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Preface

P ursuant to its statutory responsibilities outlined
in Section 2 of Public Law 380, passed by the first
session of the 86th Congress and approved by the
President on September 24, 1959, the Commission
singles out for study and recommendation particular
problems impeding the effectiveness of the ‘federal
system.

The block grant instrument was identified as such
an important intergovernmental problem by the
Commisston in September 1974. The staff was di-
rected to prepare an analysis of experience under four
of the five Federal grant-in-aid programs existing at
that time that employ this approach: the Partnership
for Health Act of 1966, the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968; the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973; and the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974.
The assessment of each of these programs and the
lessons gained therefrom is one component of the
Commission’s comprehensive study of The Intergov-
ernmental Grant System: An Assessment and Pro-
posed Policies.

This report is the Commission’s second look at the
Safe Streets Act. In our 1970 report, Making the Safe
Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge,
we concluded that the block grant was “a significant
device for achieving greater cooperation and coordi-
nation of criminal justice efforts between the States
and their political subdivisions.” The Commission
recommended that the Congress retain the block
grant approach and the states make further improve-
ments in their operations under the act. The purpose
of this later report is to determine how well the block
grant has worked since that time and what statutory
and administrative changes are desirable now.

This report was approved at a meeting of the
Commission on November 17, 1975.

Robert E. Merriam
Chairman
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Glossary

Listed below is a glossary of terms that occur in
this report. References to the “‘act” are to the Crime
Control Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-83).

A-87 —the Office of Management and Budget circu-
lar containing Federal regulations on project costs
in grants to state and local governments. _

A-95—the Office of Management and Budget circu-
lar establishing a process for project notification
and review to facilitate coordinated planning and
project development on an intergovernmental
basis for certain Federal assistance programs.

A-102—the Office of Management and Budget
circular establishing a uniform administration
requirement for grants-in-aid to state and local
governments.

Assumption of costs—the process by which a state
or local government assumes the cost of a program
after a reasonable period of Federal assistance.

Block grant—the LEAA funds awarded to a state as
its Part C annual action grant. The block grant
accounts for 85 percent of appropriations under
the act.

Buy-in—under Section 303(2), Part C of the act,
states are required to contribute 25 percent of the
non-Federal funds for a project.

CJCC —criminal justice coordinating council.

Comprehensive plan —a document containing a state’s
total statement of criminal justice resources,
problems, -priorities and planned programs. Com-



prehensive plans are prepared annually and sub-
mitted to LEAA for approval.

Continuation funding —continued Federal funding of
a project beyond the initial award period.

Crime index offenses — offenses aggregated in the an-
nual FBI *“*Uniform Crime Reports.” The seven
index offenses are: criminal homicide, forcible
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, lar-
ceny-theft and motor vehicle theft. )

Discretionary grant—the money LEAA awards to
individual state or local agencies to initiate,
continue, improve or expand on a particular crim-
inal justice program. Award of discretionary
grants is contingent upon LEAA’s approval of a
discretionary grant application. Discretionary
grants account for 15 percent of the action funds
allocated annually by LEAA.

GMIS —Grants Management Information System.
Information from the grant award document and
the grant manager is fed into a data bank in the
LEAA central office. This information is updated
by any changes that are made in the grant during
the course of the project.

Hard match—grant money that is “‘matched” by the
grantee with cash.

High Impact Anticrime program—an LEAA pro-
gram implemented in 1972 in eight cities to reduce
stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary and to
demonstrate the effectiveness of crime-specific
planning as a means of reducing crime.

Lapsed funds—funds not utilized that revert to
LEAA and are reallocated among the states by
LEAA.

LEAA —Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, part of the U.S. Department of Justice.

Match—the contribution that states are required to
make to supplement Federal grant monies.

NCJISS —National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, operated by General Elec-
tric for LEAA.

NCSCJPA — National Conference of State Criminal
Justice Planning Administrators.

NILECJ — National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice, part of LEAA.

90-day rule—the statutory requirement whereby ap-
plications for block grants from units of local
government must be approved or disapproved no
later than 90 days after receipt by the SPA.
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OLEA —Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, the
predecessor to LEAA.

ORO —Office of Regional Operations, part of LEAA.

Part B/Planning Grant—Part B of Title [ of the act
provides for the creation of the state planning
agencies and the allocation of funds to the state
planning agencies for criminal justice planning
purposes. There are two kinds of planning grants
—advance and annual.

Part C/Action Grant—Part C of Title I of the act
provides for funds to carry out various programs
planned under Part B of the act. Eighty-five per-
cent of the action funds are allocated in block
grants based on population; 15 percent of the
action funds are distributed as discretionary
grants.

Part E—Part E of Title I of the act provides funds
for the improvement of correctional facilities.
Fifty percent of Part E allocations are distributed
on a formula basis and 50 percent are discretion-
ary grants,

Pilot Cities program —a broad-based test and imple-
mentation program designed to improve each
aspect of the criminal justice system in two me-
dium-size cities—San Jose, Calif.,, and Dayton,
Ohio.

RPU —regional planning unit.

SAC—Statistical Analysis Center. About 35 states
have SACs, whose function is to provide and dis-
seminate objective analysis of criminal justice data.

Soft match—grant money that is ‘‘matched” by
something other than money, such as personnel,
facilities, etc.

SPA —state criminal justice planning agency.

Special conditions —specific conditions attached by
LEAA to a comprehensive plan, block grant or
discretionary grant.

Troika —the three-person administration that headed
LEAA prior to the 1971 amendments to the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968.

Uniform Crime Reports—annual compilation of
crime index offenses published by the FBI.

Variable pass-through—under amendments to Sec-
tion 303(2), Part C of the act, states are required
to pass through to local units of government a
percentage of action funds equal to their share in
total non-Federal expenditures for faw enforce-
ment during the preceding fiscal year.
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Case Studies






Chapter VI

State Administration of the
Safe Streets Act:
A Comparative Analysis

207

As part of the Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations’ (ACIR) examination of the
seven-year record in administering Safe Streets block
grants, field research was conducted in 10 states.
This effort was considered necessary to illustrate in
somewhat greater depth the varying approaches used
in planning for the distribution of Safe Streets
funds; to cross-check the findings from the national
surveys of state, regional and local experience under
the program; and to gain firsthand impressions about
the major issues surrounding the operation of the
block grant.

The following comparative analysis attempts to
give an overview of the results of the field research.
The findings presented and conclusions drawn here
should not necessarily be viewed as applicable to all
states. Rather, they should be reviewed in conjunc-
tion with the information contained in other chapters
of this report.

SITE SELECTION AND METHODOLOGY

A variety of factors were considered in selecting
the case study states. Chief among these were:
population size, crime rate, geographic location, the
division of state-local direct criminal justice expen-
ditures and the degree of centralization or decentrali-
zation of the states’ administration of the Safe
Streets program. A cross-section of states was
sought reflecting the above primary factors.
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Other considerations in site selection were:
whether or not the state planning agency (SPA)
had assumed additional criminal justice responsibil-
ities; whether the SPA was established by statute or
by executive order; whether there had been stability
or high turnover among SPA executive directors; and
whether there were any unique political, structural
or economic characteristics of the state that made it
a particularly appropriate or inappropriate subject
for a case study. In addition, the advice of both
LEAA and the National Conference of State Crim-
inal Justice Planning Administrators was sought
to determine if there were any other factors that
should be taken into account.

The 10 states chosen (California, Kentucky, Mas-
sachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Mexico,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio and Pennsyl-
vania) constituted a fairly representative group.
California and Massachusetts were progressive
urban states, both undergoing a change of gover-
nors and SPA directors. Minnesota, on the other
hand, had enjoyed stable SPA leadership. Penn-
sylvania and Missouri had highly decentralized SPA
operations with strong and vocal regions, while Ohio
represented the best example of the “‘mini-block
grant” concept. North Carolina was included as a
southern state with a state-dominated criminal jus-
tice system and an SPA chaired by the governor.
New Mexico and North Dakota were thought to be
good examples of small rural states, with the leg-
islature in the latter substantially involved in the
program. In Kentucky, the SPA had been placed
in an umbrella Department of Justice and performed
criminal justice functions in addition to the distribu-
tion of Safe Streets funds.

This sample represents one-fifth of the states
and approximately one-third of both the United
States population and the total number of index
crimes. The 10 states collectively receive 29 percent
of the Part B block grant funds and 32 percent of the
Part C block grant funds. {See Appendix VIII-1,
p. 231.)

Depending upon the size and complexity of the
state, teams of two to four people visited each state
for a period of one to two weeks. Interviews were
scheduled with the following officials or their aides:

State Level

Governor;
Attorney General;
SPA supervisory board chairman;

“cial records,

SPA executive director;
Principal SPA staff members;
Representatives from:
state legislature;
state budget office;
major state criminal justice agencies;
public interest groups;

Regional Level

RPU supervisory board chairman;
RPU executive director;
Principal RPU staff members;

Local Level

Chief executive official (mayors, city managers);
Legislative officials (county commissioners, city
council members);
Representatives from:
Local criminal justice planning units;
Major local criminal justice agencies.

During the site visits, information also was gathered
from SPA and RPU grant files, minutes of meetings,
policy manuals, annual comprehensive plans, finan-
audit reports and other available
sources.

In each state two regions, two cities and two coun-
ties were chosen for more intensive study. These were
selected with some care to obtain urban and rural
representation, to cover different types of govern-
mental units and to assess varying experiences with
the Safe Streets program, ranging from strongly
positive to unsatisfactory. In selecting regions and
localities to visit within the states, ACIR relied
heavily on the advice of the SPA and other officials
knowledgeable about substate conditions. A listing
of all regions and localities visited is presented in
Appendix VIII-2, p. 234.

A total of 483 state and local officials were inter-
viewed, including:

e 208 state officials, as follows: 11 present
or former SPA executive directors, five
SPA supervisory board chairmen, four
governors or their staff representatives,
10 attorneys general or their staff repre-
sentatives, 79 members of the SPA staff,
13 representatives from state budget of-
fices, 22 representatives of state legis-
latures, and 64 representatives of state
criminal justice agencies.



® Local officials (72 elected and 116 ap-
pointed) as follows: 93 city representa-
tives, and 95 county representatives.

® 9 public interest group and miscellaneous
representatives.

® 10 LEAA regional office representatives.

® 77 regional planning unit or criminal jus-
tice coordinating council representatives,
as follows: 12 RPU board chairmen, and
65 RPU staff members.

The field teams visited a total of 27 regional plan-
ning units, four criminal justice coordinating coun-
cils, 32 cities and 28 counties from May through
August, 1975.

The interviews were structured around a series
of central research questions concerning issues that
have arisen with respect to the Safe Streets program
and the block grant instrument.' Departures from
the general questions were made, however, depend-
ing upon the interviewee's knowledge and role in
the program, as well as upon time limitations. During
the interviews, the field team also focused specifical-
ly on issues relating to the particular factors for
which the state was chosen, such as frequent changes
in leadership or decentralized planning structure.
Because of the small number of jurisdictions visited
in each state and the varying knowledge of the inter-
viewees about the program, a quantitative analysis
of the interview responses was thought to be mean-
ingless and was not attempted.

Neither the case studies nor the comparative
analysis should be viewed as a rigorous assessment
based on a highly sophisticated evaluative design.
Time and staff constraints barred such an approach.

Although each SPA director and other key inter-
viewees were invited to review the draft case study
for their state, as well as the comparative analysis,
and comment on its accuracy and completeness,
caution should still be exercised in making generali-
zations, particularly from the analysis of the sample
- of grants examined in each state (see Appendix VIII-
3, p. 236 and the opinions of the interviewees. Yet, if
used in conjunction with other data presented in this
report, the case studies and comparative analysis
can be helpful in understanding the operation of the
block grant under varying conditions and the
major issues affecting the Safe Streets program at
the state and local levels.

STATE AND LOCAL
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING

In the original Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, Congress placed a strong
emphasis upon planning by the states. Each state
was required to develop a comprehensive plan, which
had to be approved by LEAA before a state could
receive block grant funds.

The statutory definition of an “‘approved compre-
hensive state plan” was quite specific about the
areas to be addressed in the plan but vague about
the standards of completeness and specificity that
must be met in order for a plan to be judged compre-
hensive. While statements that a plan shall ‘“‘ade-
quately take into account the needs and requests of
units of general local government . . .”> or “provide
for the effective utilization of existing facilities”
expressed the intent of Congress, they left much to
the interpretation of the administering agency,
LEAA.

The field studies confirmed findings from the
national questionnaire surveys that very little
criminal justice planning was taking place in the
states prior to the implementation of the Safe
Streets Act. Such planning as had been done was
neither comprehensive nor systematic. In seven of
the 10 states studied, organizations had been estab-
lished to undertake various criminal justice planning,
research and data-gathering responsibilities. Sev-
eral governors had established a planning commit-
tee in anticipation of passage of the Safe Streets
Act, and two states (North Dakota, Pennsylvania)
had established a group to set statewide standards
for police recruitment and training. Most of the
initiative for these early efforts appears to have
emanated from the national recognition given the
crime problem by the Johnson Administration and
the President’s Crime Commission, and the financial
support of the Office of Law Enforcement Assis-
tance (1965-1968). None of the 10 states had any
comprehensive criminal justice planning efforts
underway prior to 1965.

At the local level, only the larger cities and
counties had established criminal justice planning
capacity before 1968; this was usually quite limited
and did not include all components of the criminal
justice system. No evidence was found of any
criminal justice planning at the regional level prior
to the passage of the Safe Streets Act, with the
exception of a few of the older, more well-established
councils of governments (COG).
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In 1969, the 10 states were faced with preparing
a comprehensive plan in a short period in order to
be eligible for block grants and time was quite
limited, even where a planning group had previous-
ly been established. In almost all cases, there was
a strong emphasis on “‘getting the money out in the
field” during the early days of the program. With
small staffs hastily assembled, a plan was barely
produced and approved before it was necessary to
establish grant review and award procedures to
distribute the large amounts of block grant funds.
There was little time to collect and analyze data to
determine real needs and problems. Most interview-
ees thought that, especially during these early years,
comprehensive planning was more a myth than a
reality and that the annual plan was little more
than a compliance document developed by the state
to fulfill a requirement to receive funds and there-
fore was of little value to their state-local criminal
justice systems.

