, established by county statute, 
that brings together the county’s leading decision makers in monthly meetings. Decisions of the CJC are 
almost universally supported by the County Board of Commissioners, and by the 3 1 political jurisdictions in 
the county. 

................................................................. : 

The decision-making process provides for the preplanning and prioritizing of criminal justice 
expenditures, thereby maximizing the effects of LLEBG funding. Tracking and analysis of outcomes of the 
community justice programs should inform the use of LLEBG to support community-based criminal justice 
initiatives. 

Juvenile ASSeSSment Center. I services fiat can reduce rate of I 

and a restorative JUStiCe pilot I repeat offenderr 

Fewer juveniles graduate to 
adult criminal justice system 

Contract with CASES to 
identify community 
(restorative) justice site 
through data collection and 
analvsis in three hiah uime 

Communities and victims are 
compensated for damages related 
to criminal acts 

$. 
I I 

Public hearings. interaction with community organizations, CJC 
newsletters and annual report assure open, participatory process 1 E-8 

Impact 
......................................... 
i Improved criminal i 
i justicecommunity 
i relations ....................................... - 
i Reducedcoststo i 
i communities i 
........................................ 

i Improved 
i neighborhood i 
i quality of life ....................................... 
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MAYOR’S NIGHT HOOPS 
KENNER, LOUISIANA 

Approximately 175 youth I 
had sustained participation 
in a summer alternative 
activity program (the 
Mayor‘s Night Hoops). 
This program is an 
incentive for youth to 
refrain from participating in 
ill@al activities during the 
program period 

The mayor of the City of Kenner identified a gap in programs for youth between the ages of 16 and 22. 
Prior to Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) funding, the mayor initiated a basketball program, 
known as Mayor’s Night Hoops program, for Kenner youth to provide them with a constructive alternative 
activity to being on the streets. The program, which was run bythe Recreation Department, had no funding. 
Recreation Department staff contacted local restaurants and businesses to donate food and other supplies. 

When LLEBG funding became available, the City of Kenner funded Mayor’s Night Hoops, which ran 
from April through late August 1998. The City of Kenner used $23,000 in LLEBG funds for basketballs, 
jerseys, referees, travel uniforms, laundry for jerseys after each game, meals for participants, gym fees, 
concessions, tournament travel expenses, and other related costs. This crime prevention program involved 
cooperation among community residents, agencies, businesses, and city departments, such as the Recreation 
Department and Police. An on-duty policeman was on the premises each gamsevening. After the summer 
season, an All-star team composed of participants who had completed the summer Mayor’s Night Hoops 
program traveled to an out-of-town tournament. Also, a slamdunk competition was held in late August and a 
one-day tournament was held over the Christmas holidays. 

In 1999, the city again used $30,000 of the LLEBG to fund Mayor’s Night Hoops. The program is 
being repeated; it began in April and will run through August 1999. The All-star team will travel to Kansas 
City in August 1999. Between 150 and 175 youth have participated in the program across two summers. 

The youth are required to attend a twenty- to thirty-minute workshop presented by interested community 
leaders on topics such as employment skills, health awareness, substance abuse prevention, and other topics 
that may contribute to healthier and more productive youth. Each youth signs a pledge not to use alcohol or 
illegal substances, participate in drug sales, or associate withthose who do. Participants in violation of that 
pledge are not allowed to participate in the program. 

Inputs 

In April and May, Parks and Reaeation Dept. staff 
promote Mayor‘s Night Hoops by distributing fliers 
at Park and Recreation Department gyms, other 
facilities, and schools, and through media coverage 

& 

I I In May, youths attend mandatory meetings and: 

0 Have photos taken for ID card with address, 

0 Sign drug-free pledge and liability waiver; and 
0 Are placed on a team roster 

birth date, and phone numbers: 

Games are held Tuesday and Thursday (6:15-9:45 
p.m.) from June through August. 175 participants: 

0 Arrive at gym 30 minutes early: 
0 Sign in using Mayor‘s Night Hoops ID card; 
0 Get team jersey: 
0 Two teams from each age group (15-18 and 19 

0 20-minute educational component. followed by 

0 Final two teams from each age group play 45 

0 Put team jersey in laundry 

I 
I 25) play 45minute game; 

meal for participants: 

minute game; and 

I 

outputs Outcomes Impact 

Youths have been able to 
obtain and retain jobs 
through connections made 
at the Mayor‘s Night Hoops 
program 

Some youths have attribute 
the Mayds Night Hoops 
program as their inspiration 

received basketball 
scholarships to junior 
colleges in the area 

Mayds Night Hoops 
program qualify for the AIL 
Star Team that travels to an 
out-of-town tournament 
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COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITIES / HOT SPOTS 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 

* 

Handgun offenses tried at 
circuit level instead of 
district level: system 

Greater community 
involvement in judicial 

The Baltimore Comprehensive CommunitiedHot Spots Program (CCP/HS), coordinated by the Mayor’s 
Office on Criminal Justice, was established in the Spring of 1995 with support from the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance. The broad goal of the CCP is to reduce crime resulting from open air drug markets. To 
accomplish this, the CCP is composed of a network of 42 community organizations, 10 nonprofit 
organizations, six city agencies, and a police department. These agencies all work collaboratively to build 
community infiastxuctures to suppress and eliminate the influences that have contributed to the increase in 
criminal activities in 13 Core Communities. 

........................................... 
I Lower juvenile crime f 
i rate - ........................................... 

As of July, 1999, the CCP was composed of the original 13 Core Communities, with the addition of the 
Hot Spots Program plus six new clusters of communities covering25 neighborhoods. As of July, 1999,56 
communities had completed an Apprentice Program to implement theCCP strategy. 

86 defendants received .- 

Between 1996 and 1999, the City of Baltimore received three rouds of LLEBG funding totaling $16.3 
million. These funds provide support for many law enforcement, enhanced adjudication for violent offenders, 
and crime prevention programs. Three of the strategies aimed at enhancing community quality of life are the 
Youth OrganizinglSouthwest Youth Tribunal, Community Coordinators, and the Firearms Investigation 
Violence Enforcement (F.I.V.E.) Unit. 

........................................... 
Fewerjuvenilesin 
adult court system ; - ........................................... + Mandatory sentences for 

repeat offenders 

Inputs 

City of Baltimore receives 
LLEBG funds for CCPMot 
Spots Program 

* I sentences of IO vears I 
or more 

mandatory minimum 99 defendants received with LLEBG funds: 

sentences of 5 years 
3 victidwitness agents 
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THE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS NETWORK ASSOCIATION 
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 

+ - 
Alternative Schools Network - Association 

quarterly 

once a month 

0 Board of Directors Meet 

0 Management Team meets 

0 56 total members (28 public; 

- 

ASNA and LlNC form a - 

In 1997, the Alternative Schools Network Association (ASNA) was established with $60,000 of 
carryover LLEBG funds. The broad goal of the ASNA is to ensure quality education for all students. To 
accomplish this, the network is composed of public schools, primte non-profit alternative schools, and 
agencies serving at-risk youth as well as elected officials and other concerned individuals all working 
collaboratively to offer a wide range of educational programs f a  students and training opportunities for 
youth-serving staff. The intent is to transfer each atrisk student into an alternative environment for learning 
and make available other services such as child care for teen parent students and counseling. 

