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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)?

o 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)?

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

e 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:

o 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;
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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., Byrne, 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:

e The evaluation focused on FY1996 and FY1997 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

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

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 funds 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)
Available for Number of
Fiscal Year | Public Law Appropriation Allocation Eligible
Award Number'? | ($ in millions)'? | ($ in millions) | Jurisdictions

1996 104-134 503 424° 3,1934

1997 104-208 523 4673 3,242¢

1998 105-119 523 485° 3,382°%

1999 105-277 523 4725 3,345°

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 (1997), Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program Guidance Manual.
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/html/98stalloc.htm).
6. Fiscal Year 1999 State Awards, June 1, 1999 (www.ojp.usdoj. gov/bja/html/99state. htm).

b
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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 11.1% 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-1980s, 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
Jjurisdictions. Exhibit 1-3 displays the total allocation amounts for each of the programs
described.

1-2
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Exhibit 1-2

FEDERAL “ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE” GRANTS
TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 1966 - 1999
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Source: “Table 12.2. Total Outlay for Grants to State and Local Governments by Function and Fund
Group: 1940-2005,” Historical Tables, Budget of the United States Government, Office of Management
and Budget, hitp://w3.access. gpo. gov/usbudget/fy2001/pdf/hist. pdf, April 2000.

1.2.1 Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance
Formula Grant Program (Byrne 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)
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*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., Bymne 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

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE COMPARED TO
STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES, 1982 - 1999
70,000
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* Data were only available from a comparable source for 1982 to 1995 (Justice Expenditure and
Employment in the United States, 1992 and 1995, Bureau of Justice Statistics).

** Source: “Table 12.2. Total Outlay for Grants to State and Local Governments by Function and Fund
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 $10,000, the award was made directly to

that local jurisdiction. For those whose allotment would have been less than $10,000,
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 (LLEBG 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:

l 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.

l 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

l 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

I 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

l received by BJA.
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Exhibit 1-5

TOTAL NUMBER OF JURISDICTIONS RECEIVING LLEBG FUNDS

AND AMOUNT OF AWARDS, BY STATE

(1996 AND 1997)
1996 1997
Number of Number of -

State Grantees Total Award Grantees Total Award
Alabama 66 6,548,591 73 6,158,729
Alaska 10 1,060,000 8 799,905
Arizona 40 5,931,631 44 6,750,399
Arkansas 34 2,905,649 39 2,907,480
California 361 71,630,749 366 81,092,476
Colorado 36 4,070,458 33 3,788,468
Connecticut 26 3,144,101 29 2,840,071
Delaware 10 1,060,000 7 627,640
Florida 173 34,060,551 193 36,812,091
Georgia 82 10,074,799 109 10,186,171
Hawaii 4 1,060,000 4 1,144,909
idaho 21 1,041,576 16 731,652
Ilinois 83 24,039,139 93 26,052,142
Indiana 48 6,014,098 50 5,868,784
lowa 18 1,814,013 19 1,823,033
Kansas 26 2,644,286 25 2,257,958
Kentucky 71 4,227,382 41 3,133,340
Louisiana 63 9,302,221 72 9,745,480
Maine 22 1,023,803 18 701,643
Maryland 38 10,438,035 34 10,992,468
Massachusetts 89 9,907,314 103 9,853,423
Michigan 125 15,342,525 111 15,169,876
Minnesota 33 3,271,903 35 3,053,771
Mississippi 30 2,413,477 39 2,704,227
Missouri 53 8,298,766 58 8,006,289
Montana 30 1,076,732 25 907,738

(Continued on next page)
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|
I Exhibit 1-5 (Continued)
I 1996 1997
Number of Number of
State Grantees Total Award Grantees Total Award
l Nebraska 5 1,238,733 5 1,233,413
Nevada 10 2,460,615 10 3,106,619
I New Hampshire 22 1,036,728 18 798,322
New Jersey 99 10,235,718 97 9,561,560
' New Mexico 28 3,074,167 33 3,132,999
New York 109 41,083,190 105 39,733,100
North Carolina 118 9,084,690 144 10,008,831
l North Dakota 19 1,058,412 18 1,056,678
Ohio 80 11,774,186 80 11,571,357
l Okiahoma 39 4,180,181 58 4,263,724
Oregon 34 3,222,714 35 3,243,894
Pennsylvania 82 10,530,571 71 9,352,660
l Rhode Island 14 1,045,356 14 1,007,513
South Carolina 86 6,926,660 93 7,665,016
l South Dakota 9 1,060,000 10 1,022,696
Tennessee 57 8,183,005 51 8,409,533
I Texas 179 27,295,088 219 27,749,063
Utah 18 1,201,857 21 1,145,167
Vermont 22 1,059,991 15 583,799
l Virginia 43 4,814,075 48 4,509,770
Washington 61 5,851,395 59 5,755,839
I West Virginia 20 965,064 13 662,800
Wisconsin 26 2,864,906 30 2,587,904
l Wyoming 21 856,731 25 890,023
Total 2,793 403,505,832 2,916 413,162,443
' Source: 1996 Application Database and 1997 Application Database; 1998 data were not available.
I 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
I 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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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.