Another opinion expressed by interviewees in the
10 states was that insufficient time and/or funds
were allotted to planning at the outset of the pro-
gram relative to the amounts of action grants that
had to be distributed. This, coupled with the lack of
an adequate planning period prior to the receipt of
the first block grants in 1969, put the SPAs in the
position of having to use limited planning (Part B)
funds to support a small staff, the majority of whom
were involved in the grant review and award process.
Little time and staff remained for planning and this,
of necessity, restricted activity to the use of Safe
Streets dollars alone. According to some officials
interviewed, it also established the role of the SPA as
a funding organization—an identity that has been
difficult to change. An additional problem faced in
the beginning of the program was the absence of pro-
fessional criminal justice planners.

Organizationally, the early planning was carried
out primarily by the state. Regions and local units
of government were not yet well enough organized to
engage in criminal justice planning.

Although the initial demands of the allocation
process necessitated an emphasis on funding rather
than on planning, this situation changed. According
to interviewees in the 10 states, several factors led
to greater attention to planning as the program ma-
tured: (1) as the SPA became more experienced, the
processing and awarding of grants became more
routinized, thus demanding less staff time; (2) in-
creased planning funds made it possible for SPAs
to have a larger planning staff with greater exper-

tise; (3) many of the most immediate and visible
needs of the criminal justice system were being
met, and with growing competition for funds it be-
came necessary to more systematically identify needs
and to plan the distribution of scarce resources;
(4) the fairly rapid development of regional and
local planning capabilities took some of the burden
off the SPAs, enabling them to address broader
planning issues rather than the mechanics of grant
processing; and (5) the large percentage of projects
that were continued from previous years meant that
planning efforts could be concentrated on the imple-
mentation of a smaller number of new activities each
year.

For these and other reasons, officials in every
state thought that the planning abilities of the SPAs
had increased significantly between 1969 and
1975. Yet, as will be discussed in the following sec-
tions, the nature and scope of comprehensive crim-
inal justice planning at the state and local levels
remains limited despite this progress.

Nature and Scope of Planning Activities

While the particular kinds of planning activities
varied from state to state, some characteristics of the
planning process were common to all.

identification of State Policies and Priorities

All 10 SPAs have established policies and priori-
ties that exclude certain activities from funding and
encourage others. Some do not review and refine
these priorities on an annual basis as part of the
planning process. The SPAs that set annual priori-
ties to guide each year’s funding (Ohio, Minnesota,
California, Kentucky, Massachusetts, North Da-
kota) do so at the start of each year’s planning cycle
to give their RPUs guidance about which activities
can and cannot be supported with Safe Streets funds.
In most cases, these priorities and policies do not
change significantly over time, partly because of the
high percentage of projects that continue from one
year to the next.

Certain kinds of SPA funding policies were par-
ticularly irksome to regional and local officials. Of
these, the most frequently mentioned by local offi-
cials was the exclusion of jurisdictions or agencies
under a certain population size from eligibility to
receive funds for certain kinds of projects. These
policies were based on assumptions that only larger
jurisdictions needed such projects or. that funding



many small jurisdictions produced wasteful duplica-
tion. SPA prohibitions against the award of funds
to very small police departments was the most com-
mon example of this differentiation. Kentucky and
Massachusetts, more than other states, relied on
such policies to target their Safe Streets monies, with
Massachusetts excluding almost all jurisdictions
from funding except its seven large urban areas
and its state agencies.

In identifying priorities each year and in choosing
particular activities to include in the annual plan, no
SPA relied primarily on the analysis of crime rates
or other criminal justice data to determine needs
and problems. Although several SPAs examined
such data in establishing their funding priorities,
the chief method of pianning used was a review of
criminal justice needs as perceived and identified
by state and local criminal justice agencies and the
SPA staff.

Solicitation of Local Input in the Planning Process

All 10 states have developed some means for ob-
taining local ideas about Safe Streets funding. Most
of them have relied on the RPUs to canvass their
localities each year, either through mailouts or pub-
lic hearings. In states with decentralized planning,
the RPUs then assessed local needs and requests
and made decisions concerning regional funding,
which were submitted to the SPA in the form of
regional plans. In the states with centralized
planning, the RPUs submitted either a list of all
identified projects for funding in priority order or a
more general statement of regional needs. In many
cases, large urban governments have submitted their
own proposed activities either to their RPU or to
the SPA. The SPAs usually have notified other
state criminal justice agencies of the areas in which
funding is available and have requested their pro-
posed activities.

In no state studied did the SPA conduct an
analysis of law enforcement and criminal justice
needs of the state. The planning roles of most SPAs
(with the possible exceptions of Massachusetts,
Kentucky and Minnesota) was primarily reactive,
responding to others’ proposals. These activities were
reviewed against SPA policies and priorities; deci-
sions then were made as to which would receive
funding.

There are some distinct advantages to the reactive
role. It relies heavily on those closest to the problem
to identify their own needs. It also insures imple-

mentation of the plan, because the activities planned
are those for which there had already been a need
expressed and, in many cases, applicants identified.
Several instances were discovered where the SPA,
acting without local input, had identified a need and
allocated resources accordingly, only to have the
funds lie unused because the need was not per-
ceived by others. Yet, the reactive approach does
not insure that the problems identified by others
are the most serious ones. Although this very well
may be the case, the SPAs have neither the man-
power nor information to determine statewide
criminal justice needs.

In ail 10 states studied, SPA planning activities
focused almost exclusively on the distribution of
Safe Streets funds. In none of the states did the
SPA assume a broader planning role for all state
criminal justice activities, even though some
SPAs conducted studies of particular functional
areas, problems or programs. Even in Kentucky,
where a reorganization was implemented to give the
SPA a central planning role within a Department
of Justice containing the major state criminal jus-
tice agencies, the SPA has been unable to assume a
coordinative planning and. budgeting responsibility.

Many reasons were given for the limited scope of
SPA planning: the political strength of the state
criminal justice agencies that wish to retain their
autonomy; the burdens placed on understaffed SPAs
by the administration of the Safe Streets program,;
the SPAs’ lack of expertise; the high turnover of the
SPA professional staff; and the limited leverage pro-
vided by the small amount of funds available.

Yet many of the states studied have undertaken
other responsibilities in addition to the adminis-
tration of the Safe Streets program. Several SPAs
(Ohio, Kentucky, Minnesota, North Carolina, North
Dakota) are responsible for establishing statewide
standards for criminal justice. Some oversee and
operate statewide criminal justice information sys-
tems (Massachusetts, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Pennsylvania). Although not a major responsibility
of any of the 10 SPAs, several have become involved
in drafting and proposing criminal justice legisla-
tion, either independently or for the governor (Penn-
sylvania, Massachusetts, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Kentucky, Ohio). Almost all SPAs have
testified before their legislatures on pending leg-
islation, and most have expressed a desire to become
more deeply involved in legislative matters should
staff resources permit. In no state studied, how-
ever, did the legislators interviewed view the SPA
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as their prime source of advice and counsel on crim-
inal justice legislation.

Many of the SPAs visited have made studies,
surveys and reports on criminal-justice-related mat-
ters within their state (Pennsylvania, Kentucky,
Massachusetts, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Ohio, Minnesota, California). Usually these ma-
terials either stem from or are used in the SPA
planning process. They are also used by other
parties.

Despite these peripheral activities and respon-
sibilities, it is clear that the primary role of the
SPAs visited is the distribution of Safe Streets funds.

Decentralization v. Centralization
of Planning Responsibility

The most important single difference in planning
approaches was in the responsibilities of the 10
SPAs relative to those of regions and local units of
government. A general trend was apparent indicat-
ing decentralization of authority and responsibility
from the SPA to the regions and large urban, city
and county planning units. This trend has been
promoted, and in some cases required, by LEAA as
a means of insuring greater local involvement in the
Safe Streets program. Yet, it also has resulted from
the increasing size and ability of the regional and
local staffs. In earlier years, the regions served
largely as information conduits between the SPAs
and applicants. But, as the numbers of grants rose
and the administrative burdens grew, RPUs and
criminal justice coordinating councils (CJCCs) as-
sumed greater responsibilities. SPAs have come to
rely more heavily on the information supplied by the
regions, because they are closer to the applicants
and the projects and are usually more familiar with
their problems and progress.

Decentralization of planning responsibility is not
occurring without resistance. In most of the 10
states, relations between the SPAs and the regions
were at the least strained and, ‘in some cases, openly
hostile. The regions are seeking more influence in
the SPA decision-making process, resenting what
they deem their earlier role as stepchildren of the
program. Massachusetts, Kentucky, Missouri and
California RPU directors or staff members are
forming organizations to present their positions more
forcefully before the SPA.

After observing the planning process in the 10
case study states, several general features can be
identified that distinguish decentralized from cen-

tralized approaches. Centralized planning is char-
acterized by:

1) The presence of specific and firmly en-
forced SPA funding policies that deter-
mine the kinds of activities that may or
may not be funded at the regional level;

2) The limitation of the amount of plan-
ning capacity, authority and responsibili-
ty given the RPUs relative to the SPA;

3) The absence of a fixed percentage dis-
tribution of block grant funds among
RPUs;

4) The lack of well-defined and specific re-
gional plans outlining proposed activities
that form the basis for the SPA’s annual
plan; and

5) The SPA’s retention of authority for
approving the funding of individual pro-
jects.

Although none of the 10 states incorporate all of the
above characteristics, several (Massachusetts,
Kentucky, Minnesota, North Dakota and North
Carolina) display enough of these aspects to
warrant their classification as states with a cen-
tralized planning approach.

In contrast, four other states (Pennsylvania, Cali-
fornia, Ohio and Missouri) tend to use a far more
decentralized planning approach, characterized by:

1) The delegation of substantial authority
and responsibility for planning and
funding decisions to regional planning
units;

2) The fixed allocation of block grant funds
to RPUs on a percentage basis;

3) The capacity and authority for RPUs
to develop regional plans, which form
the basis of the annual state plan; and

4) The absence of specific SPA policies
that identify or restrict the activities
to be funded with Safe Streets funds.

Again, it should be noted that the 10 SPAs dis-
play a mix of the two approaches. No SPA uses a
totally centralized or a totally decentralized planning
process.

Of the characteristics distinguishing centralized
from decentralized planning approaches, the most
important is the presence or absence of a regional



aliocation process. In the centralized states, re-
gional planning units act as advisory bodies only,
receiving (in most instances) all proposed projects,
either in the planning or funding process, and for-
warding them to the SPA with their recommenda-
tions. The RPUs almost always recommend the
approval of all applications, however, because (1)
they want to bring as much Federal money into the
region as possible and the more applications they
have, the better their chances are; and (2) there
is some reluctance on the part of RPU board mem-
bers to vote to turn down the application of another
member for fear that their own applications will be
disapproved.

This situation results in applications being for-
warded to the SPA totaling more than the available
funds, giving the SPA staff and supervisory board
the opportunity to apply their own priorities in
choosing the regional projects that they wish to fund.

In the states with decentralized planning, the
SPA, using an allocation formula that is usually
based upon population and crime rates, makes an
allocation of block grant funds to each region. The
region uses this figure as a ceiling when consid-
ering activities to include in its plan or applications
for funding. In these circumstances, the RPU makes
the basic decision whether to approve or disapprove
funding of an activity and, even though this decision
is phrased as a recommendation, the SPA board
almost always concurs.

Sometimes, as in the case of Ohio, a “mini block
grant” is made to the RPU after the SPA has given
its approval of the overall regional plan. In other
states, such as Pennsylvania and California, the SPA
holds the RPU allocations at the state level and
distributes the funds directly to the grantee as the
RPU approves and forwards the applications to
the SPA for its review and approval.

Under the decentralized planning structure, the
state comprehensive plan represents primarily a
compilation of RPU-proposed projects. In the
centralized planning structure, the SPA has more
flexibility in allocating funds in its plan and choos-
ing activities to be funded.

This is not to say that SPAs with decentralized
planning do not establish basic policies and
priorities to guide planning and funding. Some
most certainly do. Under decentralized planning,
however, these broad policies and priorities guide
RPU planning, whereas in a centralized system
they guide the decisions of the SPA staff and
supervisory board. Also, in centralized planning

these policies and priorities usually outiine the
activities that may be supported with Safe Streets
funds, whereas in decentralized planning they
focus on excluding certain items or activities. In this
way SPAs with centralized planning take a more ac-
tive role in directing their funds to certain areas
instead of considering applications for any activity.

In interviews with state and local officials, various
criticisms were leveled at the two approaches. The
most frequent critics of centralization were regions
and local units of government. Their views tended to
focus on four general concerns: (1) that the SPA ig-
nores local input in establishing its plan categories,
programs and priorities; (2) that the more innovative
programs the SPAs are promoting and are willing
to fund are often not those that cities and counties
need most, resulting in a reluctance on the part of
localities to initiate new projects, less commitment to
those that are ultimately funded, a higher rate of
project failure and a greater reluctance to assume
the costs when Safe Streets funding ends; (3) that
local priorities are not followed when the SPA
chooses activities for funding from among all re-
gional inputs; and (4) that the RPUs cannot do
serious planning because they never know the
amount of dollars they will receive or which projects
will be funded from one year to the next.

The SPAs with centralized planning countered
these arguments by pointing out that the state
must control planning decisions in order to: (1)
insure comprehensive funding of all areas; (2) focus
resources on innovative rather than routine criminal
justice activities; (3) target resources on particular
problems, thus offering a greater opportunity for
impact; and (4) use funds as an incentive to local
governments to reform outdated criminal justice
practices and programs. The state providing the best
example of this approach was Massachusetts, where
an historically strong, highly centralized SPA plan-
ning operation was and is encountering rising local
resistance in a period of increased competition for
scarce Safe Streets resources and matching funds.

Critics of the decentralized planning approach
feared that local political influences would result in
the funding of routine projects and generate duplica-
tion and overlapping services, thus preventing
system coordination and comprehensive planning.
They also questioned the competence of local plan-
ning staffs and the adequacy of their resources and
noted that most localities provided only police
protection, with courts and corrections handled
largely by the state. Under these conditions, com-
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prehensive planning at the local level is difficult, if
not impossible.

On the other hand, proponents of decentralized
planning thought that regional units and local gov-
ernments are far more aware of their real needs than
is the SPA. They believed decentralized planning
results in more responsible and realistic program-
ming, because it more closely reflects the wishes of
those who must ultimately assume the cost of the
projects.