+ community service 
0 COMBAT Commission agencies 

Jackson County Family Court 
0 Missouri Center for Safe Schools 

r -+ 0 Pan-Educational Institute 
Accessibility of 
mental health 
services for at-risk 
students 

Received additional support funding * 

from other sources including: 

-b The Kaufman Foundation 
0 The Hall Foundation 
0 Jackson County Mental Health 

J 

Levy Board 

As of June 1999, the Alternative Schools Network Association had 56 members: 28 are representatives 
from public school districts or schools and 16 are representatives from private altemative institutions, with the 
remaining 12 members from agencies or institutions that support alternative education. The initial $60,000 of 
LLEBG funds provided a salary for the Executive Director and administrative costs. 

lmoact 

..................................................... 
Lowerdropoutrates f 

.................................................... 
f Higher transition rates f 

. .................................................. 
f Highermentalhealth f 
f services referral rates f 

i Lowerjuvenilecrime f 
i rates 
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THE YOUTH CRIME PREVENTION STRATEGY 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 

The Youth Crime Prevention Strategy is a collection of social service and law enforcement programs 
instituted in the City of St. Louis, Missouri. The strategy involves the close cooperation of the City of St. 
Louis, the St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department, the U.S. Attorney's office and local prosecutor's office, 
and local social service agencies. Approximately onethird of the city's Local Law Enforcement Block Grant 
(LLEBG) finds are used to provide social services in neighborhoods and homes; one-third is used to fund 
overtime for police officers; and one-third is used for building demolition projects. The Youth Crime 
Prevention Strategy has led to the development of several programs, including the Curfew and Truancy 
Centers, the Youths Seeking Opportunities for Success Program, the Gang and Gun Suppression Program, and 
the Buildings Demolition Program. In addition a Crisis Intervention Program is being developed. 

The Youth Crime Prevention Strategy studied in this case study k innovative for a number of reasons. 
The programs themselves are innovative because they blend enforcement and prevention. The strategy is also 
particularly innovative because of the remarkable coordination anong so many different agencies. The 
Neighborhood Stabilization Team, a department in the City of St.Louis, receives the LLEBG funding and 
ultimately decides on its distribution, but in close collaboration with the Metropolitan Police Department 
(which is a state agency). In addition, representatives from all of these programs participate in the Cease Fire 
Working Group, a task force set up by the U.S. Attorney's office. Other Cease Fire participants include 
representatives from the county police department, the local prcsecutor, the Weed and Seed program, the FBI, 
the St. Louis Sheriff and Highway Patrol, and various other organizations (e.g., religious organizations, youth 
organizations, and violence prevention groups). Together, these groups discuss efforts to prevent gun 
violence and strategize about future activities and funding streams. 

Inputs outputs Outcomes 

All LLEBG funds are administered by 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Team 
(NST), a city department 

The Curfew Center has 
served approximately 
1.800 kids since it started; 
Central Baptist does 

The Curfew Center has 
experienced a small decrease in 
the number of curfew violators and 

Working in close cooperation with the 
St. Louis Police Department (a state 
agency), the NST reviewed local crim 
statistics and decided to fund practice 
aimed at reducing and preventing 
crime among juveniles 

of social service and enforcement I 

I Drwrams, indudina: 

I follow-up with 50 percent I or more of the cases 

t The Truancy Center served 
434 youths 1 
YSOS has SeNed 11 5 youth 
since July 1, 1998. In eight 
months, Central Baptist 

0 In summer 1997,589 youths 
were served and 33 repeat 
offenders 

0 In summer 1998,484 youths 
were served and 28 repeat 
offenders 

I I  I 

PriorTthe start of the Social 
Services component, Truancy 
Center had approximately 400 
repeat offenders. This year they - I dosed cases on six families 1 have not had a single repeat 
offender 

I '  - 
0 Curfew and Truancy Centers 

1 

0 Youths Seeking Opportunities rT 
for Success Gang Outreach 
Program 

0 Gang and Gun Suppression 

Building Demolition 

Crisis Intervention I 

I 
I 

v 
I 

I 

f - - - - - - - - - a 
- - - - - - - - -  

Gang and Gun 
Suppression: More than 
250 searches have been t conducted 

Fftv guns have been recovered; 
Encouraged participation of 
InterACT (ministers as agents of i social services) 

t Building Demolition: 
208 structures have been 
demolished: Phase II calls 
for the demolition of 150- 
200 additional buildings 

4 

City saw a 25 percent decrease in 
arson calls. In three neighborhood: 
where 25 percent of the funds were 
spent, there was a 50 percent I decrease. 

* * 
Increased cooperation among the federal government, the city gowrnment. the police. the school 
districts, service providers, the religious community. and others (coordinated through Cease Fire) 

Impact 

i Decreased aime 
i rateamong i 
i juveniles 

....................................... 
i Decreasedgang 

activity 
: ..................................... .. 
i Increased trust 
i amongcitizens. i 
i police department,: 
i andaty ....................................... 
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SPIRIT LAKE JUVENILE COURT 
FORT TOTTEN, NORTH DAKOTA 

dO8.V.U -.. V".."". ." #-.-... ".. 
ne juvenile prosecutor 

For the first time, the intake- 
probation officer conducted During Tribe's school year, the intake 

officer visited youth on probation at home visits, ride-a-longs 
home and school and worked with -+ with the tribal police, and 
other youth that the school identified approved informal 

adjustment agreements for as having behavior problems, 

including truancy first-time offenders 

- 

Prior to 1996, the Spirit Lake Juvenile Court, which has jurisdiction over youth on the Spirit Lake Sioux reservation 
up to the age of 18, only had a judge and a clerk as staff. The juvenile court did not have a probation officer, an intake 
officer, a prosecutor, or a public defender. Consequently, youth on probation knew that the juvenile court did not have 
staff to monitor the terms of their probation. In January 1997, the state provided a Bureau of Justice Assistance Edward 
Byme Grant that the Spirit Lake Tribal Council used to fund a juvenile intake officer position and a juvenile prosecutor 
contract. In December 1997, the Byrne Grant was discontinued. 

The Schools I 
+ inattendancz 

approximately 88 percent after the 
Juvenile Court was expanded - 

The Court reduced the number of +. juveniles going through the Court 
from 359 in 1997 to 177 in 1998 

Effective January 1998, the Spirit Lake Tribal Council received $50,000 in 1997 Local Law Enforcement Block 
Grant (LLEBG) funds. The Council decided to use $7,000 for equipment purchases for the Tribal Police and $43,000 
for the Spirit Lake Juvenile Court to continue funding for the full-time intake officer. Approximately $28,000 was used 
to contract with the University of North Dakota Law School for a juvenile prosecutor. Those positions were funded with 
LLEBG funds in the 1998 calendar year. In January 1999, the Byrne Grant was reinstated and the juvenile prosecutor 
contract was reduced to approximately $23,000. 