Exhibit 1-6

JURISDICTIONS CERTIFIED AS DISPARATE
BY STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL

1996 Jurisdictions 1997 Jurisdictions
Disparate Jurisdictions Disparate Jurisdictions
PIF Reporting
Period Total Missing Total Missing
Ending: Reporting | True | False Data | Reporting| True | False Data
12/31/96 1,415 81 1,208 126 49 2 36 11
6/30/97 1,708 91 1,513 104 58 1 55 2
12/31/97 603 28 557 18 664 33 610 21

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 themn 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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Exhibit 1-7

MATCH AMOUNT AS A PERCENTAGE OF AWARD AMOUNT

1996 Jurisdictions 1997 Jurisdictions
Match Ratio Number Percent Number Percent
Less than 10to 1 4 0.1 4 0.1
10to 1 2,787 99.6 2,782 99.6
More than 10 to 1 7 0.3 3 0.1
Missing none n/a 3 0.1

Source: 1996 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 Trust 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

Definition

I.A Hiring

1.B. Overtime

1.C. Equipment

iI. Enhancing Security
Measures

l. Drug Courts

IV. Enhancing
Adjudication

V. Multijurisdictional
Task Force

VI. Crime Prevention

VIl. Indemnification
Insurance

Source: LLEBG Guidance Manual

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.

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

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 attomeys 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.
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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:

o 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 CEQO 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.

Public 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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Exhibit 1-9

ATTENDANCE AT PUBLIC HEARINGS,

COMPARED TO AMOUNT OF LLEBG AWARD

Percent of Jurisdictions with
Amount of No. of Specified Number of People Attending Public Hearing
LLEBG Award to | Jurisdictions
Jurisdiction* Surveyed™* 0 1-10 14-20 | 21-30 | 31-40 } 41-50 | <50 | Total*™*

1to 15,000 65 36.9 215 12.3 15.4 6.2 3.1 4.6 100.0
15,001 to 20,000 20 30.0 50.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 100.0
20,001 to 25,000 19 26.3 15.8 21.1 21.1 53 10.5 0.0 100.0
25,001 to 30,000 12 417 16.7 25.0 8.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 100.0
30,001 to 50,000 39 38.5 30.8 7.7 2.6 5.1 7.7 7.7 100.1
50,001 to 100,000 36 25.0 19.4 22.2 19.4 0.0 2.8 1.1 99.9
> 100,000 45 333 17.8 111 6.7 6.7 0.0 24.4 100.0

Total 236 335 23.7 13.6 11.9 4.7 34 9.3 100.1

* According to original LLEBG Applications, 1996 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 hard-copy 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 funds, 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.

1-14

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



SEN BN NN NI D NN 2NN NS NN SO BON NN AN NN NN N N o me
| | Exhibit 1-10
GRANT DATABASES, OVER TIME

1998 Eligibllity List 1996 PIF 1 (covers 3 mos,) *** 1896 PIF 4 (covers 8 mos.) 1!

No, Amount No. Amount %t No. Amount %
Local (direct) 3,193 $391,793,341 Local (direct) 1,415 $183,516,711 43 Local (direct) 2 $59,836 015
State Admin. n/a* nia State Admin, . State Admin,
State Pollce n/a n/a State Police State Police
Locals (via State) n/a nla Locals (via State) Locals (via State)
1996 Application Database 1998 PIF 2 (covers 6 mos.) -~ 1996.PIF S (covers 3 mos.)
No. Amount No. Amount % No, Amount %
Local (direct) 2,744 $379,435,031 Local (direct) 1,688 $253,874,357 67 Local (direct) 2 $63,863 .018
| State Admin,** " 54 $461,226 State Admin, 19  $13,541,943 42 State Admin,
State Police n/fa  $14,183,540 State Police State Police
Locals (via State) n/a  $17,600,507 Locals (via State) Locals (via State)
1996 Award List 1998 PIF 3 (covers 6 mos.) ‘ '..,.»"
No. Amount / No, Amount % &
Local (direct) 3,189 $391,954,727 Local (direct) 585 $84,584,800 22 r 1998 Eliglbtiity List 111
State Admin, 49  $24,070,801 State Admin. 18 $14,498,816 45 No. Amount
State Police nia nla State Police o Locel (direct) 3,382 $442,216,963
Locals via State  n/a nla Locats (via State) A State Admin. 55 342,784,039
— State Police
! Locals (via State)
[SY
¥ ]
: ?Jdu Sept. Dec June Sept.
1996 3 : 1997 : 1998 - 2000
June Sept. Dec. ' \,
\t
\-
1997 Eligibliity List 1997 PIF 1 (covers 3 mos.)t N
No. Amount No. Amount % 1997 PIF 4 (covers 6 mos,)
Local (direct) 3,242 $431,161,298 Locatl (direct) 673 875,535,504 18 No. Amount %
State Admin, nla n/a State Admin. 21 $19,034,789 51 Local (direct) .
State Police nla n/a State Police ’ State Admin, \1
Locals (via State) n/a nla Locals (via State) State Police .
Locals (via State) N
1997 Application Database 1997 PIF 2 (covers 6 mos.) . o -l
No. Amount No. Amount % ! 1997 PIF 8 (covers 3 mos.)
Locals (direct) 2,018 $416,869,880 Local (direct) : No, Amount % s
State Admin. 84 $804,692 State Admin, | Local (direct)
State Police n/a  $18,965,835 State Police : State Admin. ‘
Locals (via State) n/a  $19,770,793 Locais (via State) | State Police :
: Locals (via State) |
1997 Award List 1997 PIF 3 (covers 8 mos.) be o4 mm ot 4 g o
No. Amount No. Amount %
Loocal (direct) 3,232 $417,425,547 Local (direct) 1 $12,075 .002
State Admin, 55 $34,665,268 State Admin,
State Police nia n/a State Police
Locals (via State) n/a nla Locals (vla State)

*See following page for footnotes
(Continued on next page)
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