Some impressions regarding planning based on
observations in the ten states are as follows:

Planning responsibilities seem to be most effect-
ively decentralized to large urban regions or large
city or county governments, rather than to small
rural regions. Although small rural RPUs were
highly praised by local officials for their assis-
tance, particularly in developing applications and
processing grants, they had neither the staff re-
sources nor the expertise to carry out a major
planning role. Further, neither the Part C grants
received by these rural areas nor their crime prob-
lems appear to justify a greater planning role. On
the other hand, several large, urban RPUs had
mounted quite sophisticated planning efforts, and
their staff resources were capable of administering
a block grant from the state. This was found to be
particularly true of large single-county RPUs serv-
ing one metropolitan area and having large and
experienced planning staffs.

Under both decentralized and centralized plan-
ning. approaches, there is a great need for the SPA
to establish and communicate clearly defined poli-
cies and priorities to guide statewide Safe Streets
funding. A common complaint among regional and
local officials, particularly in states with central-
ized planning, was that they did not know the
policy basis upon which the SPAs made decisions
concerning Safe Streets funding. Under a decentral-
ized planning approach, the establishment of
statewide policies and priorities is particularly
important, because it is the primary way in which
the SPA can direct funds to specific areas or needs.

Centralized planning seems most appropriate, and
is accepted by local officials, in states where major
responsibilities for criminal justice reside with the
state, and in smaller, more rural states with limited
planning funds. In the latter, the RPUs (with the
exception of the large urban RPUs or CJICCs) most
often consist of one- or two-person staffs; in
many cases, one staff person would serve two regions.
In these instances, the RPU staff were usually little

more than administrative grantsmen, assisting ap-
plicants in writing grants and developing reports
and data required by the SPA. Small towns and
counties saw their RPU staff person as extremely
beneficial in informing them of available SPA
funds and in handling grant-related paperwork.
Moreover, the rural RPU staffs also assisted small
towns and counties in non-Safe Streets matters. Yet,
these small RPUs could not be expected to perform
a major planning role. An annual block grant allo-
cation from the state to these regions would probably
be so small that it would dilute the impact of the
funds and produce more administrative burdens than
it would be worth.

An additional finding gained from interviews with
local officials was that larger cities and counties in
multi-county regions preferred to deal with the SPA
directly rather than to operate through an RPU
(except when the jurisdiction controlled the RPU).
Often, the larger cities resented having to go
through what they considered to be an arbitrarily
established administrative unit in order to receive
funding for their activities. The authority of the RPU
was particularly resented in states with decentralized
planning and in states where the RPUs had sub-
stantial authority over funding decisions within their
regions. Smaller communities often resented the
influence of the larger cities in a region.

In the sample states, most of the RPUs estab-
lished for criminal justice planning purposes were
not part of, or under the jurisdiction of, multi-
purpose regional planning agencies set up to handle
other regional programs in health, transportation,
manpower or similar fields. Some shared facilities
with such agencies, but only a small percentage were
incorporated into multipurpose RPUs. Officials in
several states believed that it was inevitable that the
freestanding criminal justice RPUs would eventually
merge with the multipurpose regional bodies to save
money, increase visibility and consolidate authority.
Many local officials, however, were wary of any
such move, viewing it a threat to their own influence
and independence.

At present, the only contact between the free-
standing criminal justice RPUs and the multipurpose
regional organizations is the required A-95 clearance
process, usually performed by the latter. This clear-
ance appears to be a rather routine procedure with
little substantive impact. No conclusion could be
reached concerning the planning effectiveness of the
freestanding vs. multipurpose RPUs included in the
field work.



In summary, compared with their relatively minor
role in 1969-1970, regional planning units are
achieving a growing influence in the Safe Streets
program —an influence that can be most productive
under the appropriate circumstances outlined above.
This development, however, has been accompanied
by considerable state-regional and intraregional fric-
tion.

Comprehensive Planning
or Comprehensive Funding?

The most difficult judgment to make about SPA
planning relates to its comprehensiveness. Congress,
in the original act and subsequent amendments,
has set an ambitious standard of comprehensiveness
for. each state plan—that none of the SPAs visited
fully met. On the one hand, the results of SPA
planning, in terms of the distribution of Safe Streets
funds, appear to be quite comprehensive, both func-
tionally and geographically. Al components of the
criminal justice system receive a share of the funds.
Moreover, the funds appear to be spread widely
among jurisdictions of all types and sizes (except
in Massachusetts).

On the other hand, both state and local officials
agree that the planning process is far from compre-
hensive. None of the 10- SPAs conducts an overall
comparative analysis of the problems of the total
criminal justice system and directs its resources
accordingly. Rarely are the criminal justice activities
of state and local agencies planned and coordi-
nated with the activities supported by the SPAs.
For the most part, SPA planning in the states vis-
ited is project-based and lacks a well-defined set
of goals against which to measure individual proj-
ects. Although project-based planning can be a
very effective means of allocating resources to
achieve a successful rate of project implementation,
without a broader frame of reference within which
to judge the merits of individual programs, the risk
of supporting lower-priority objectives or activities
with conflicting purposes inevitably arises.

Given the constraints under which the SPA is
operating, comprehensive planning, as defined by
Congress, is difficult to achieve. The first, and by
far the most significant, obstacle here is the lack of
authority, under the mandates by which the 10 SPAs
were established, to require the cooperation from
other state agencies needed to carry out compre-
hensive planning. Further, in establishing the SPAs
in 1968, no governor gave the SPA authority to con-

duct comprehensive planning for all state criminal
justice needs. This remains the case in all states,
with the exception of Kentucky. Thus, the annual
plans developed by the SPAs have far less meaning
for the state criminal justice system than the annual
state budget document that indicates the allocation
of all state criminal justice resources. Although some
officials believed that, in theory, the state budgeting
process and the SPA planning process should be
linked, very few saw this as a realistic possibility.

Another strong limiting factor is the highly frag-
mented nature of the criminal justice system, which
makes coordination and comprehensive planning ex-
tremely difficult. The lack of consensus about the
most effective solutions to existing law enforcement
and criminal justice problems also presents formid-
able intellectual and political problems. Thus, as
several SPA officials noted, even in the most ideal
circumstances, planning is a very ambitious enter-
prise.

A third limiting factor is the lack of staff resources
to manage an adequate grant program and to plan
comprehensively for the state’s criminal justice
needs, even if SPAs were authorized to do so. De-
spite assurances from state and local officials that
SPA planning capacity has increased greatly since
1969, it is still apparent that the primary focus of
most SPA staff activity is on the award, distribu-
tion and management of Safe Streets funds, with
development of the plan viewed largely as a re-
quirement to receive Federal aid.

An additional problem faced by the SPA directors
is what they believe to be the inordinate and totally
inappropriate amount of staff time devoted to
matters of form rather than substance in developing
an annual comprehensive plan. Most directors find
several sections of the comprehensive plan required
by LEAA to be only somewhat useful, particularly
the Past Progress Report, Related Plans, Programs
and Systems, Multiyear Forecast of Results and Ac-
complishments and the Multiyear Budget and
Federal Plan. In fact, one SPA director indicated
that the extraordinary effort and time involved in
producing an annual plan to comply with LEAA’s
guidelines precludes any real planning. Another
SPA planning director stated that only after the
comprehensive plan has been completed and sent to
LEAA does the SPA have time to do any meaning-
ful planning, because most activity prior to that
time is geared to compliance with a plethora of fiscal
and procedural requirements.

Most of the SPA directors lamented this fact,
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wishing to be able to devote more resources to
planning rather than to grants management. Yet,
because of limited Part B funds, they do not have
staff resources to do both. In order to maintain
accountability, their first priority is to review,
award and administer their grants effectively. De-
spite inadequate resources, the primary roadblock to
comprehensive planning remains the lack of autho-
rity given the SPA by the governor or legislature to
plan for all state criminal justice resources.

Representation and Influence
in the Planning Process

During the site visits to the 10 states, the field
team paid particular attention to identifying which
groups, if any, exercised the most influence in the
planning and funding decisions of the SPAs.

Board v. Staff

Almost all SPA and RPU supervisory board
members interviewed expressed less interest in
planning activities than in the awarding of grants.
According to these officials, the board members’
participation reflected their interest in funding
decisions rather than in planning decisions. This
was particularly true during the early years of the
Safe Streets program before applicants or board
members realized the importance of having monies
set aside in the appropriate program category during
the planning process in order to receive funding at a
later date.

Other reasons for the disinterest of board mem-
bers in planning decisions were the complexity of
the planning requirements and guidelines and the
limited period of time over which planning activities
are carried out. Moreover, when funds are allocated
to particular program categories, the applicant is
often unknown and the descriptions of programs to
be funded are intentionally general to allow a wide
variety of activities to be included under each cate-
gory. For these and other reasons, the planning
process in the past has been of less interest to most
board members than the funding process.

In several states, this led the supervisory boards
to abdicate responsibility for most planning decisions
to the SPA staff. According to state and local offi-
cials in those states, the influence wielded by the
SPA staff has been particularly powerful in Massa-
chusetts, Minnesota and Kentucky, leading to
charges from RPUs and localities in those states

that the SPA board acts as a rubber stamp for staff
recommendations in the planning process. The threat
of short time deadlines, inundation with voluminous
materials to be read prior to meetings and the
infrequent calling of board meetings were all tactics
that SPA directors were charged with using to cause
board members to rely on staff recommendations.
Partially in response to this criticism, two SPA
boards (Massachusetts and Kentucky) have recently
reasserted their authority and become much more
actively involved in the planning process.

Other factors also have prompted this change.
As applicants have come to realize the importance of
having their projects included in the annual plan and
as competition for funds has increased, the boards
have become aware of the need for greater involve-
ment in issues and decisions during the planning
stages. Several SPA directors believe that board
participation in developing funding policies and
priorities is a far more appropriate and important
role than becoming involved in the minutiae of grant
awards, most of which were decided during the
planning stage. Also, many board members are be-
ginning to see the need to develop firm funding
policies as competition for dollars heightens.

Criminal Justice Representatives

In studying the representation on SPA and RPU
boards in the 10 case study states, it was found that
although law enforcement officials made up the larg-
est criminal justice constituency, in only a few
instances did their representation constitute a major-
ity of the board and, in most cases, interviewees be-
lieved that their representation and influence was
declining. The power of law enforcement agencies
was greater in the early years of the program be-
cause: (1) there was a narrower view of law enforce-
ment, one that tended to equate both criminal justice
and the Safe Streets Act with law enforcement
activities; (2) the law enforcement agencies were bet-
ter prepared for a Federal grant program and were
able to use the funds quickly; and (3) governors and
local elected officials looked to law enforcement
agencies for a quick response to rising crime rates.

In most states, the courts were deemed to be the
component of the criminal justice system that was
least represented on SPA boards, had relatively little
influence on the program and had received the small-
est percentage of funds. Many interviewees thought
that this was a function of the judges’ preference for
autonomy and independence in light of the separa-



tion of powers doctrine, their unwillingness to
compete for Federal funding and their conservative
approach to criminal justice reform. Several of the
SPAs visited were concerned about the role of the
courts in the program and were making an effort to
increase judicial representation on their supervisory
boards.

State Agency v. Local Officials

One of the most consistent complaints of regional
and local officials in the 10 states was that state
agencies not only were disproportionately repre-
sented on SPA boards relative to local officials, but
also that their plans and applications were often
given less rigorous review and more favorable
treatment than local ones.

It does appear that state agency representatives
frequently account for a larger percentage of SPA
board membership than their percentage of funding
would warrant. This usually was because governors
automatically appointed the heads of the major state
criminal justice agencies as ex-officio members of
the SPA boards, or they were designated members
by statute. Several interviewees believed that state
agencies’ proposals were not given close scrutiny by
other board members for fear of retaliation against
their own grants. Because the overwhelming major-
ity of both SPA and RPU board members, in one
form or another, were either the direct or indirect
recipients of Safe Streets grants, most interviewees
accepted this form of political logrolling as a fact of
life.

Another possible reason why state agency grants
may receive less scrutiny by SPA boards is that the
SPA staff deals directly with state agency personnel
in reviewing their plans and grants. Thus the SPA
boards and staffs may feel more confident in approv-
ing state agency applications than those that have
been reviewed and recommended for approval by the
regions without SPA staff contact with the appli-
cant.

From the sample of states, it appears that local
elected officials are not represented on the SPA
board to any great extent—certainly their repre-
sentation does not come close to the 51 percent
representation required on RPU boards. Although
SPAs are not required to have a minimum number
of local representatives on their supervisory
boards, the lack of adequate representation was a
common complaint among local chief executives
and legislators.

Effects of Staff Turnover

It is clear from the case studies that the most
influential factor in the operation of the SPA
has been the SPA executive director. The director
sets the tone of the SPA’s activity, largely deter-
mines the nature of the planning and funding pro-
cesses and may exert influence on the SPA’s funding
policies and priorities, particularly in those states
in which the SPA staff plays an influential role rela-
tive to the SPA board. Given the SPA director’s in-
fluence, the frequent turnover in this post was bound
to be a serious problem, especially when a new di-
rector changed operations and policies.

Moreover, the rapid turnover among key SPA
personnel, such as chief planners, grants managers
and evaluators was cited as a problem by several
SPA officials. This turnover, caused by the newness
of the criminal justice planning profession and the
scarcity of capable personnel, has disrupted the
continuity of SPA planning and administration and
made it difficult to formulate and implement mean-
ingful long-range plans.

As a result of the emphasis on planning in the
Safe Streets program, each SPA has developed a
sizable staff whose primary task is to prepare an
annual comprehensive plan for the state. Through
the years, each state has also developed a more or
less stable planning process which does result in
annual plans that are comprehensive in their cov-
erage. Yet, for the reasons mentioned earlier, no
state studied has conducted, or could have been ex-
pected to conduct, a planning process as comprehen-
sive as that specified in the act.

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE STATES
AND LEAA

Under a block grant, states are given relatively
wide discretion and flexibility in identifying needs,
formulating programs to deal with them and allocat-
ing resources. The role of the Federal agency is to
see that the states carry out their responsibilities in
administering Federal funds according to general
guidelines established by Congress and within the
limitations and conditions prescribed by statute. This
is accomplished by review and approval of state
plans, financial reports and other documents, as
well as by monitoring and evaluation of state
performance.