In 1998, during the LLEBG funding period, the prosecutor was on-site two days a week to investigate cases, 
conduct legal research, and prosecute cases before the court. The Law School also provided an intern who prepared and 
tried cases before the juvenile judge. The intake officer position also included the probation function. For the first time, 
the intake officer formed a collaborative relationship with the two schools on the reservation and the juvenile court. 
Both the youth offenders and their parents became involved in the juvenile court process. Youth soon began to see that 
the Juvenile Code was consistently applied, and that consequences for behavior were predictable. 

In November 1998, the state of North Dakota provided two years of grant funding for a probation officer position. 
Currently, the Spirit Lake Juvenile Court has funded positions for a judge and clerk (through Tn'bal Council funds), an 
intake officer, a probation officer, and a juvenile prosecutor. In January 1999 when the LLEBG funding ceased, the 
intake officer and juvenile prosecutor functions were again funded by through the Byrne Grant. 

Inputs 

Before 1996, Spirit Lake Juvenile 
Court consisted of a juvenile judge 
and a clerk; court did not have 
probation officer. intake officer, or 
Drosecutor 

outputs Outcomes Impact 

In 1998. Spirit Lake Tribal Council 
i used $43,000 of its 550,000 LLEBG i-l funds to hire iuvenile intakehrobation For the first time, schools 

reported an increase 
! from 83 percent to 

h r-. 
and the juvenile court 
established a collaborative 

officer and &tract with University of 
 NO^ p k d s  I sw CrhMi tn nrvirle I, oart-tin 

The juvenile prosecutor. along with 
legal interns from the law school, 
attended Juvenile Court sessions on 

The Prosecutor works with 
the Juvenile Judge to 
develop graduated 
sanctions that are enforced ' Mondays and Wednesdays for 
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The Judge reported that the 
number of repeat juvenile 

...................................... 
Decreasein 

i juvenile crime 
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DRUG COURT 
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 

The Douglas County Drug Court is a voluntary program created by the Douglas County District Court in 
Omaha, Nebraska, that allows defendants charged with a drugrelated offense to earn a dismissal of the felony 
drug charge after successhlly completing the program. The Drug Court was started in April 1997 in response 
to the growing number of drug-related crimes committed in the Douglas County area. Judge James Murphy 
created the program with the hope of finding a more effective avenue for dealing with non-violent offenders 
with a drug problem and alleviating the overcrowded court and prison system. 

The Court is currently serving 267 participants. The participants are typically required to appear before 
the judge once a month, undergo drug testing once a month, and ~gular ly  attend either treatment or after-care 
counseling sessions. Participants are eligible for graduation once they have completed their treatment, have 
had negative urinary analyses WAS) for at least six months, regularly attend any required session, and have 
found regular employment. This process generally take about 1 8 months to complete. Once the participants 
have graduated the program the felony charge against them are dropped. 

In its two and one-half years of operation, the court has had nearly 400 participants, 109 of which have 
successfully graduated. To date, only two of the Drug Court's graduates have been charge with another drug 
crime. In fact, an evaluation conducted by the Institute for Social and Economic Development and the 
University of Nebraska at Omaha found that offenders assigned to the Drug Court are significantly less likely 
to be rearrested than offenders who undergo the traditional adjudication. In addition, the evaluation showed 
that the Drug Court saves over $4,000 per felony drug related case, as compared with traditional adjudication 
and sentencing. 

The Drug Court estimates that its annual operating costs averagejust under $420,000. The primary 
funding for the court has been in the form of a grant from the Federal Office of Justice Programs (Drug Court 
Programs). In March 1999, the Drug Court received approximately $100,000 in Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grant (LLEBG) funds from the City of Omaha, whose total grant was approximately $800,000. 

Inputs 

I District Court overwhelmed by drug- I related cases 

Traditional adjudication unable to 
break criminal activity cyde among 
drug-addicted offenders 

Retired District Court judge expressed 
interest in starting drug court and 
received grant from the Drug Courts 
Program in addition to LLEBG funds 
received later from City of Omaha 

& 
prosecutor and public defender to 
identify potential participants 

t Participants required to waive speedy 
trial right, undergo treatment. submit 
to regular drug testing, and appear 
monthlv before iudae 

outputs 

have been served through 
the program 

To graduate, participants 
must have a attended all 
sessions, as well as have 
had dean drug tests for the 
last six month; they also 
must be employed 

I I I  

109 offenders have 
graduated from the Drug 
Court; only 2 reoffended 

I w I 

Felony drug-related charges 
against all program 
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i Reducedrug f 
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THE TULSA PARENTING PARTNERSHIP 

~. 

Oklahoma incarcerates more women per capita than 
any other state; no gender-specific programs were 
available in Tulsa for incarcerated women 

From 8 to 13 mothers 
attend the Family 

while 1 to 5 children 
attend each evening 

Incarcerated mothers and 
their children spend quality 

that otherwise wwld not be 
available to them 

Incarcerated mothers leam 
skills that enhance the 
relationships to their family. 
As an example, after taking 
classes, one mother repotted 
that she wishes she had 
learned sooner a better way 

+ Enrichment classes, -b time together through TPP + 
The Tulsa Parenting Partnership (TPP) developed session . 
the Family Enrichment Curriculum (life skills 
building) for incarcerated mothers with a $5.000 
Kellogg Foundation Grant 

$. 
TPP received LLEBG funds to provide staff for 
implementing the dmonth Family Enrichment 
classes and other services. Examples of the 8 skill 
blocks topics include: Addictions and Relapse; 

Approximately 6 

Tuesday evening 
- mothers attend the to communicate with her son 

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 

............................. ~ .......... I Redue recidivism: 
i rate for incar- i 
t..ce.?'ed.wo.zn __.... f 
................ ...................... 
i Prevent children i 
i of incarcerated i 

women from i 
getting into the i 

I penal system i 
: ...................................... : 

The Mayor of the City of Tulsa is M. Susan Savage, a criminal jwdice graduate, who values crime 
prevention and its importance to the community in the longrun. Reflecting that value, the City of Tulsa 
subcontracted with Resonance+ social service organization that provides services to support women of all 
ages and their families-to fund a long-term crime prevention program. In January 1998, the Tulsa Parenting 
Partnership (TPP)-a Program of Resonance-eceived 1997 Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) 
hnds in the amount of $49,500 to fund a full-time enrichment specialist who developed and managed case 
plans for the women participating in the program. Operating costs were also included. In the second year, 
TPP received 1998 LLEBG funding in the amount of $58,500, which included personnel and operating costs. 

Staying Free Substance 

designed for graduates * 
of the six-month 
curriculum 

Emotions Identification and Management; Healthy 
Relations; and Parenting for Healthier Families. 
0 Enrichment specialists develop case management 

plans with the participants that include referrals 
0 Monday and Thursday evenings from 6:40 to 7:20 

p.m., mothers attend Family Enrichment classes 
0 Mondays, children have their own educational 

program until 7:20 p.m.. then have snacks and 
interaction time with their mothers until 8:30 p.m. 

0 Thursdays, children do homework with tutoring 

* Abuse support group 

TPP is designed to prevent future involvement of incarcerated women and their children in the penal 
system. TPP's mission is to break the cycle of criminality by promoting selEsufficiency for women offenders 
and their children. TPP itself is a group of service provider agencies that form a systematic referral network 
available to incarcerated women and their children through Partnership affiliation. The Partnership offers a 
variety of life skill building educational programs and social &ces focusing on women who have children 
and are incarcerated in a Tulsa-based minimum security prison-Turley Correctional Center. The Partnership 
also offers programming that provides mothers and children an opportunity to spend time together. 

A Staying Free participant 
reported that her 16 year old 
daughter had been alienated. 
After referral placement by 
TPP into a home for children, 
her daughter now smiles 
again and actually talks to her 
mother 

The Family Enrichment Program, a 96hour (over a six-month period) life skill building curriculum, is 
the comer stone program and has been offered three times since the LLEBG funding was granted in January 
1998. The number of participants per session ranges from 8 to 13. The Staying Free therapeutic support 
group is designed for women who have completed the life skill curriculum. Attendance ranges from 35 
clients per evening. Some participants attend after their release. 

Other services offered by TPP include case planning and management, Forever Free-a substance abuse 
support group that meets once weekly, parendchild interactive play group once weekly, community/work 
reintegration seminar once monthly, and counseling and listening sessions. 
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Customized 1999 model MCU-2 awareness increases 

MOBILE COMMAND UNIT 
PORTLAND, OREGON 

The Portland Bureau of Police (PBP) is utilizing Local Law EnfoEement Block Grant (LLEBG) funding 
to purchase and equip a mobile multi-purpose precinct that will provide a command center during highrisk 
law enforcement incidents, particularly those involving the Special Emergency Reaction (SERT) and Hostage 
Negotiation (HNT) Teams. The unit also will be scheduled for community education and prevention 
activities, and will be used as a command post for crowd controland response operations during major events 
such as Portland’s annual Rose Festival events and the city’s YK2 celebration. The enhanced design of the 
new vehicle draws on PBP’s experience with its first mobile precinct, which was brought online in 1993 and, 
although effective, has exhibited flaws that have hampered some law enforcement operations. 

Important technical enhancements include a communications capability that will allow direct voice 
contact between command and individual SERT and/or HST officers up to six blocks away. The existing 
mobile precinct, which must be positioned within two blocks of fielddeployed officers to assure unintmpted 
communication, can increase risk to the incident command structue by placing the vehicle in the immediate 
vicinity of weapons f r e  and constrains response if a perimeter of operations shifts. Essential design 
enhancements provide a dedicated, restricted area where command staff are always positioned during an 
operation and a separate area where officers can rest during extended deployments. The addition of the new 
Mobile Command Unit, combined with the retrofitting of the original version with an external antenna system, 
provide for enhanced coverage of all areas of Portland, particularly during multiple highrisk incidents; 
expands the potential for vehicle deployment during community based investigations or educational 
programming; and allows for scheduled maintenance. 

ImPact 

Reduced risk to i 
Command and field i 

i officers 

i Optimum outcomes i 
i during high-risk i 
i operations 

Improved police- i 
community relations t 
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CRIME ANALYSIS AND COMPSTAT 
PHILADELPHIA, PEMVSYLVANIA 

Philadelphia utilized Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) awards to create a Crime ha lys i s  
program. Hardware and software required to conduct analysis of 91 1, arrest and offense data, and two crime 
analysts were acquired through the first grant award. The positions were continued through the second award 
and are now institutionalized within a permanent Crime Analysis Unit (CAU) that supports the work of 
Divisional Inspectors and District Captains in identifying crimepatterns throughout the city. 

The CAU has already paid for itself by identifying city-wide and district level crime patterns that have 
led to felony arrests and disruption of organized crime networks. Additionally, crime mapping by the unit is 
utilized in every police district inbi-weekly COMPSTAT meetings in which command and patrol officers 
analyze criminal activity in their communities, review the effectiveness of law enforcement response, and 
devise strategies to combat any problem. 

The CAU and COMPSTAT are credited with decreasing criminal activity, particularly a 16% reduction 
in gun-related homicides, and in increasing accountability at all levek of the Department. Data from the CAU 
which is discussed at block club, merchants and other association meetings, is also instrumental in 
strengthening PPDcommunity relations. 

I I  ; officers 

HardwarelSoMre 
purchased for CAU; 
crime analysts recruited 

Crime data inputted daily; 
patterns mapped bi-weekly 

COMPSTAT implemented 

arrests I 
Weekly COMPSTAT meetings 

rotated through all districts 
chaired by Commissioner are 

I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ , - t  

Bi-weekly COMPSTAT 
meetings in all districts 
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Auto theft rate decreases 25% Authority funds Travis County 

SHERIFF'S COMBINED AUTO THEFT TASK FORCE 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 

I i lncreasedpublic i I i awarenes 

The Travis County, Texas, Sheriffs Office utilized LLEBG funding to facilitate creation of a fourteen- 
county auto theft task force that provides deputies in all counties with crossjurisdictional authority. This 
unprecedented, multi-county law enforcement cooperation has led to a tripling of hnding in Travis County for 
operations in the region, and provides for the stationing of eight additional Travis County Deputies throughout 
the participating Central Texas counties. 

vehicles and property valued at over $8 million and trained 665 officers from throughout the state. 

and industrial equipment theft problem that was previously underreported, and has since been linked with 
organized drug trafficking. Cooperation in combating auto thefthas opened the door to the sharing of 
personnel and resources, such as the Travis County Crime Lab, in other investigations. 

Since its formation in 1997, the Sheriffs Combined Auto Theft Task Force (SCATT) has Fecovered 

Officers' ability to work cooperatively and quickly across jurisdictions has led to the identification of farm 

auto thefts to chop shops in 
surrounding counties and seeks 
enhanced communication with 
sheriffs in thirteen counties along 
interstate highway conidon 

Inputs outputs 

I I 

; Sharing of law enforcement : 
: resources with lesser I 

I equipped counties : 
I I I I 

I 
I 
I 
1 

Outcomes Impact 

: 
: 

I 

S C A T  trains 665 officers in ; 
first two years of operation ; 

. .-.- ] -: I Auto theft network is linked I : : 
: region ......................................... 
I 

LLEBG funds to Travis County 
are directed to auto theft unit to 
hire Travis County deputies to 
work in surrounding counties, 
with some funds diverted to 
surrounding counties for 
purchase of cell phones 

I , : 
: 
' I Ongoing inspection of : salvage yards throughout i : theregion I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I ATPA increases funding for 
Travis County auto theft activities 
from Sl60.Odo to $497,000 
annually: Deputies stationed 
throughout region allow 24hour 
investigative and enforcement 

: I to drug trafficking I :  
I 1  I 1  

1 I 

Collaboration in auto theft investigations with state law enforcement agencies. DEA, ATF. FBI. and Customs 1 
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i networksare 
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i scAmisfuity i 
i institutionalized i 
i and no longer i 
I requiresLLEBG 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 
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OTHER FEATURES RELATED TO 18 LLEBG-SUPPORTED LOCAL PRACTICES 

StatelLocale 

AR 

Pulaski County 

Az 

Phoenix 

Show Low 

CA 

San Francisco 

Stockton and San 
Joaquin County 

co 

Aurora 

Name of 
Operating Agency 
for LLEBG Practice 

Pulaski County Sheriffs 
Office 

Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Committee 

Show Low Police Dept. 