Due to the numerous conditions and requirements
placed upon the states by Congress in the Safe
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Streets Act and its amendments, the role of LEAA
is more complex and delicate than might be expected
in a pure block grant. LEAA must insure that the
intent of the act is carried out by the states by devel-
oping and enforcing guidelines and requirements of
varying specificity. It is also charged with providing
technical assistance and support to the states. And it
must carry out this dual role of enforcer and partner
with states who are fully aware of, and jealously
guard, the prerogatives that they associate with their
block grant. The relationship has been far from tran-
quil.

The primary occasion of contact—and contention
—between LEAA and the SPAs is LEAA’s review
and approval of the state annual comprehensive
plans. This process begins with the development of
official guidelines for the comprehensive plans and
annual planning grant applications for Part B funds.
In the 10 states visited, one of the strongest criticisms
of LEAA was its inability to develop and distribute
these guidelines prior to the start of the states’
planning cycles, thus forcing the SPAs to begin plan-
ning without guidelines or a knowledge of the
amount of their block grant.

LEAA officials cite several reasons for this prob-
lem: the lengthy guideline review process, congres-
sional delays in appropriating LEAA funds and
the low priority given the development of guidelines
by LEAA. These delays have been somewhat re-
duced of late, in that LEAA has taken much more
interest in the guidelines as a means of insuring
SPA compliance with the act.

Yet this recent interest has caused other difficul-
ties. One of the most consistent and strident com-
plaints of the SPAs relate to the sharp increase in
the number and complexity of requirements and
guidelines applied by LEAA since 1973. Several of
the SPAs contend that the administrative burdens
imposed by these requirements are becoming unbear-
able and are approaching those associated with
categorical programs. Particularly vexing are those
that seem to address matters of procedure and form
rather than the substance of SPA operations. Exam-
ples cited by the SPAs include: the requirement
that the annual plan be structured in a prescribed
way, the rule for cross-referencing the annual plan
with LEAA’s program categories, the necessity to
document all SPA practices and procedures, and the
need to follow and document detailed procurement
procedures.

State officials are increasingly upset about
requirements that appear to be applied more to

protect LEAA from congressional criticism than tc
promote the effectiveness of the SPAs. The SPA:
usually do not fault the LEAA regional offices for
the proliferation of guidelines because, in most
cases, they merely interpret and enforce guideline:
established by the LEAA central office in Wash.
ington. Several SPA officials, however, did questior
whether the guidelines were interpreted uniformly
among all LEAA regions.

LEAA officials admit that the guidelines have
increased substantially in recent years, and LEAA’:
enforcement of them has been more rigorous. Ye
they contend that they are only enforcing require-
ments mandated by Congress and that to do less
would mean not fulfilling their responsibilities
They also cite the many laws passed by Congres:
that, although not part of the Safe Streets Act, must
be enforced by LEAA. Examples of some of those
that increase the administrative burdens on states
and localities are:

o The National Environmental Protection
Act

e The National Historic Preservation Act

e Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policy Act

® Freedom of Information Act

® Equal Opportunity Act

® Civil Rights Act

® Equal Employment Opportunity Regula-
fions

In addition there are many standard financial guide
lines governing procurement practices that must be
adhered to by recipient states and localities.

Localities also complained loudly about increas:
ing paperwork and bureaucracy. Although finding
the block grant approach to be less cumbersome thar
Federal categorical grants, several local official:
said they would no longer apply for smaller Safe
Streets grants because the benefits did not justify
the administrative costs involved.

Many SPA officials criticized the role of LEAA
in establishing guidelines and enforcing require:
ments. Yet, there was praise for the technical as
sistance LEAA provided to the states, especially
through contracts with several organizations to make
consultant assistance available to the states. The
SPAs found this to be a particularly helpful service

There was scattered criticism throughout the
states that LEAA did not provide effective leader
ship to the SPAs in terms of demonstrating usefu



programs and projects, conducting research on new
ideas and evaluating existing activities. But this
criticism was neither loud nor frequent. Most offi-
cials did not seem to expect this kind of leadership
from LEAA. Moreover, although several states ex-
pressed the desire for a ‘‘leadership by example”
approach from LEAA, they believed that it had nei-
ther sufficient manpower nor expertise to provide
leadership to the states except through contractual
assistance.

LEAA apparently has become increasingly aware
of its responsibility to hold the SPAs accountable
for implementing the provisions of the Safe Streets
Act. It also realizes that it will be held accountable
by Congress. Through the guideline development
and plan review process, an attempt is being made
to bring all SPAs into technical compliance with the
provisions of the act. Yet the difficulty of establish-
ing realistic standards of compliance for states with
widely varying levels of competence and degrees of
accountability under their own laws, and the broad
range of interpretation that the act’s provisions
allow have produced no common agreement as to
what constitutes an acceptable level of compliance.
This assessment usually fails to each regional office
of LEAA. Lacking standards, some regional office
administrators are uneasy with this discretion and
therefore show extreme caution in allowing state
latitude and demand formally documented decisions
and actions. Much of the paperwork and reporting
requirements of which the SPAs complain seems to
stem from this need to document compliance. The
lack of any established standards also has
underscored the significance of negotiations be-
tween the regional office and the SPA as to what is
an acceptable compliance level within the provisions
of the act.

Special conditions to state plans have been used
to hasten state compliance and document LEAA’s
oversight efforts. Such conditions are a means of
allowing a state to receive its block grant alloca-
tion, while correcting some deficiencies in its opera-
tions or its comprehensive plan within a certain time
period. Most officials thought that LEAA is hesitant
to withhold approval of an SPA’s plan and face the
wrath of state and local officials. Thus, the use of
special conditions maintains some pressure on a
state to correct deficiencies without raising the
political problems caused by withholding funds. Sev-
eral SPA officials resent the use of special con-
ditions and see them as LEAA’s means of protecting
itself against criticism for not adequately enforcing

guidelines and other requirements. These officials
claim that many of the special conditions require
little more than a written SPA certification of
compliance, and actual performance has not been
rigorously monitored by LEAA. However, most SPA
officials believe this is changing as LEAA places
more emphasis on accountability.

An additional problem, mentioned earlier, is the
high turnover of LEAA regional administrators and
staff. Several states found this to be particularly
troublesome because administrators tend to have
different policies, procedures and guideline inter-
pretations that must be learned anew by state offi-
cials. A similar problem exists when the LEAA
regional administrator must adjust to new SPA
directors. Still another arises from the particu-
larly high turnover among the state representatives
in each regional office. These people after all, are
supposed to serve as a liaison between the state
and the LEAA regional office and to be effective,
should know the state well. Some believe that the
state representative should be an advocate for the
SPA within the LEAA regional office.

Overall conclusions about the relationship between
LEAA regional offices and their states are difficult
to reach, because these vary.from state to state, re-
gion to region, and time to time. Some of the states
visited had few conflicts with their LEAA regional
office, while others seemed to have strong and
continuing disagreements. At present, LEAA and
most of the 10 SPAs visited appear to have formed,
of necessity, an uneasy alliance based upon a recog-
nition of their mutual dependence.

STATE AND LOCAL
SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Throughout the life of the Safe Streets program,
there have been many complaints about the kinds of
activities supported with Safe Streets funds and
the types of jurisdictions receiving those funds.
Although a more thorough analysis is presented in
Chapter V, sufficient information was gathered
from the 10 case studies to provide some impressions
about the nature of Safe Streets funding.

Relationship Between Planning and Funding

The chief goal of the planning process in most
SPAs and RPUs is to determine the jurisdictions,
agencies and activities that will receive funds. Yet,
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in most states there are almost always some differ-
ences between the activities that are planned and
those that are implemented. The extent of these dif-
ferences is one measure of the meaningfuiness of the
planning process and the degree of plan implementa-
tion.

Particularly in the early years of the Safe Streets
program (1969-1971), activities for which funds were
allocated were sometimes not implemented, thus
requiring states to develop amendments to their com-
prehensive plans to shift the unused funds to another
program category. There were many reasons for this.
Grant funds initially were plentiful relative to the
number of applicants, because not all potential ap-
plicants were aware of the availability of funds and
geared up to apply for them. Also, SPAs often set
aside funds for activities that they wished to en-
courage, but that applicants did not consider to be
among their high-priority needs. Such funds then
were not always used. Moreover, the failure of ap-
plicants to obtain matching monies, start-up delays
associated with staffing or other problems and
overestimation of project costs also caused funds to
move slowly out into the field and, in some cases,
to remain unspent. Finally, the rapid growth in block
grant allocations also put a great burden on the
SPAs to distribute large amounts of additional funds
in each of the early years.

All of the above factors led to Safe Streets funds
having to be reallocated among categories or having
to revert back to the Federal government in the early
years. But this did not remain a problem for long.
Increased competition for dollars, the leveling off of
the total block grants, continuation funding com-
mitments and the increased planning sophistication
of both the SPA and their applicants led to greater
consonance between the activities planned and those
implemented. At present, the problem of unused
funds does not appear to be significant among any
of the SPAs visited. All still amend their plans to
shift unused funds, but this process has been stream-
lined and the SPAs usually know which categories
will suffer from lack of applicants. Today, this hap-
pens most frequently when the SPA sets aside funds
for either innovative or controversial programs for
which applicants are reluctant to apply. Conversely,
states which identify specific projects to be funded
during the planning process are less apt to have
unused funds remaining. At present, the competition
for funds is so high, and the SPA awareness of
funds so acute, that the use of all Safe Streets funds
is no longer the problem it formerly was.

Funding Policies and Priorities

As was mentioned in the planning section, each
SPA has developed policies and priorities relat-
ing to activities it will support with Safe Streets
funds. Some of these policies represent longstanding
decisions of the SPA Board. The most common (in
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,
Pennsylvania, North Dakota, Ohio) are those
restricting or eliminating funding for routine police
equipment (handguns, uniforms, etc.), construction
of facilities or training. Usually such policies were
necessitated by repeated requests from applicants
for these items, which, if filled, would have rapidly
used up all available Safe Streets funds.

A second kind of funding policy relates to the size
or type of jurisdiction or agency eligible to receive
Safe Streets assistance. Examples here are the ex-
clusion from funding of part-time police departments
{Kentucky, Pennsylvania), limitations on funding for
juvenile investigation units to jurisdictions over
25,000 (Kentucky) and requirements for the joint
cooperation or consolidation of agencies or jurisdic-
tions in order to receive funding for police com-
munications or information systems (Massachusetts,
Kentucky, Pennsylvania). This last kind of policy is
an attempt by some SPAs to further certain state-
wide objectives, using Safe Streets funds as an
incentive to promote certain goals. Kentucky and
Massachusetts, in particular, use Safe Streets funds
as leverage in this manner.

The other major kind of SPA policies or priorities
are those established annually in allocating funds to
certain categories or activities. Although these may
change from year to year, particularly within an area
such as corrections or police, the balance of fund-
ing among the major categories usually shifts only
slightly. In part, this represents an attempt on the
part of the SPA to achieve comprehensive funding.
Yet it also reflects the increasingly limiting ef-
fects that the high rates of continuation funding are
having on the SPAs.

Continuation Funding and Assumption of Costs

In almost all of the 10 states visited, the most
serious funding problem confronting the SPAs was
the high percentage of their block grant allocation
earmarked to support projects continuing from pre-
vious years. The rates of continuation funding vary
from 45 percent in North Dakota to 90 percent in
Kentucky, with most of the states using 60 to 80 per-



cent of their funds for continuing projects. This
severely limits the SPA’s ability to initiate new ac-
tivities and makes most planning for such activities
largely unnecessary.

The causes of this difficulty are clear. When the
block grant was growing rapidly during the early
years of the program, continuation funding was not a

problem. Both old and new activities could be

supported. However, when the block grant began
leveling off, the numbers of applicants for funds did
not, as more and more groups became aware of the
program and sought aid. At the same time, the rev-
enues of state and local governments were declining
due to the recession, and state and local officials
were reluctant to assume the costs of Safe Streets-
initiated activities. A major consideration here is that
most of the states studied had not until very
recently established or firmly enforced policies
concerning the maximum number of years a project
would be eligible for Safe Streets funding.

Site visits to the states revealed that new poli-
cies concerning continuation funding and the in-
creased competition for funds were causing conflict.
Most of the states have developed policies calling
for declining Safe Streets support over a three- to
five-year period, with full state or local government
assumption of costs after that time. Among the 10,
Federal support must end after five years in Ohio,
four years in Massachusetts and North Dakota, and
three years in the remaining seven. Most states,
however, allow exceptions in emergency cases. Many
applicants complained that the time period is too
short or the rate of assumption is too fast. Some felt
that activities should be funded indefinitely, while
others were bitter because they believed they were
never told that they would ultimately be asked to
assume the costs of activities initiated with Safe
Streets funds.

Of the 10, Massachusetts, Kentucky and New
Mexico are having the most difficuity with continua-
tion funding. Tight budgetary situations, coupled
with a high rate of continuation funding, have
given their SPAs little flexibility in initiating new
activities. Applicants in Massachusetts and other
states predicted that many Safe Streets activities will
terminate due to the inability of state und local
governments to assume their costs.

This is a basic problem because the assumption
of the costs of Safe Streets activities by state and
local governments has been viewed as one measure of
the long-term impact of the program. If institutional-
ization does not occur, it implies that the activities

initiated with Safe Streets funds are temporary and
peripheral, with no lasting effect on criminal justice
agencies or programs.

Some activities, it was found, had been continued
with state and local support. Indeed, many state and
local officials stated that they have assumed the cost
of a high percentage of the activities initiated with
Safe Streets funds. In North Dakota, the state with
the least serious continuation funding problem, a
firmly enforced assumption-of-cost policy and prior
legislative review and approval of all state agency
projects initiated with Safe Streets funds has pro-
duced encouraging results in assuming costs. Yet,
relative to the large number of projects that
will have to be either continued with state or local
revenues or terminated in the near future, the num-
ber that to date have been continued without Safe
Streets support appears small. Only Minnesota and
North Dakota can boast of success in continuing a
high percentage of their activities after Safe Streets
funding has terminated. More ominous in terms of
its implications for innovative undertakings is the
intention expressed by many state and local officials
to use future Safe Streets funds for capital improve-
ments, equipment purchases, training or other one-
time purchases that do not require a long-term com-
mitment of their resources after Safe Streets funding
terminates.