Youth Treatment and 
Education Court 

San Joaquin County 
Probation Department 

Aurora Police Dept. 

* Total award as listed in 1996 BJA application files. 
** Total award as listed in 1997 BJA application files. 

1996 LLEBG Award 

Total for 
Whole 

Jurisdiction' 

$137,246 

$2,736,056 

$12,474 

$3,071,050 

$1,029,428 

$999,932 

Percentage 
for Target 
Practice 

4 

12 

99 

unknown 

9 

0 

F- 1 

1997 LLEBG Award 

Total for 
Whole 

Jurisdiction** 

$127,230 

$3,149,550 

$14,524 

$3,107,716 

$1,090,251 

$900,757 

Percentage 
for Target 
Practice 

0 

1 1  

0 

unknown 

17 

7 

Source of 
Related Funds 

- Citizens Academy 
Alumni Association 

- Consensus Organizing 
Institute 

- CASES 

-COPS More Grant 

- State Department of 
Juvenile Services Grant 

- Juvenile Accountability 
Incentive Block Grant 

- COPSGrant 
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StatelLocale 

FL 

Jacksonville 

Palm Beach 
County 

LA 

Kenner 

MD 

Baltimore 

MO 

Kansas City 

St. Louis 

Name of 
Operating Agency 
for LLEBG Practice 

Inside/Outside 

Palm Beach County Criminal 
Justice Commission 

Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

Comprehensive 
Communities/ Hot Spots 

Alternative Schools Network 
Association 

City of St. Louis 
Neighborhood Stabilization 
TeardPolice Dept. 

* Total award as listed in 1996 BJA application files. 
** Total award as listed in 1997 BJA application files. 

1996 LLEBG Award 

Total for 
Whole 

Jurisdiction* 

Percentage 
for Target 
Practice 

$2,737,302 

$970,308 

$249,644 

$5,196,011 

$2,874,397 

$3,599,620 

F-2 

0 

0 

10 

21 

22 

52 

1997 LLEBG Award 

Total for 
Whole 

Jurisdiction** 

$2,813,522 

$1,050,014 

$2 10,470 

$5,667,186 

$2,906,297 

$3,897,592 

Percentage 
for Target 
Practice 

1 

50 

14 

19 

6 

73 

Source of 
Related Funds 

- Edward Byrne I Grant - State and Local funding 

- Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Services 

- COMBATtax 
- Jackson County Mental 

Health Levy Board tax 
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StatelLocale 

ND 

Fort Totten 

NE 

Omaha 

OK 

Tulsa 

OR 

Portland 

PA 

Philadelphia 

TX 

Travis County 

Name of 
Operating Agency 
for LLEBG Practice 

Spirit Lake Tribal Council 

Douglas County District 
Court 

Resonance 

Portland Bureau of Police 

City of Philadelphia Police 
Dept. 

Travis County Sheriffs Off ice 

1996 LLEBG Award 

Total for 
Whole 

Jurisdiction* 

$57,576 

$818,612 

$1,160,706 

$2,065,151 

$5,000,740 

no funding 

Percentage 
for Target 
Practice 

0 

0 

4 

unknown 

0 

0 

* Total award as listed in 1996 BJA application files. 
** Total award as listed in 1997 BJA application files. F-3 

1997 LLEBG Award 

Total for 
Whole 

Jurisdiction** 

$55,679 

$972,727 

$1,221,624 

$2,319,818 

$5,506,814 

$134,344 

Percentage 
for Target 
Practice 

77 

11 

5 

unknown 

4 

7 

Source of 
Related Funds 

- Edward Byrne Grant 
- State of North Dakota 

- High Intensity Drug 

- Drug Court Grant 
Trafficking Areas Funds 

- Kellogg Grant 

- Texas Auto Theft 
Prevention Authority 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 
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INNOVATIVENESS OF 18 LLEBG-SUPPORTED LOCAL PRACTICES 

StatelLocale 

AR 

Pulaski County 

Az 

Phoenix 

Show low  

CA 

San Francisco 

Stockton and San 
Joaquin County 

co 

Aurora 

Name of Practice 

Citizen's Academy 

Operation AIM 

Automated Booking 
Procedure 

Youth Treatment and 
Education Court 

South Stockton Co-op 

GIS Mapping and Crime 
Analysis 

Description 

The academy is a unique effort to instil a community-oriented policing philosophy on a county- 
wide basis. Although such academies exist in other communities, most are found in city 
police departments, not sheriffs offices, and Pulaski County is one of the only 
communities-city or county-to have used LLEBG funds for such an academy. 

The program represents the first time that such widespread collaboration has occurred among 
the city departments. The collaboration reflects the belief that truancy is a gateway to 
juvenile crime, not just a school issue, thus involving the prosecutor's office, the city courts, 
and others working in concert with the schools. 

The department was one of the first to implement the procedure in the state. For a jurisdiction 
of its size (25 officers), the department has been on the cutting edge of technology 
nationally. The savings in officer time has occurred at a time when the department has 
experienced large increases in the number of arrests, crimes and calls for service. 

The program required the collaboration of police, probation, judicial, public health, social 
service, and education agencies. In addition, the funds helps secure a State grant of $5.5 
million for juvenile services. 

involved in the juvenile justice system. 
The co-op project has been one of the first attempts to intervene before offenders become 

The effort has resulted in the enhanced accuracy and use of crime report data and problem- 
solving orientation by the police department. 

G- 1 
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StatelLocale 

FL 

Jacksonville 

Palm Beach County 

LA 

Kenner 

MD 

Baltimore 

MO 

Kansas City 

St. Louis 

Name of Practice 

Transition House for 
Released Juveniles 
Adjudicated as Adults 

lnit ia t ive 
Community Justice 

Mayor's Night Hoops 

Comprehensive 
Communities/Hot Spots 

Alternative Schools 
Network Association 

Youth Crime Prevention 
Strategy 

Description 

The practice is considered innovative because it fills a service need being experience by 
communities around the country who adjudicate juveniles as adults. 

The initiative has led to the creative bundling of LLEBG funds (along with other funds) to 
enhance the quality of life in neighborhoods by implementing a community justice philosophy 
and actions. 

The program has more requirements and structure than most basketball alternative activities. 
Absences or early departure from educational seminars, as well as breaking pledges, results 
in being expelled from the program. 

This is only one of two teen court programs in the state. The youth tribunal component not 
only incorporates a trial model but also contains a community conferencing component 
where the victim speaks to the offender and has input in determining the appropriate 
sanction. 

The innovativeness of the network is the collaborative effort, in which superintendents and 
school officials from different jurisdictions are working together for the first time. In addition, 
public and private alternative schools did not previously have a venue for collaborating to 
provide services for at-risk youths. 

The strategy is innovative because i t  blends enforcement and prevention, fostering greater 
trust belween the community and law enforcement. The program also focuses heavily on 
home visits, to provide direct services and understand the need for other services. The 
strategy also is innovative because of the high degree of coordination among many different 
agencies, 
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' StatelLocale 

ND 

Fort Totten 

NE 

Omaha 

OK 

Tulsa 

OR 

Port1 and 

PA 

Philadelphia 

TX 

Travis County 

Name of Practice 

Spirit Lake Juvenile Court 

Drug Court 

Tulsa Parenting 
Partnership 

Mobile Command Unit 

Crime Analysis and 
Compstat 

Sheriffs Combined Auto 
Theft Task Force 

Description 

School and court collaboration are occurring for the first time, and the intake officer and Tribal 
Police are collaborating for the first time. Parents have become more involved with the youth 
regarding their court appearances, and the youth now know that the law will be consistently 
implemented. 

The program is the first of its kind in the state and one of only about 80 estimated nationally, 
although many more are being planned. 

The program is unique in the Tulsa region because it addresses the social dynamics that have 
repeatedly contributed to re-incarceration, such as dysfunctional families and addictions, as 
well as to address the factors contributing to the escalating number of incarcerated women. 
The program is the only gender-specific program available for incarcerated women and their 
children in the region. 

The new unit incorporates numerous technological and design improvements over a pre- 
existing unit. Most of the improvements reflect increased safety or cost-effectiveness. 

The innovativeness of this practice is its assurance of accountability at all levels of law 
enforcement, as well as a data-based decision system. Prior to the new practice, the police 
department had no objective system for assuring accountability. 

SCATT has been the only effective multi-county law enforcement task force in the state, and 
might be the first such entity in history, given the independent nature of Texas counties and 
sheriffs. 
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16. For cases what treatment is ordered, does the murt have a regularly scheduled judicial review calendar 
10 monitor treatment prognss? (plrur &le the number of the appwiyc rrsporru) 

0. so I .  Yes 
B 

L\Tonw*nors symm 
19. k e s  the court have an automated information system in place to: (prcpcc c h &  the n d r  of h 

wmhe Mponrc) 

(a) faciliWidatifiortiOaofrclotedacts? 0. No 1. Yes 
(b) f p e i l i ~ ~ s p c t r d t i n g  0.  No@IcurgotoQvrrlion 21) 1. Yes B 

20. Which outside agencies, if any, also have access to the system(s)? (cirdedtherqp&) 

I .  No other agencies h v e  ascus 5 .  comctions 
2. Police 6. Victim Advocacy o%anizptions 
3. Rosenrtion 7. S o c i a l S e n i A g e m i r  
4. Robetion 8. Other@lcusespeci~) 

2 1. Which outside agency systems, if any, can the court access? ( ~ l r d r  d that up&) 

1. NoagcncysyatemsucPbythccmt  5. C d o m  
2. Police 6. VictimAdvocPcyorgmizAom 
3.  prwecution 7. SocirlsesViceAgcncies 
4. Robetion 8 .  e @ * u c W W  

B FIJNDING 
22. What federal funding, if any, is your jurisdiction receiving to assist with the operation and/or evaluation 

of your specialized procedures for processing and/or adjudicating domestic violence cases? (Cirdedtha 

&) 
I .  Nofedadfunding 4. VOCAfun& 
2. Grants to enmuage arrcn policies 5 .  Other@krruspccjly) 
3. VAWA STOP grant funds 

~ S P E c u L l z E D P R O c E S S E S  
D 

23. Please briefly describe any unique features or procedures of your court for processing domestic violence 
cases that are not covered by this survey. 

b 

b Survey 83 
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PERFORMANCE TRACKING BY 18 LLEBG-SUPPORTED LOCAL PRACTICES 

StatelLocale 

AR 

Pulaski County 

Az 

Phoenix 

Show Low 

CA 

San Francisco 

Stockton and 
San Joaquin 
County 

Name of Practice 

Citizen's Academy 

Operation AIM 

Automated Booking 
Procedure 

Youth Treatment and 
Education Court 

South Stockton Co-op 

DescriDtion 

The academy has completed three sessions, with 53 graduates, who have: created an alumni 
association; accompanied officers to other community events; and become involved in community 
policing. The success of the citizen's academy also led the sheriff's office to start a junior academy 
(for youths 14-17) in July 1999. 

The program is already improving school attendance, with a 38 percent decrease in the number of 
truant days. Attributions for influencing juvenile crime are still being determined, but while such 
crime was up 2 percent across the city, it was down by 10 percent in the grids of districts 
participating in the program. 

The booking time has been reduced by one-half (with even greater savings for repeat offenders), 
translating to a savings of about .8 of a full-time officer each year. The procedure also gives officers 
greater incentive to make more complete descriptions of the alleged offense, and also results in 
fewer errors, which helps the city courts in its subsequent work. 

As of September 1998, 24 juveniles were enrolled in the program. An outcome evaluation is tracking 
four indicators: changes in drug use, as indicated by random UAs throughout the program; reduction 
in rearrests; improved school attendance and performance; and change in employment status. 

The project has begun to track a number of output measures (e.g., probation contacts, probation 
searches, arrests, and weapons recovered). Throughout the area, youth arrests declined sharply, 
compared to the previous years (and more sharply than national crime trends). Satisfaction with the 
co-op has led to the creation of another co-op, covering North Stockton. 
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StatelLocale 

co 
Aurora 

FL 

Jacksonville 

Palm Beach 
County 

L 

Kenner 

MD 

Bat timore 

MO 

Kansas City 

Name of Practice 

GIS Mapping and 
Crime Analysis 

Transition House for 
Released Juveniles 
Adjudicated as Adults 

Initiative 
Community Justice 

Mayor's Night Hoops 

Comprehensive 
Communitiesklot 
spots 

Alternative Schools 
Network Association 

Descriotion 

An estimated average of three burglary and one robbery pattern have been issued per month. 
Suspects also have been identified through the analyses. The reports are being used to re-allocate 
resources and manpower, and to instill greater accountability throughout the department. 

Facility was just being started in October 1999. Key outcome will be the residents' recidivism rates. If 
the program is successful, other transition houses will be opened throughout the Jacksonville 
community. 

for one year and is tracking outcomes such as re-arrest rates among juveniles processed by the 
center and effects of community justice on crime rates. 