The recent cutback in national block grant funds
has forced SPAs to take a hard look at their contin-
uing projects. Because only in the last year have
continuation funding problems become severe, it will
be another year or two before it is clear whether the
new SPA assumption-of-cost policies (or continua-
tion funding policies) result in greater institutionali-
zation of Safe Streets activities by state and local
governments or their termination when LEAA fund-
ing ends. Some consider this to be the most im-
portant test of the long-term value and impact of
Safe Street activities on state and local criminal
justice operations although, given present fiscal
constraints, it may represent an unfair measure.
These constraints already appear to be producing a
more responsible attitude on the part of the legisla-
tive bodies and criminal justice agencies in deciding
whether and what activities to initiate with Safe
Streets funds.

Nature of the Funding Process

In only a few of the states visited were there
problems with or complaints about the funding pro-
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cess. All states appear to have standardized their
subgrant review and award procedures to insure
that all applications are acted upon within the 90-
day period imposed by Congress in the 1973 Crime
Control Act. Only one state (Pennsylvania) had to
fund an application because of failure to act on it
within this period. Several officials expressed the
opinion, however, that the 90-day requirement may
have lengthened the review process rather than
shortened it, as was originally intended. This is be-
cause some SPAs will now reject an application and
return it for modifications rather than allow it to
continue to be reviewed while necessary changes are
made. When modifications have been made, the
review process and the 90-day clock begin all over
again. Although this was mentioned as a problem
by some officials, the majority believed that there
were no significant delays in the award process.

In Minnesota, North Dakota and Pennsylvania,
the SPA director has been given the authority by the
SPA board to approve grants under certain amounts,
which range from $1,500 in North Dakota to $25,000
in Pennsylvania. This has been done to accelerate
the grant award process and usually involves formal
approval by the SPA board at its next meeting. Also,
provisions are made for an appeal before the SPA
board in those cases where the director disapproves
a grant.

The greatest difference among the states was the
timing of their awards during the year. Three states
(Minnesota, - Massachusetts and New Mexico)
awarded almost all their grants only once during the
year, one other (North Carolina) reviewed grants on
a quarterly basis, while the remainder approved
grants every month or bi-monthly. Reviewing
grants once a year cuts down greatly on the adminis-
trative burdens associated with the grant review
and approval process, whereas monthly grant
review requires a great deal of staff time and effort.
On the other hand, awarding grants only once a year
limits the opportunity of applicants to apply for
funds, requires prior planning and communication
with all possible applicants to insure fairness and
limits flexibility to meet changing needs.

Another problem mentioned by officials in the 10
states concerned limiting grants to one year. All
states studied make grants for only one year, even
when it is understood that funds will be available for
subsequent years, assuming that the project is pro-
gressing isatisfactorily. The SPAs believe that this
enables them to review progress periodically and
require modifications in subsequent applications if

needed. Some applicants contend that single-year
funding causes more problems than it solves. They
say that normal start-up and staffing delays result
in the project not being under way until three or four
months after receiving funds, and that the time
required to process an application for the next year
of funding means that in the eighth month of the
project the staff must begin developing next year’s
application or start looking for other means of sup-
port. A one-year commitment of funds also makes it
difficult to attract qualified personnel.

A related issue raised by many state and local
officials concerns the uncertanity about the future of
the Safe Streets program and Federal funding in
general. They are hesitant to initiate long-term
projects with Safe Streets assistance for fear that
Congress either will not extend the program or will
cut back appropriations substantially, leaving them
to assume all the costs prematurely rather than
graduaily. For this reason they prefer to use Federal
funds to support equipment purchases and capital
improvements rather than personnel additions,
which are explicitly restricted by the Safe Streets
Act,

Representation and Influence

Many of the conclusions about the representation
and influence of various groups in the planning
process also relate to the funding process, because
usually funding decisions largely reflect previously
made planning decisions. It should be noted, how-
ever, that in most cases the SPA board still takes
a much more active interest in the award of grants
than in planning decisions. Five states (North
Carolina, Minnesota, Kentucky, North Dakota,
Massachusetts) rely on committees to review. appli-
cations and make recommendations to the full board.
There is some criticism that these committees are
dominated by the relevant professional groups and
that the award process becomes incestuous with,
for instance, police officers constituting the ma-
jority of the law enforcement committees and cor-
rections officials dominating the corrections com-
mittees. Others contend that this is the best way to
make use of available expertise and that it would be
unrealistic not to have functional representatives on
the committees.

Perhaps the most surprising finding in the field
work concerned the question, asked of officials in
all states, of whether their agency or jurisdiction
has received their fair share of Safe Streets funds



relative to others. With the exception of Missouri,
where practically everyone complained about not
receiving their fair share, most state and local of-
ficials believed that they had received a propor-
tionate share of Safe Streets funds. Even those
who objected strongly to the amount of their rep-
resentation on the SPA board or their lack of input
in the planning process generally thought that they
had received an adequate share of Safe Streets
funds. As mentioned earlier, there were some ex-
ceptions among court officials, many of whom felt
that the judicial function had not received an
appropriate share of funds. Several courts officials
said, however, that they had not sought Safe Streets
funds very aggressively in the past.

In some cases these state and local officials
readily admitted that they did not really know what
their fair share should be. Others felt that their
success in receiving Safe Streets funds was due to
their own grantsmanship abilities. With few excep-
tions, however, almost all officials were satisfied
with their share of Safe Streets funding.

Kinds of Activities
and Jurisdictions Funded

During the site visits in the 10 states, particular
emphasis was placed on determining the way in
which funds have been used in each state. Through
discussions with state and local officials and exami-
nation of a sample of grants funded in each state,
information was procured about the types of activ-
ities and jurisdictions supported.

There are some clear differences in the kinds of
activities supported in each state. For example,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Ohio, and, to a lesser
extent, Kentucky attempt to direct their funds to
more innovative demonstration and pilot projects
than do other states. More rural states, such as
Missouri, North Dakota, North Carolina and New
Mexico, faced with meeting basic needs, have
focused greater funding on upgrading their criminal
justice and law enforcement operations through
training, additional personnel, and new equipment
and facilities. As will be discussed, however, even
in these states, Safe Streets dollars have been
overwhelmingly used to support activities that were
new to the jurisdiction receiving the funds, rather
than routine activities that had existed prior to their
funding with such assistance.

Recipients of Safe Streets Funds

Both in the sample of grants studied and in dis-
cussions with state and local officials, it was discov-
ered that Safe Streets funds have been fairly widely
distributed among applicants, with the amounts to
cities, counties and states being roughly proportional
to their responsibilities for criminal justice and law
enforcement. Of particular importance is the fact
that almost all states have recognized and supported
the pressing needs of the urban areas in distributing
funds. Pennsylvania, New Mexico, Massachusetts
and Missouri have instituted small impact programs

‘within their states to target resources on urban or

high-crime areas.

There were complaints from rural officials in sev-
eral states (North Carolina, Minnesota, Pennsyl-
vania, Massachusetts, New Mexico) that the urban
areas have received too much emphasis in funding.
Conversely, in some states (Missouri, Kentucky,
Pennsylvania, New Mexico), officials in urban areas
complain about the rural dominance of SPA boards
and the wide diffusion of funds among numerous
small jurisdictions. Both groups of local officials
in North Carolina, Kentucky, Missouri, North Da-
kota and New Mexico criticized what they viewed as
the strong influence of state officials on the SPA
board.

Nature of Activities Funded

During the interviews, many officials expressed
belief that in the early years of the program too
much money had been used to purchase hardware.
Officials explained this as being the result of (1)
strong police representation and influence on SPA
supervisory boards; (2) the need to upgrade outdated
equipment and provide minimum equipment to im-
poverished criminal justice agencies; (3) the need
to spend funds quickly, with equipment purchases
being the simplest and quickest way; and (4) the
belief that a reduction in crime would result from
better-equipped law enforcement agencies. Most offi-
cials thought that the emphasis on equipment had
declined in recent years, because many of the basic
equipment needs had been met, SPA officials had
become less optimistic about the ability of better
equipment to reduce crime and the SPAs had devel-
oped more sophisticated programming.

The sample of grants indicates that although a
large percentage of the total number of grants rep-
resent equipment purchases, activities of this type
account for a much smaller proportion of the total
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funds. Most equipment grants are fairly small and
are awarded to rural areas. Failure to make this
distinction may give the misleading impression that
most of the dollars have been used for equipment
purchases, because more applicants have received
more grants for this purpose than any other.

The vast majority of funds appear to have been
used for service activities, such as increases in pro-
bation services, rehabilitation efforts, juvenile pro-
grams, investigation units, court administration aids,
public defender and district attorney services. Rela-
tively small percentages of funds have been spent on
the construction of facilities and the addition of
routine personnel. Most applicants recognized that
the intent of the Safe Streets program was to en-
courage and support new activities rather than
to provide additional funding for routine operations
that are the responsibility of state and local govern-
ments.

The other type of funding examined was training
activities. Many SPA officials and applicants con-
sidered this to be one of the most effective uses of
Safe Streets funds, and all SPAs provided funds for
training of one sort or another.

In general, it appears that Safe Streets funds
now are used far more often to provide services than
all other categories of funding combined. The
criticism that Safe Streets funds are predominantly
used for hardware funding is no longer true. Indeed,
many local officials look forward to beginning new
programs, now that they have the minimum equip-
ment to operate their law enforcement agencies.
Their enthusiasm is tempered, however, by the
growing awareness of the fiscal implications of ini-
tiating long-term projects with Federal aid.

Funding of Criminal Justice Components

Interviews in the 10 states tend to confirm the
results of the grant sample analysis, and correspond
with data presented in Chapter V with respect to the
funding of the various criminal justice functional
areas. Police and law enforcement activities repre-
sent about 40 percent of all Safe Streets funding,
remaining stable in most states after declining from
the higher levels of earlier years.

Corrections has also remained fairly stable as a
result of the Part E requirement that Part C cor-
rections funding must remain at least as high as the
preceeding year’s level in order to qualify for Part E
funds. Some officials expressed resentment that

Congress, through Part E funding, was dictating
state and local priorities. They thought that many
corrections projects, which were of lesser importance
than others, were nevertheless supported in
order to make use of available Part E funds, while
more vitally needed activities were not undertaken
for lack of monies. Part E categorization was be-
lieved by some to be a violation of the block grant
concept. It was particularly resented by some local
officials because the state had primary responsibility
for corrections and thus received most of the Part
E allocation. For the most part, however, Part E
funding was not a major issue in most states. It was
seen as just another source of funds, and corrections
projects and programs were usually planned indepen-
dently of the source of funding. No differences were
discovered in the kinds of corrections activities sup-
ported with Part C or Part E.

Funding for the courts was much more of an
issue in most states. Despite recent increases in the
percentages of funds awarded to the judicial area,
most SPA officials agreed that the courts have been
underfunded relative to other criminal justice com-
ponents. They believed, however, that this was
primarily the fault of the courts themselves. They
contended that the courts have been reluctant to
apply for Federal funds and have been more resis-
tant than other components to joint planning with
the SPA. Both LEAA and the SPAs in the states
visited have encouraged funding for the courts in
recent years. Some officials interviewed (with the
exception of court officials) thought that a separate
category or separate planning responsibilities for the
courts would further fragment the criminal justice
system, undermine cooperation among the various
functional components and render the block grant
concept meaningless. The courts contend, however,
that the doctrine of the separation of powers is com-
promised when they are required to seek and com-
pete for Federal support from an agency of the
executive branch of the state.

The funding of juvenile delinquency efforts was a
major priority in several states, notably New Mexico,
Massachusetts and Ohio. The impact of the 1974
juvenile justice amendments to the Safe Streets Act
had not been felt by most states. Although some
were making plans to administer the program, other
SPA officials expressed serious reservations about
whether the administrative and substantive require-
ments placed upon the state by the program out-
weighed the benefits from the relatively small
amount of funds available under the act.



Extent of Innovation Supported with Safe Streeis Funds

Examination of a sample of grants in each state in
conjunction with SPA and RPU staffs uncovered a
surprisingly high percentage of new activities sup-
ported by Safe Streets assistance. In almost all
states, between 70 percent and 95 percent of the
activities sampled had not been attempted in the
recipient jurisdiction prior to their initiation with
Safe Streets dollars. In most states, less than 10 per-
cent of the sampled funds was used for activities that
had already been attempted. Moreover, using
another classification, the majority of projects were
totally new activities to the jurisdiction, rather than
expansions of existing activities, upgrading of exist-
ing equipment or services, or routine undertakings.
Although comparisons between states using these
factors are difficult (that which is innovative in a
small rural state may be routine in a large urban
community), it is clear that Safe Streets funds have
supported activities that are new to the jurisdictions
in which they were tried. (The reader is cautioned
again, however, to refer to Appendix VIII-3, p. 236,
for an explanation of the limitations of this data).

This finding tends to confirm the view of most
state and local officials that Safe Streets funds have
been used for activities that, because of limited local
resources, “would never have been initiated without
Safe Streets funds.”” Although this statement is
usually meant as praise for the Safe Streets program
for providing much-needed resources, it raises the
question of why these activities had not been under-
taken with state or local revenues: Were they less
important or of lower priority than other activities?
If so, does this imply that the Safe Streets funds were
spent because they were available? Would they have
been spent on other needs (health, education, man-
power, etc.) if they were not restricted to law
enforcement purposes? Also, if state and local gov-
ernments would not have initiated these activities
themselves, the question remains whether they will
assume the costs of these activities once Safe Streets
support ends. In many ways, the above oft-repeated
statement by state and local officials effectively
reveals the value of the Safe Streets program, as
well as its possible limitations.

Comparison Between Safe Streets Funding
and Revenue Sharing

Of particular interest in discussions with state and
local officials were their views of how general rev-
enue sharing (GRS) and other Federal aid have been

and should be used in the criminal justice area
compared to Safe Streets funds. Without exception,
local elected officials recognized that the revenue-
sharing approach gave them much more flexibility
and discretion in using federal dollars with fewer
administrative problems than either the block grant
or categorical grant approaches. For this reason
the overwhelming majority of local elected officials
were in favor of replacing block grants with reve-
nue-sharing funds. Some officials, however, partic-
ularly appointed criminal justice officials, cautioned
that some form of special revenue sharing should be
used to insure that funds are directed to law enforce-
ment and criminal justice activities rather than gen-
eral local government needs. On the other hand, a
small number of local officials thought that to use
the revenue-sharing approach would bring to an
end most of the innovative activities started under
the Safe Streets program. They contended that
under revenue sharing most of the resources would
be used to subsidize normal operations of the crim-
inal justice system, rather than being directed toward
new activities and ideas, thus diluting their impact.
From discussions with local officials, some of these
fears seem to be borne out. As found in studies by
the Brookings Institution and our survey of SPAs
and localities, when GRS funds have been used for
criminal justice purposes, most of the activities
funded have been routine responsibilities of local
government.2 The most typical activities supported
by GRS appear to be the addition of police per-
sonnel (several cities added large complements to
their police forces), the purchase of equipment (the
addition of police cars was mentioned quite often)
and construction and renovation of court, police and
correctional facilities. The construction of facilities
was a particularly attractive use of GRS funds, be-
cause it represented a one-time expenditure of funds
with no long-term commitment required. It also did
not require the 50 percent hard cash match as did
the use of Safe Streets funds for such purposes, a
requirement that has significantly reduced the
amount of Safe Streets funding for construction.
Many local officials see the use of GRS for rou-
tine criminal justice operations as appropriate and
desirable, and lament the fact that Safe Streets funds
cannot be used for these purposes. As one local offi-
cial stated in explaining the difference between
Safe Streets and GRS dollars and his preference for
the latter: “With GRS funds you can supplant local
expenditures. With Safe Streets funds you can’t.”
All state and most regional officials prefer the
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block grant approach rather than GRS, contending
that an overview is needed to insure cooperation,
coordination and the most effective distribution of
funds throughout the state. They also believe that
statewide policies are needed to insure that Safe
Streets funds are not used to supplant local expen-
ditures and support routine criminal justice and law
enforcement operations.

It was reported by SPA and state and local
officials that, unlike GRS, direct supplantation
rarely occurs with Safe Streets funds. Indirect sup-
plantation, where a state or local jurisdiction will
receive funding for activities that they probably
would have eventually undertaken with their own
resources, occurs more often. Examples of indirect
supplantation include: the purchase of routine
police communications equipment that communities
would probably have purchased at some time with
their own resources; starting a new intensive pro-
bation program with Safe Streets funds, thus defer-
ring the need to hire additional probation officers to
cope with a rising caseload; and starting a law stu-
dent internship program with Federal funds rather
than hiring additional assistant district attorneys.
The SPA thought that this form of indirect supplan-
tation was difficult to identify or curb because it
called for a judgment of lecal government’s inten-
tions, which could easily be disputed.

Categorization of Block Grant Funds

Of particular concern to many local applicants
was the increasing categorization of the block grant
through congressional amendments, LEAA require-
ments and state-established categories of funding.
Part of the problem stems from LEAA’s requirement
that the SPAs establish categories of funding and
allocate funds to each category in its annual plan.
This allows LEAA to review the annual state plan
for comprehensiveness and balancing in funding.
The categories also are necessary to enable adequate
tracking of grants and accountability for them.

Yet both state and local officials criticize the
use of categories and the limit of 15 percent of
funds that may be shifted among them as unduly
restricting the states’ response to emerging needs
and priorities. Applicants complain that their re-
quests are sometimes met with the response that
“there are no funds left in the category,” thus
requiring an approved plan amendment from LEAA
to shift more than 15 percent of the funds from one
category to another.

Much of the problem stems from the extent t
which the planning process adequately identifies an
allocates funds for specific projects or activities i
each category. Where this occurs (usually in state
with decentralized, project-based planning), ther
is normally little discrepancy between the activitie
planned and those funded, thus avoiding the categc
rization problem. In those states that, during th
planning process, do not identify specific activities t
be funded, however, there is more often a discrep
ancy between the amount of funds allocated for par
ticular activities and the number of applicants fo
those funds, thus resulting in some “bulging” cate
gories and some ‘‘dry”’ categories. Although thi
problem was much more acute in the early years o
the program when planning was less precise, it stil
irritates state and local officials who contend that ;
block grant should allow greater flexibility.

A more serious problem raised by some stat
and local officials is the increasing compartmentali
zation of the Safe Streets Act by Congress. The:
view the 1971 Part E provisions, the Juvenile Jus
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, anc
the recent proposals by the courts to be un
warranted and ill-advised categorizations of the
block grant concept which, if continued, will resul
in the states administering a series of “‘mini block
grants” that would lessen the need for compre.
hensive planning and greatly limit state and loca
discretion.

OTHER FINDINGS AND ISSUES

Several other important findings and issues in the
case studies related directly to the success of the
block grant approach. ;

Role of Elected Officials

One of the purposes of the block grant approach
was to give more authority and responsibility for
the administration of Federal grant funds to state
and local elected executive officials—governors,
mayors and county supervisors or commissioners —
rather than to professional staff representing
particular functional or agency interests. The intent
was to give program control to those representing
broader state and local interests.

The Governor

With the exception of North Carolina and New
Mexico, where the governor or his aide actively



serves as chairman of the SPA supervisory board,
and California, where the new governor is rethinking
the program completely, the governors played a
very limited role in the Safe Streets program. This
is surprising, because crime is a major public con-
cern and the act gives the governors wide discretion
in establishing the program and appointing those
responsible for its administration. In almost all states
the governor exercised little influence on the pro-
gram, other than appointing the members of the
SPA supervisory boards and, in some cases, the
RPU boards and the SPA director.

While most officials interviewed believed that the
SPA did support gubernatorial policies in criminal
justice (principally through the funding of state
agency projects and initiatives), they could identify
few instances where the governor had played a
major role in setting new directions for the SPA or
had become involved in establishing SPA policy.
In most states, the SPA seemed to play a role
within state government that was secondary to that
of other criminal justice agencies (state police,
department of corrections, crime commissions, etc.)
and consequently exercised less influence on the
governor. In those states where the SPA did influ-
ence the governor and vice versa, this was almost
always the result of a close relationship between the
governor and the SPA director or the supervisory
board chairman.

Most officials thought that given the small
amounts of the Safe Streets funds and the numerous
other Federal grants-in-aid administered by the
state, the governor could not afford to spend much
time on the program. After all, most other state
criminal justice agencies have substantially more
resources and operational responsibilities than the
SPA. The one circumstance in which several gov-
ernors have become involved in the Safe Streets
program has been when a major conflict has arisen
between the SPA and LEAA.

The low profile of governors and their apparent
lack of interest in the SPA has serious consequences
for the program. It damages the credibility of the
SPA relative to other state agencies, thus limiting
the SPA’s authority in the state criminal justice
planning and budgeting process. It also makes com-
prehensive planning more difficult and less meaning-
ful when completed, because the plans do not affect
the activities or resources of other state agencies.
Only in Kentucky does the SPA have the authority
to plan for other criminal justice agencies, and
even there limitations of staff time and competition

with other state agencies have prevented this plan-
ning from actually taking place. In all other states,
state agency officials tend to view the SPA as a
small distinct agency, responsible only for the dis-
tribution of Safe Streets funds. According to these
officials few governors have demonstrated an inter-
est in having the SPA serve as the focal point of
statewide comprehensive criminal justice planning
and budgeting. Given the limited amount of funds
involved and the longstanding autonomy of certain
state criminal justice agencies, the chances of this
happening are slim.

The Legislature

State legislatures throughout the early years of the
Safe Streets program were much less involved
than the governors. Their role was usually limited to
appropriating the match funds for state agency
grants and the SPA’s Part B allocation, as well as
the state buy-in percentage of local grants. How-
ever, changes are occurring.

In several of the states visited, the legislature is
now exercising a more active role in the program,
partly because of the growing awareness that it will
be asked to assume the costs of Safe Streets activ-
ities at the state level following termination of LEAA
support. In some states, such as Massachusetts, this
is causing severe budgetary problems, with the SPA
fearing that the legislature will not only refuse to
assume the costs of Safe Streets-funded activities, but
will also reduce the match for the state’s Part B
allocation supporting the SPA. In Missouri, the
legislature has in the past refused to appropriate
full Part B match funds, in part as a means of
limiting the state’s authority and influence relative
to the regional planning units.

Perhaps the tightest legislative control is evi-
denced in North Dakota, a fiscally conservative state
where the legislature reviews all state agency proj-
ects individually and often refuses to appropriate
matching funds for some. The SPA has a good
relationship with the legislature and believed that
the prior legislative review of Safe Streets activities
initiated by state agencies results in the greater will-
ingness to assume the costs of these projects later.

In Missouri and North Carolina, the legislatures
resent and are wary of the governor’s control of the
program and are trying to exert greater influence,
either by statutorily altering the membership of the
SPA (North Carolina) or withholding matching
funds (Missouri). They also dislike the governor’s
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ability to use Federal funds to initiate activities
without prior legislative approval.

Most SPAs have not been highly visible to legisla-
tors. Some develop and propose legislation in the
criminal justice field and many testify and com-
ment on pending criminal justice legislation. In four
states (Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Kentucky and
North Dakota), the SPA has proposed criminal jus-
tice legislation with some success. Many others have
supported studies leading to the revision of state
criminal codes. Yet despite some clear successes in
the legislative field, the SPAs sampled did not
appear to be a major force in influencing criminal
justice legislation.

Clearly, the interest and influence of the state
legislatures in the program is growing substantially
and rapidly. But it is unclear what the ultimate ef-

fects of this new legislative role will be.

Local Elected Officials

The role of local elected officials in the Safe
Streets program was expanded significantly as the
result of the 1973 Crime Control Act, which required
that 51 percent of the membership of RPU boards
consist of local elected officials. This change re-
ceived mixed reactions from interviewees in the
10 states. Some thought such officials were more
of a hindrance than a help, because they were
not familiar with the problems of criminal justice
and could not contribute substantively to board
deliberations. Others praised their participation
for producing more realistic funding with a broader
view of priorities than criminal justice specialists.
They also believed that the assumption-of-cost
problem was eased if local officials  were in-
volved in the planning and funding decisions from
the beginning. Yet, most interviewees could see no
significant immediate effects of local elected offi-
cials’ participation.

Several practical problems arose in connection
with obtaining the input of local elected officials.
First, there was the difficulty ‘in deciding who is an
appropriate local elected official. State legislators
are locally elected but hardly local officials. Sheriffs
and judges are elected officials and local but do not
represent the broader interest intended in the 1973
act. This definitional difficulty has been a source of
continuing conflict at the state, regional and local
levels.

Another significant problem faced by rural regions
is finding enough local elected officials to make up 51
percent of the RPU board. A third, and in many

ways the most important challenge faced by most
the regions, is the lack of attendance of local elec
officials. Participation of these officials is neec
and/or required on so many regional and lo
boards that they cannot possibly attend all the me
ings. Several interviewees indicated that the lack
authority of some regional boards makes their att
dance less important. This attendance problem 1
increase as more Federal programs call for rep
sentation of local elected officials on areawide bod
and as these bodies proliferate. When local elec
officials cannot attend, they usually send a repres
tative from one of the criminal justice agenci
thereby defeating a major purpose of their partici
tion. When asked about specific changes in fund
that have resulted from the involvement of lo
elected officials, very few of the interviewees co
identify any.

Planning and Funding

Earlier, the problems of continuation funding a
the assumption of costs faced by the state and lo
government were assessed. Recapitulating briefly,
seems that only recently have states been confro
ed with high rates of continuation funding, due
decreased block grant funds and continually incre:
ing competition for funds. Although several SP
have claimed and shown some success in getti
state and local governments to assume project cos
the real test is being faced now, as recently dev
oped SPA continuation policies begin to be ¢
forced in the face of worsening state and lo«
budgetary circumstances. As long as projects ¢
receiving their fourth and fifth years of Safe Stre
funds, however, as many are, a smooth transiti
from Federal funding to more permanent state a
local support has yet to become a reality.

Financing worries are even beginning to troul
some SPAs. Of the 10 SPAs visited, six (Californ
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Missouri, North Caroli
and North Dakota) were established through legis
tion. The remaining four have no statutory ba
having been created by executive orders of th
governors. Some SPA directors were concerned th
this lack of a statutory base made their standing a
permanence very tenuous in the event that S:
Streets funds were withdrawn. When asked direct
what would happen to the SPA if the Safe Strec
program were terminated, officials of those creat
by statute thought that the SPA would continue
exist but would be greatly reduced in staff and lis
ited to the non-Safe Streets activities mandated



their legislation. Several of the SPAs created by
executive order believed that they would continue to
exist only if their executive order outlined additional
non-Safe Streets activities, and then only at a great-
ly reduced staff level and with the likely prospect of
a merger with another state agency. This rather pes-
simistic view results primarily from their almost
exclusive emphasis on the distribution of Safe Streets
funds. If this role were taken away, few other respon-
sibilities would remain. Thus, from all indications, it
appears that the SPA has become a tentatively ac-
cepted institution of state government, but almost
exclusively in relation to its role in administering
Federal aid.

A similar situation exists with respect to RPUs
and local planning units. Because they are primarily
supported by Part B funds and their chief responsi-
bility is the distribution of Safe Streets funds, most
officials questioned whether they would continue to
exist if the program ended. In some cases—usually
when the RPU was a multipurpose unit—local offi-
cials thought that their functions might be con-
tinued by local governments.

For the most part, the plan development process
for Safe Streets funds at the state and regional levels
is both weli-established and more or less smoothly
operating. Yet, because it is employed almost
exclusively to plan the distribution of Safe Streets
dollars and because no state has successfully linked
SPA planning with state criminal justice agency
budgeting, it is unlikely that this process would con-
tinue if the program ended.

In summary, although these responses represented
speculation on the part of the interviewees, they
made it clear that the continued existence of the
SPAs and RPUs was doubtful without the Safe
Streets program. Interviewees also made it clear
that this skepticism in no way reflected the ef-
fectiveness with which they carried out their respon-
sibilities, but rather the limitation of those respon-
sibilities to Safe Streets funds only.

Impact of Safe Streets Funding

One of the most discouraging but predictable
findings of the case studies was the lack of evalua-
tion of the results and impact of Safe Streets
funding. Only three states (Minnesota, Pennsylvania
and Massachusetts) had an identifiable evaluation
strategy and program in operation. California had
developed and was implementing an evaluation
program, which was halted by the new governor

pending his review of its value. Of the three states,
the Massachusetts evaluation effort was limited to
a small number of large projects and was consid-
ered by state and local officials to be “too aca-
demic” and “theoretical” to be of practical use to
the SPA. Its evaluations appeared to be the most
ambitious and rigorous of any, however, and were
cited by some as being very helpful in gaining state
and local support for a few of the major programs
undertaken by the SPA. Both Minnesota and Penn-
sylvania had relatively large evaluation staffs and
regularly developed information on selected projects
and programs. Minnesota used its evaluation results
in planning decisions, while Pennsylvania geared
its efforts to influence project refunding decisions.
Both states have had some success in utilizing eval-
uation results for decision-making.