Pilot project and court have just begun operations. Juvenile assessment center has been in operation 

Mayor has committed to guaranteeing jobs to youths completing the program, and a few have 
obtained jobs thus far. Others are completing their GEDs. Yet others have been offered basketball 
scholarships from local junior colleges. In two summers, only one youth has broken !he drug-free 
pledge. 

The partnership has 42 community organizations, 6 city agencies, and 10 nonprofit organizations. The 
youth tribunal has been responsible for 86 defendants receiving sentences of 10 years or more, and 
99 defendants receiving mandatory minimums of 5 years without parole. Other activities have 
resulted in increased sentences for drug dealers arrested for minor possession. 

The activity is in its early stages, with no quantitative outcome results yet available. However, a case 
report on eight students was conducted, and found that because of the network the students did not 
enter the juvenile justice system, saving the taxpayers over $150,000 in incarceration costs. 
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StatelLocale 

St. Louis 

ND 

Fort Totten 

NE 

Omaha 

OR 

Portland 

PA 

Philadelphia 

Name of Practice 

Youth Crime 
Prevention Strategy 

Spirit Lake Juvenile 
Court 

Drug Court 

Tulsa Parenting 
Partnership 

Mobile Command Unit 

Crime Analysis and 
Compstat 

Descriation 
~ 

Many youths have been served by the curfew and truancy centers, with a notable decline in repeat 
offenders since the strategy started. Similarly, families being served have not required repeat 
assistance. The demolition of buildings has been associated with a 25 percent decrease in arson 
calls and a 50 percent decrease in arson in the high-risk neighborhoods. 

The number of youths going through the court system has declined; the number of repeat offenders 
also has declined. Schools report that attendance has increased from 83 to approximately 88 
percent since the juvenile court was expanded. 

In two and one-half years, the court has had nearly 400 participants and 109 graduates, only two of 
whom have been charged with another drug crime. A formal evaluation showed that offenders 
assigned to the drug court are significantly less likely to be rearrested than offenders undergoing 
traditional adjudication, and that the court saves over $4,000 per case as compared to traditional 
adjudication. 

The cornerstone, life skills-building curriculum has been offered three times, with 8-1 3 participants per 
session. Other services have progressed smoothly. Preliminary monitoring assessments suggested 
need for increasing emphasis on drug and alcohol relapse prevention, which was adopted by 
program. 

At the time of the case study, the design for the vehicle has been approved and an RFP issued for 
bids. Initial deployment was expected to occur by November 1999. 

The crime analysis program already has identified city-wide and district-level crime patterns that have 
led to felony arrests. The program is credited with reducing criminal activity,,especially a 19% 
reduction in gun-related homicides. 
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StatelLocale 

TX 

Name of Practice Description 

H-4 

Travis County Sheriffs Combined 
Auto Theft Task 
Force 

From Sept. 1997 to April 1999, SCATT recovered vehicles valued at over $7.5 million and $550,000 in 
property; conducted 31 classes to train 665 officer-many from outside the SCATT area-on how to 
locate, detect, and recover stolen vehicle; and uncovered 18 chop shops. Auto thefts have 
decreased during the same period. 
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A.4.3 Site Visit Protocol and Individual Case Reports 

Site visits were carried out over a 1-2 day period, by a 2-person site visit team. 
The protocol emphasized interviews with the key participants in the practice, collection 
of archival and documentary evidence (especially any data on outcomes), and direct 
observations of the practice at work. In some cases, because the practice was multi- 
faceted (e.g., involving sub-operations by different agencies or community groups), the 
site visit also involved calling upon more than one specific local site. Attachment A-6 
contains the site visit protocol. 

Following each site visit and the completion of the review and analysis of all 
archival and documentary material, the site visit team produced a draft case report. The 
draft was submitted to the original interviewees for their review and comment, and based 
on these the site visit team produced a revised and final case report. (These case reports 
are on file with COSMOS and available to requesters but are not part of this final 
report.) 
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FOCUS GROUP MODERATOR GUIDE 

INTRODUCTION 

I’d like to start off by introducing myself. My name is Mike Davis and I work for 
Westat, a research company in Rockville, MD. Westat is working with a firm called 
COSMOS to conduct an evaluation of the LLEBG Program for NU. Westat’s role is to 
assist COSMOS with data collection and analysis and in that role I will be moderating 
today’s group along with Gail Stewart, a former police officer, who is a consultant to 
COSMOS. We have contacted you to determine what some of the grantee stakeholders 
would like to learn from this evaluation. 

In a moment, I’ll have each of the participants introduce yourselves, but I’d like to 
review a few ground rules first. 

There are no right or wrong answers to the questions. Everyone’s opinion is 
important. As a matter of fact, the goal of this discussion is to get as many opinions as 
possible, not to arrive at a consensus. 

Remember that we are on a telephone conference so give other participants a chance 
to complete their thoughts before jumping in. 

To preserve your anonymity, none of the participants’ names will be associated with 
comments in the report. 

Before we begin, I’d like to introduce some observers from COSMOS (Robert Yin, 
Meg Gwaltney, and Dawn Kim). These folks will be listening in during the session. 

Let’s begin by having each of you introduce yourselves. Tell us your first name and 
briefly describe your involvement in your community’s Local Law Enforcement Block 
Grant Program. 
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DISCUSSION TOPICS 

What are some things that you would want to know from our evaluation of LLEBG 
Program? 

Is there anything that would be useful for your hture applications, or for other funding or 
planning issues? 

Probe: Any aspects of application process or public comment requirements that you feel 
would be useful to investigate? 

Are there any specific types of statistics that would be helpful for you? 

Probe: Is there any other data that would be useful about the use offunds? 

Do you have any comments about the electronic submissions (applications)? Is there 
anything you would be interested in learning about that process? 

Can you think of any jurisdictions where the money received from BJA is being used in a 
unique or exemplary manner? 

Probe: 
Any sites that began any particularly interesting programs with these funds 

Any sites claiming that resources gained through LLEBGfwtding were a main source of 
crime reduction (e.g. purchase of equipment led to more arrests for drug dealing) 

Any sites that had interesting or innovative ways of handling the process and administering 
the funds (e.g., exceptional interaction with the advisory board or the public) 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

Westat as a subcontractor to COSMOS conducted an evaluation of the Local Law 
Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) recipients. A telephone focus group (telefocus) 
group was conducted to identify information grantees wanted to learn from the 
evaluation. Respondents included officials of local law enforcement or government 
agencies from around the country that were current recipients of block grant funds for 
local law enforcement programs. 

The focus group was held on May 13, 1998, and lasted for approximately one hour. 
COSMOS recruited the participants who included Jerry Web (Shreveport, LA); Jim 
Johnson (Boston, MA); B. J. Munch (St. Petersburg, FL); and Dan Nelson (Salinas, 
CA). The participants were linked with the moderators and observers using MCI 
teleconferencing system. 