All the other states were just beginning to estab-
lish an evaluation capacity (Kentucky, North Da-
kota, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Missouri)
or had no plans to do so and relied on monitoring in-
formation. State officials thought that this was one
of their most serious failings and blamed it on (1)
inadequate Part B funds to support an evaluation
staff, (2) the absence of experienced evaluators or
(3) the lack of adequate performance standards
against which to measure project achievement.

Greater interest in evaluation at the state level
may be expected to result from greater competition
for reduced block grant funds. This competition has
forced some SPA boards to make difficult choices
about which projects to continue, leading to calls
for evaluation information upon which to base de-
cisions. LEAA, responding to the congressional
mandate for evaluation in the 1973 act, has also
begun urging the states to begin assessing the im-
pact of their activities. Several SPAs expressed
disappointment about the lack of leadership and
resources provided by LEAA in the area of evalua-
tion in the past.

Thus, after seven years, only a few states have at-
tempted to assess the results of their Safe Streets-
funded activities. Despite the evaluation mandate in
the 1973 act, it is still necessary to rely largely on
subjective judgments regarding program impact.

Crime Rates. Because the reported crime rate in
every state visited had increased greatly since the
Safe Streets program was initiated, it was obvious
that the program had not reduced crime. Many offi-
cials, however, thought that the reported crime rate
would have been somewhat higher if the program
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had not existed and hence believed that Safe Streets
had some effect on crime control. Most officials indi-
cated that the program should never have been ex-
pected to reduce crime and that it labored under
unrealistic and unattainable expectations. They cited
the small amount of Federal funds (six percent of all
state and local law enforcement and criminal justice
expenditures), the complex causes of crime (few of
which can be affected by Safe Streets monies), and
the necessarily reactive posture of law enforcement
agencies, as reasons why the program could not
possibly have more than a minimal effect on crime
rates. Several officials indicated that even if all
Safe Streets funds were focused on crime prevention
and deterrence, the effects would at best be min-
imal.

Many officials suggested that the program may
even have led to an apparent growth in crime rates
by increasing the level of crime reporting by the
public and by supporting and encouraging im-
proved recordkeeping and crime reporting by
police agencies.

The Criminal Justice System. Officials inter-
viewed in all 10 states were much more enthusiastic
about the effects of Safe Streets dollars on the oper-
ations of law enforcement and criminal justice
agencies. They thought that improvements in these
operations should be considered the appropriate goal
of the Safe Streets program and believed that only
through such changes could there be any effect on
crime. At the same time, they remained cautious
about the extent of this impact.

The amount of praise given the Safe Streets
program for upgrading and expanding the training,
equipment, facilities, practices, and policies of almost
all agencies came as something of a surprise to the
field team. Support of law enforcement and criminal
justice has traditionally been a lesser priority of
state and local governments, resulting in relatively
limited resources to carry on basic operations and
only meager monies for new approaches and pro-
grams. For example, interviewees cited the cor-
rectional system as being particularly impoverished.
With Safe Streets funds, it was asserted, it was pos-
sible to try new approaches and programs, upgrade
practices to meet minimum standards and provide
much-needed training equipment. Rural communities
were particularly appreciative of Safe Streets fund-
ing as a supplement to their limited resources, al-
though these areas were often the most, wary of
Federal involvement.

Another benefit of Safe Streets cited in the inter-
views was the cooperation fostered by the program
among police, court and corrections agencies. Mosi
officials said that joint membership on SPA anc
RPU boards and the interaction on joint projects
had produced a better and broader understanding o
the problems faced by the various components ol
the criminal justice system. Nevertheless, it was
generally noted that, although this increased com-
munication and understanding was very beneficial,
most agencies still jealously guarded their autonomy
and were reluctant to either view themselves or ta
act as part of an integrated system.

VIEWS ON PROGRAM CONTINUATION

Officials in the 10 states were asked if the Safe
Streets program should continue and what changes,
if any, should be made. Without exception, all
thought that the program should be renewed by
Congress in some form. The overwhelming majority
believed that the funding level should be increased
to provide continued system improvements, although
several officials welcomed the increased compe-
tition for funds, because of the leverage it gave
the SPA in promoting change. Most local officials
preferred that Congress adopt the revenue-sharing
approach, while most state officials were under-
standably opposed to this. All interviewees called
for the simplification of requirements and the
elimination of administrative burdens.

For the most part, state and local officials appear
to have become accustomed to the Safe Streets pro-
gram as a useful and well-established component of
their criminal justice and law enforcement activities.
Despite protestations, most still are willing to toler-
ate the Federal and state paper work and red tape
necessary to enjoy the benefits of funding, although
California was considering refusing Safe Streets
funds at the time of the field research. The overall
impact of the Safe Streets program is consid-
ered quite positive, and most state, regional and
local officials enthusiastically advocate its exten-
sion in some form.

FOOTNOTES

[Refer to Chapter I—Introduction of this report for a list of
these issues.

2Richard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manuel, Susannah E. Calkins, and
Associates, Monitoring Revenue Sharing (Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1975).



APPENDIX VIIi-1

Characteristics of the Ten Case Study States

State Population

5 in first quartile
3 in second quartile
1 in third quartile
1 in fourth quartile

Crime Rate

2 in first quartile
3 in second quartife
| in third quartile
4 in fourth quartile

SPA Authority Base

5 created by executive order

3 created by state legislation

2 created by both executive order and state
legislation

Decentralization

2 state oriented

3 regional oriented
1 local oriented

4 unclear

Additional Responsibilities

3 additional criminal justice responsibilities
6 no additional criminal justice responsibilities
1 unclear

State Criminal Justice Expenditures

3 in first quartile
0 in second quartile
2 in third quartile
5 in fourth quartile

State—Local Expendihures

2 state-dominated systems
4 state-local balanced systems
4 local-dominated systems

Federal Regions
1 in Region I
0 in Region II
1 in Region I1I
2 in Region 1V
2 in Region V

1 in Region VI

1 in Region VII
1 in Region VIII
1 in Region IX
0 in Region X

Planning Grants (Total)

1974: $14,586,000 (29.2%)
1975: $16,103,000 (29.3%)

Part C Action Grants (Total)

1974: $154,966,000 (32.1%)
1975: $152,938,000 (31.8%)

Massachusetts

Eastern state (Federal Region I)

10th in state population (lst quartile—populous
state)

15th in crime rate (2nd quartile)

SPA created by state legislature with no decentral-
ization (state-dominated)

40th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expendi-
tures.

Local dominated in financing and delivery of
services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $1,277,000 and
$1,407,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $13,257,000
and $13,180,000

Minnesota

Midwest state (Federal Region V)

19th in state population (2nd quartile)

23rd in crime rate (2nd quartile)

SPA created by executive order with no decen-
tralization (state-dominated)

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

44th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
guartile—low in state criminal justice expen-
ditures)

State-local balance system in financing and deliv-
ery of services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $920,000 and
$1,008,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $8,866,000 and
$8,816,000
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North Dakota

Central West state (Federal Region VIII)

45th in state population (4th quartile—low popu-
lation state)

48th in crime rate (4th quartile—low crime rate
state)

SPA created by executive order with no decen-
tralization (state-dominated)

3%th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expendi-
tures)

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

State-dominated in financing and delivery of
services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $317,000 and
$332,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $1,439,000 and
$1,442,000

California

Western state (Federal Region 1X)

Ist in state population (lst quartile—populous
state)

3rd in crime rate (Ist quartile—high crime rate
state)

SPA created by state legislation with decentrali-
zation (region-dominated)

Additional criminal justice responsibilities

49th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expen-
ditures)

Local-dominated in financing and delivery of
services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $3,976,000 and
$4,452,000 .

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $46,495,000
and $46,414,000

Kentucky

South Central state (Federal Region IV)

23rd in state population (2nd quartile)

46th in crime rate (4th quartile—low crime rate

. state)

SPA created by both executive order and state leg-
islation with no decentralization (state-domi-
nated)

Additional criminal justice responsibilities

10th in state criminal justice expenditures (lst
quartile —high in state criminal justice expendi-
tures)

State-dominated in financing and delivery of serv-
ices

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $809,000 ai
$889,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $7,500,0(
and $7,518,000

Pennsyivania

Eastern state (Federal Region I11)
3rd in state population (lIst quartile—populo

state)

44th in crime rate (fourth quartile —low crime ra
state)

SPA created by executive order with decentraliz:
tion

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

33rd in state criminal justice expenditures (31
quartile)

State-local balance system in financing and deli
ery of services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $2,432,000 an
$2,680,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $27,482,00
and $27,072,000

Chio

Midwest state (Federal Region V)

6th in state population (lst quartile—populou
state)

26th in crime rate (3rd quartile)

SPA created by state legislation with decentraliza
tion

Additional criminal justice responsibilities

34.5th in state criminal justice expenditures (3r
quartile)

Local-dominated system in financing and deliver
of services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $2,216,000 anc
$2,434,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $24,821,00(
and $24,382,000

North Carolina

Southern state (Federal Region 1V)

12th in state population (1st quartile —bottom)

38th in crime rate (top of 4th quartile)

SPA created by executive order with no decen-
tralization

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

5th in state criminal justice expenditures (Ist
quartile —high in state criminal justice expendi-
tures)

State-local balance system in financing and deliv-
ery of services



1974 and 1975 planning grant: $1,162,000 and
$1,288,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $11,842,000
and $11,872,000

South Central state (Federal Region VII)

14th in state population (2nd quartile)

19th in crime rate (2nd quartile)

SPA created by both executive order and state
legislation with decentralization

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

48th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expen-
ditures)

Local-dominated system in financing and delivery
of services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $1,085,000 and
$1,189,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $10,897,000
and $10,795,000

New Mexico

Southwestern state (Federal Region VI)

37th in state population (3rd quartile)

12th in crime rate (bottom of 1st quartile)

SPA created by executive order with no decentral-
ization

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

6th in state criminal justice expenditures (Ist
quartile—high in state criminal justice expendi-
tures)

State-local balance system in financing and deliv-
ery of services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $392,000 and
$424,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $2,367,000 and
$2,447,000
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APPENDIX VIII-2

Site Visits to Regions and Localities

California

Regions: .
Alameda Regional
Board
Sacramento Regional Area Planning Commission
Ventura Regional Criminal Justice Planning
Board
Orange County Regional Criminal Justice Planning
Board
Los Angeles Regional Criminal Justice Planning
Board

Criminal Justice Planning

Localities:
City of Qakland
City of San Leandro
City of Los Angeles
Yuba City
Alameda County
Yuba County
Sutter County
El Dorado County
Ventura County
Los Angeles County

Kentucky

Regions:
Louisville Regional Crime Council
Jefferson Regional Crime Council
Barren River Regional Crime Council
Green River Regional Crime Council
Lincoln Trails Regional Crime Council

Localities:
City of Louisville
Jefferson County
Warren County
City of Ownesboro
City of Radcliff
City of Vine Grove
Hardin County
Breckenridge County

Massachusetts

Localities:
City of Boston
City of Worcester

City of Cambridge
City of New Bedford

Minnesota

Regions:
Hennepin County Criminal Justice Council
St. Paul — Ramsey County Criminal Justice Advisol

Committee

Region C Crime Commission
Region F Criminal Justice Advisory Council
Region 9 Regional Development Commission
Metro Council, St. Paul

Localities:
City of Minneapolis
City of St. Paul
City of Mankato

Missouri

Regions:
Region V Regional Crime Council
Region 111 Mid-Missouri Regional Crime Council

Region XII1 Show-Me Regional Planning
Commission
Localities:

City of St. Louis
St. Louis County
Jefferson County
City of Columbia
Cole County
Boone County
Pettis County

New Mexico

Regions:
Region I (Santa Fe)
Region III (Sandoval, Valencia and Torrance
Counties)
Albuquerque Metro Council

Localities:
Bernalillo County
Taos County
City of Santa Fe
City of Albuquerque



North Carolina

Regions:
Piedmont Triad Criminal Justice Planning Unit
Lower Cape Fear Planning Unit
Triangle Commission on Criminal Justice

Localities:
City of Charlotte
City of Kinston
County of Rockingham

North Dakota

Regions:
Lake Agassiz Region (#5)
Red River Region (#3 and #4 consolidated)
South Central Dakota Region (#6)

Localities:
City of Fargo
City of Grafton
City of Grand Forks
City of Dickinson
City of Williston
City of Jamestown
Cass County
Pembina County
Walsh County
Mercer County

Williams County
Stark County

Ohio

Regions:
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council of Greater
Cleveland

Localities:
City of Columbus
City of Springfield
City of Mansfield
Franklin County
Clark County
Richland County

Pennsylvania

Regions:
Philadelphia Regional Planning Council
Allegheny Regional Planning Council
Northwest Regional Planning Council 235

Localities:
Philadelphia (City/County)
City of Pittsburgh
Allegheny County
Erie (City/County)
Jefferson County
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APPENDIX VIII-3

Analysis of Safe Streets Grants
Methodological Notes

Purpose of the Grant Sample Analysis

- Because a major activity of states with respect to
the Safe Streets programs involves the granting of
funds for the improvement of law enforcement and
criminal justice, it was essential as part of the field
research to examine the kinds of activities and recip-
ients being supported with Safe Streets funds.

To accomplish this with limited resources, a
sample of the grants awarded by each of the 10
states visited was selected. Each of the grants
chosen was then classified into general categories
representing various kinds of activities. The method-
ology used in identifying subgrants to be included in
the sample and classifying these subgrants is outlined
below. Because the methodology has several weak-
nesses and constraints, those using information
developed from the grant samples should be fully
aware of these limitations.

Award Period Studied

The period from which the grants were chosen
was the 1974 calendar year. All subgrants that were
awarded Part C funds from Jan. 1, 1974 to Dec. 31,
1974 comprised the universe of grants from which
the samples were chosen. This period was chosen
because it was recent enough for SPA personnel to
have knowledge of the grants and to adequately rep-
resent recently funded activities, yet it was still
possible to gain some indication of whether the costs
of the activities would be assumed by state or local
governments.*

It was decided not to select the sample from sub-
grants awarded from funds of one particular fiscal
year since the activities supported with one fiscal

*Later, in analyzing the grant sample, we found that the 1974
calendar year was too recent a funding period to give much of
an indication of whether the costs of Safe Streets activities
would be assumed by state and local governments, since most
activities funded during this period were still being supported
by Safe Streets funds. However, manpower constraints pre-
vented the commission from examining an additional sample of
grants from an earlier period.

year’s funds could be awarded within a two-year
period and carried out over an even longer period.
Therefore, although the sample includes only sub-
grants awarded during 1974, it contains funds from
the FY 1972, FY 1973, FY 1974 and FY 1975 block
grant allocations.