Representatives from COSMOS, including Dr. Robert Yin, Meg Gwaltney, Dawn 
Kim, and Gail Stewart, observed the group. Westat observers included Miriam Aiken 
and Rachel Ledford. Dr. Michael Davis of Westat moderated the group. 

Following standard telefocus group methodology, a predefined question path was 
developed prior to the focus group. The moderator’s guide is in Appendix A.  
Participants were assured of the anonymity of their responses in the written report. 

2.0 RESULTS 

This section presents the results of the focus group, which are organized by the 
order of questions in the moderator’s guide. 

2.1 What are some of the things that you would want to know from ow evaluation 
of LLEBG Program? 

How are other grantees using the money they have received? 

Discussion of this question provided several topics for further inquiry, including 
identifying benefits that agencies or departments derive from participating in the grant 
program, as well as highlighting innovations or new ideas for increasing the effectiveness 
of law enforcement efforts. Another area of expressed interest was the frequency and the 
degree to which local agencies deviated from their original plans for using the money. 
They also desired information about the factors that influenced significant changes in 
original plans. 
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How are other grantees evaluating their programs ? 

Participants wanted to know how departments and local agencies evaluated their 
own programs. Some concern was expressed about the ability to successfully discern 
whether or not there are “real benefits” to the community. 

How did other grantees interact with other agencies at the local level? 

Grantees wanted to know if other agencies had problems with the process of 
securing monies at the local level, and how these problems were resolved. They also had 
questions regarding the application process. For instance, one participant described how 
his department’s thinking evolved during the application process, with county agencies 
cooperating on joint projects. In another jurisdiction the Attorney General’s office had to 
certify formula requirements. This proved to be an impediment because the Attorney 
General’s office argued that increased enforcement meant increased expenses for 
prosecution and incarceration. 

Due to the local political structure, one participant had to petition the county to get the 
money for the sheriffs department. In this particular case, the sheriffs department was 
accountable to a different governing body than the one receiving the grant. According to 
the formula, the money was given to the county, which, in this state, did not have any 
control over law enforcement. The county had to be petitioned to obtain funds. (The 
participant’s impression was that Congress may change the way the formula will be applied 
in his state.) Another respondent mentioned a similar scenario. The respondents viewed the 
allocation of funds to cities as more direct and less problematic. 

How is the perceived success of this program afSecting thinking in Washington and future 
legislation ? 

Respondents expressed concern about the impact of the release of an LLEBG 
evaluation on the debate in Congress over program effectiveness. 

2.2 Is there anything that would be useful for your future applications, or for other 
funding or planning issues? 

Several suggestions were made for improving the application process. All were 
related to having a clearer sense of what constituted “crime prevention, ” and how other 
agencies have used their funds. It was believed that this information would help state 
agencies in using the funds in ways that would be acceptable to state and federal auditors. 

Other concerns were expressed about complying with state and federal auditors. For 
instance, state auditors want to tie the jurisdiction to the original applications. However, 
the original applications sent to BJA were very general. The group did see the advantages 
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of the broad definition of crime prevention. A respondent sated that “while some guidance 
might help, the beauty of the program is in its flexibility.” 

The majority of the respondents did not feel that public comment was very useful. 
There had been no substantial input from the public. Despite this fact, the respondents 
believed that public comment was a good idea in the “abstract.” 

Are there any specific types of statistics that would be helpful for you? 

Participants agreed that it would be very helpful to have statistics on the major line 
items on grantees’ budgets, including the percentage of agencies’ funding that is allocated to 
each project area, and the number of agencies that purchased equipment, such as 
computers, cars, etc. Participants also wanted to know the type of agencies that received 
funds. 

The participants wanted to know how LLEBG funds were leveraged with other grants 
in supporting programs. There was also interest expressed in finding out who was the 
“primary actor” in community-based programs, which are frequently a part of LLEBG 
program efforts. 

Do you have any comments about the electronic submissions (applications)? Is there 
anything you would be interested in learning about that process ? 

Three of the participants submitted paper applications, but submit financial reports 
electronically. The other participant was uncertain about how the application was 
submitted. One of the respondents felt that the submission disk was antiquated, and 
suggested placing the application on the Internet. Some concern was expressed about 
grantees’ access to the Internet, which may discourage electronic submission of the 
application. However, all the participants in this focus groups had access to the Internet. 

The participants concurred that LLEBG is one of the easiest programs to apply for and 
administer. They felt that the reporting requirements were simple. One respondent 
mentioned that the contact person at BJA was always able to help him via phone. 

Can you think of any jurisdictions where the money receivedfrom BJA is being used in a 
unique or exemplary manner? 

None of the participants knew of other programs and each spoke only about his or her 
own jurisdiction. 

One participant’s jurisdiction used LLEBG money to fund resource centers that 
focused on reducing gang violence, particularly related to schools. The funds were used for 
training volunteers, as well as buying uniforms and marked cars. This program provides 
significant interaction between police and citizens. For instance, some of the money was 
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also used for volunteer road patrols to free officers from time consuming activities that 
were not directly related to crime prevention, such as assisting stalled vehicles. 

One jurisdiction put together its own competitive grant program, through which they 
have funded 35 Community Based Organizations. Over half of their grant went to 
agencies other than the police department. 

One participant described how his jurisdiction used the funds for a variety of 
activities. Money was directed to a consortium of counties or jurisdictions that combined 
LLEBG money with COPS money to fund the projects. One such project was called 
“Violence Suppression Teams” which was a follow-up program to one funded by a 
previous 1996 grant. The goal of the Violence Suppression Teams was to reduce gang 
activity by funding overtime for officers. Two teams of officers were detailed to remove 
handguns from kids’ possession; follow gang members; and “put them to bed at night.” 
On the negative side, the local District Attorney expressed concerns that such increased 
money for arrests put additional burden on the DA’s office. 

3. CONCLUSIONS 

A theme that permeated the discussion was a need for more communication among 
grantees. The participants were eager to learn about programs that were successful. 
Knowing about best practices would be helpful in designing new programs. 

To make their future applications more successful, the grantees in this group would 
like to see the availabijity of clearer definitions of certain terms related to the program. 
There were multiple concerns expressed that state auditors are being a bit overzealous in 
the restrictions they are placing on allowable use of grant funds. Clearer direction from 
BJA would mitigate that problem. Public involvement at the stage of grant application was 
minimal to non-existent in three of the four grantees’ jurisdictions. 

The types of information that grantees wanted to see as a result of the study was the 
amount of dollars allocated to specific funding areas, and the number of grantees whom 
were funding each area. Their interest appeared to be primarily in simple descriptive 
statistics that would allow them to compare their own jurisdictions with others. 

While the electronic application process was not used by three of four grantees (and 
the remaining grantee wasn’t sure how his application was submitted), periodic reporting 
data was submitted electronically by all parties. The suggestion was made to put the 
application process onto one or more web sites, since all of the grantees had access to Web 
browsing technology. 
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