Selection of the Grant Sample

The sources used in selecting the grants to be in-
cluded in the samples were the files of the SPAs or
lists of subgrants awarded during 1974. The award
date, representing the date of the meeting at which
the subgrant was approved by the SPA supervisory
board, was the factor used to determine the universe
of funds awarded in 1974.

The samples were chosen randomly by selecting
every subgrant awarded in the order in which they
were awarded.

Size of the Grant Sample

Because of the great variation among the states
in the numbers of subgrants awarded during 1974
and the limited staff time, it was impossible to select
a certain percentage of subgrants from every state
and still insure that the sample would be valid in the
smaller states and manageable in the larger states.
Therefore, it was decided that as many subgrants as
possible, given time constraints, would be sampled in
each state. Thus, the percentages of subgrants
sampled ranged from 100 percent in North Dakota
to 20 percent in California. This assured as broad a
sample as possible in each state.

Categorization of Subgrants Sampled

After selecting the grant sample in each state, the
SPA files were used to gather three items of factual
information —the type of governmental unit receiving
the funds (state, city, county, etc.), the amount of
Federal funds awarded and a short title of the pro-
ject.

At this point it was necessary to obtain the
assistance of SPA and RPU staff members to fur-



ther classify the grants. This was done in two ways.
In those states where the SPA staff were knowledge-
able about all grants awarded by the SPA, the field
researcher consulted directly with the relevant staff
member concerning the appropriate classification
of each subgrant. In Pennsylvania, however, letters
were sent to the RPUs asking them to classify the
projects with which they were familiar according to
instructions outlined in the letter. This mail-out
method, while necessary because of staff and time
constraints, was less than ideal, because the field
researcher was not available to explain the mean-
ing of different categories. In those instances where
a misunderstanding of the categories was obvious, a
check was made to correct the classifications. The
possibility still remains, however, that there were
other misinterpretations.

The five sets of categories used to classify the
grants are described below. Each provided additional
information about the kinds of activities supported
with Safe Streets funds. Each presented some dif-
ficulties in classifying complex or multipurpose
grants.

Primary Activity of the Grant

The objective of this set of categories was to
determine the primary purpose of the activities
funded with Safe Streets funds. Five categories were
established:

1. Purchase of Equipment. This includes
large subgrants for communications sys-
tems, automated records systems and
computerized information systems, as
well as small subgrants for sirens, port-
able radios, tape recorders, etc. Many
subgrants included funds for equipment,
but only if the primary purpose of the
subgrant was the purchase of equipment
was it included in this category.

2. Construction. Any activity whose pri-
mary purpose was the construction or
renovation of facilities.

3. Provision of Services. Any activity that
provided a new service or resulted in a
significant qualitative increase in exist-
ing services was classificd in this cate-
gory.

4. Provision of Training. All subgrants
that directly provided education or train-

ing activities were included in this cate-
gory.

5. Addition of Personnel. All subgrants
whose primary purpose was the routine
addition of personnel that did not result
in a significant qualitative increase in
services.

In attempting to classify projects in these categor-
ies, several minor problems arose. The most signifi-
cant was the distinction between ‘services” and
“personnel” when classifying grants that consisted
primarily of personnel who also provided services.
In classifying these grants the following general rule
was applied: if the addition of personnel resulted in
a significant qualitative increase in the services pro-
vided, the grant was classified as a “‘services” grant.
If the grant did not significantly increase the quality
of services provided but was more of a routine ad-
dition of personnel, it was classified as a “person-
nel” grant. Although this classification was based
upon the subjective judgment of the staff person and
the field researcher, as were all of these classifica-
tions, ACIR is confident that the judgments were

made with a good measure of consistency.
Another source of confusion in using these cate-

gories resulted from grants to provide training for

support personnel. If the grant was to cover training

costs or directly provide training, it was classified as
a “‘training” grant. If the grant supported a person
to furnish training, it was classified as a “service”
grant because the grant was providing services in the
form of training.

It should be noted that these categories did not
reflect the amount of funds allocated to equipment,
personnel, etc., in the grant budget. Often, grants
that were clearly of a “service” type would include
substantial funds for equipment and personnel. It
was the primary purpose and activity funded that
were important in classifying the grant, not the
amount spent on particular items in the budget.

Functional Area of the Grant

To determine which functional areas of the crimin-
al justice system received Safe Streets funds and in
what proportions, each grant was classified accord-
ing to the following categories: a) police, b) courts,
¢) corrections, d) juvenile delinquency, e) drugs and
alcohol, f) communications and information sys-
tems, and g) combinations.

These categories presented few classification prob-
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lems, with some minor exceptions. In several cases it
was difficult to categorize a program that involved
more than one area, such as police and courts, courts
and juvenile delinquency, or police and communica-
tions systems. If it was at all possible, grants were
classified in one of the six major categories. Only in
those cases where grants clearly involved more than
one area (such as criminal justice education courses)
was the activity classified under the “‘combina-
tions” category.

Continuation of gafe Streets Activities

The third categorization involved a determination
of whether the activities supported by grants in our
sample were continuing, and, if so, the source of the
support. The knowledge of the SPA and RPU staff
members was relied on heavily to classify these
projects. The following categories were used:

1) Continuing:
a) with SPA support
b) with state government support
c) with local government support
d) with other support

2) Not continuing

Because most of the grants in the sample —with
the exception of those for short-term equipment,
construction and training—were continuing with
SPA support, this classification presented few prob-
lems. Because so few projects had stopped receiving
Safe Streets funds, however, the Commission did not
get a true indication of the extent to which state and
local governments are continuing activities formerly
supported with Safe Streets funds.

Degree of Innovation

The last two sets of categories were the most
problematic, partially because of the vague nature of
the factor the Commission was trying to assess—
innovation—and partially because of the complex-
ity of the categories used.

The first set of categories attempted to assess the
degree of innovativeness of grants by determining
the extent to which the activities had been attempted
before. To form a scale of innovativeness, the ACIR
staff made the assumption that grants that had never
before been attempted anywhere would be more in-
novative than those that had been attempted before,
but not in the state; and likewise that projects that
had never been attempted before in’ the locality

would be more innovative than those that had been
attempted before in the locality. Therefore, the
categories used were:

1) never attempted before anywhere;

2) never attempted in the state (but at-
tempted elsewhere);

3) never attempted in the locality (but at-
tempted in other areas of the state); and

4) attempted before in this jurisdiction.

There were several problems with this classifica-
tion scheme. First, it depended heavily upon the
SPA or RPU staff member's knowledge of the field
in determining the extent to which the activity had
been tried in other places. Second, many activities
represented substantial expansions of previous ac-
tivities or greatly improved modernization of pre-
vious equipment and facilities. In these instances,
ACIR was forced to make a judgment as to the scale
of expansion or modernization. If the scale was such
as to bring about a qualitative change in the activity,
these were classified in one of the “never attempted”’
categories, depending on the jurisdiction. A routine
replacement of equipment or extension of existing
services would be classified in the “has been
attempted” category.

The final problem involved the complexity of the
categories, particularly for those in the Pennsylvania
RPUs who were asked to classify their grants with-
out the benefit of a field researcher present to ex-
plain the meanings of the categories more fully.
While an attempt was made to explain these mean-
ings clearly in the letter, the Commission has less
confidence in these responses than in those that
were solicited directly by the field researcher.

The final set of categories also dealt with the
innovativeness of activities supported with Safe
Streets funds. ACIR used the following four cate-
gories in an attempt to further characterize Safe
Streets-supported activities:

1) a new activity (never tried in this juris-
diction before being initiated with Safe
Streets funds);

2) an expansion of an existing activity; an
update or modernization of existing
activities, facilities, equipment or serv-
ices;

4) a routine activity.

The primary problem with this categorization in-
volved the grants that could fall into one of several



categories. For example, a grant to increase the num-
ber of local police officers attending an updated
training session could be classified in either b, c or
d above, because it could represent an expansion of
activity, an updated training session or routine local

police training. In these instances, the judgment of
the field researcher and the SPA or RPU staff
member determined the most appropriate category.
Because of the diversity of grants, no simple rule of
thumb could be applied.
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Chapter I1X

Case Studies of
Safe Streets Experience

AN INTRODUCTORY NOTE

A major component of the research effort behind
this report was the examination of the administration
of the Safe Streets program in 10 states. Members
of the ACIR field team. visited each state to obtain
firsthand information on the organization and oper-
ation of the Safe Streets machinery in that state.
Although these case studies are thorough, they were
not designed as highly sophisticated evaluations.
They are largely impressionistic studies, although the
impressions conveyed are supplemented extensively
by data.

The 10 case studies illustrate different approaches
taken by the states in implementing the Safe Streets
Act. They provide concrete examples of the major
issues and problems involved in the block grant ap-
proach, as well as the methods adopted by the dif-
ferent states to deal with these problems. The case
studies provided ACIR with the opportunity to cross-
check the findings of the national survey question-
naires. When considered in conjunction with the
preceding sections of this report, these 10 case stud-
ies provide a picture of the impact of the Safe
Streets program on the criminal justice system.

The case studies were undertaken from May
through August 1975. Each describes the Safe
Streets program as it was operating in the partic-
ular state during that interval. With one exception,
no attempt was made to update the individual studies
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to reflect changes that occurred between the time
they were conducted and the publication of the re-
port. Thus, these studies reflect the operation of the
Safe Streets program as of the summer of 1975.

The exception was made in the case of California.
The fundamental issues raised by Governor Edmund
G. Brown Jr. and his staff concerning the program
could not be ignored in light of the pending congres-
sional debate over renewal of the act. Because of the
national significance of these issues, as well as the
fact that they had been largely unresolved at the
time of the field research, ACIR staff returned to
California in February 1976 to assess how those
issues had developed and how they had been ad-
dressed. An epilogue to the California case study dis-
cusses both these matters.

A variety of factors determined which states would
be studied. ACIR sought the advice of both LEAA
and the National Conference of State Criminal Jus-
tice Planning Administrators in -deciding what
criteria should be applied. The major criteria were:
population, crime rate, geographic location, degree
to which the state’s administration of the program
was centralized, state-local expenditure mix and
the location and reputation of the state planning
agency (SPA). Other factors considered in the

state selection process included: whether or not the

SPA had experienced a high staff turnover, partic-
ularly in the position of executive director, and
whether the SPA had been established by executive
order or by statute. Unique political, structural or
economic characteristics of a state also were taken
into account. The major objective of this selection
process was to obtain a diverse, yet representative,
sample of the conditions under which the block
grant operates.

The field research was performed by members of
the ACIR Safe Streets project staff, three of whom
had prior experience working with SPAs. One of the
three had also been employed by a regional planning
unit (RPU); another had held a staff position with
NILECJ. One of the remaining members had been
employed by a state crime commission; two others
had a generalist background.

Each case study was conducted by two to four
members of the ACIR project staff. A different com-
bination of staffers visited each state for a period
of from one to two weeks, depending on the size of
the state and complexity of its program. Most vis-
ited more than one state, thus gaining a broader
perspective on  state-regional-local implementa-
tion of the program. Each field team had a designa-

ted leader who was responsible for writing the case
study.

The field team interviewed a total of 483 state,
regional and local officials. On the state level, team
members interviewed the governor and attorney gen-
eral or their aides; the SPA supervisory board chair-
man; the SPA executive director and principal SPA
staff members; state legislators; representatives of
the state budget office; representatives of the major
state criminal justice agencies; and representatives
of public interest groups. On the regional level, they
interviewed the RPU supervisory board chairman,
the RPU executive director and principal RPU staff
members. On the local level, they interviewed chief
executive officials, such as mayors and city man-
agers, and legislative officials, such as county com-
missioners and city council members. Representa-
tives from local criminal justice planning units and
major local criminal justice agencies were also
contacted.

The interviews focused on issues concerning the
organization, function and impact of the Safe Streets
program. The interviewers attempted to assess the
effect on the program of LEAA leadership and re-
quirements. They inquired about the relationship of
the SPAs to the governor, the legislature, other state
criminal justice agencies and regional planning units.
They solicited facts and opinions concerning the
effect of the block grant approach on the integra-
tion and effectiveness of the state criminal justice
system, and the extent to which the results of this
approach had been evaluated at the Federal and
state levels. The interviewers also probed opinions
concerning the distribution of both planning and
action funds along functional and jurisdictional lines,
and attempted to assess the extent to which this
distribution was viewed as equitable. The specific re-
search questions are listed in the introduction of this
report. .

The field team also gathered information con-
cerning the Safe Streets program from grant files,
minutes of meetings, state comprehensive plans, fi-
nancial records, audit reports and doctoral disserta-
tions. They supplemented this information by data
from the LEAA Grants Management Information
System (GMIS); from planning grant applications;
and from the SPA, RPU and local questionnaires
that had been solicited earlier in the study.

In each case study state, the ACIR field team
selected at least two regions, two counties and two
cities for examination. In choosing these jurisdic-
tions in conjunction with SPA staff and other



knowledgeable observers, care was taken to obtain
a mix of urban/rural representation, an assortment
of types of government and criminal justice respon-
sibilities, and a variety of experiences.

The case studies that follow are all organized
along similar lines. Each case study begins with a
brief look at the demographic and Uniform Crime
Report data of the state in question. The reasons
why the state was chosen are explained and an
overview of the organization of the state’s criminal
justice system is provided. This is followed by a
description of the structure and functions of both
the SPA and the RPUs. A detailed discussion is then

undertaken of the nature and implementation of the
state’s Safe Streets planning and funding policies,
including the distribution and use of action funds and
the relevant fiscal issues. An examination is made of
the impact of the Safe Streets program on the state
criminal justice system, and a section summarizing
the major issues concludes each case study. Appen-
dices include a list of interviews conducted as well
as the regions and localities visited by the field
team. The ACIR circulated the first and second
drafts of each case study to the SPA and LEAA re-
gional office concerned, as well as to the LEAA
central office, for review and comment.
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California

California, largest of the 50 states, with more than
20 million people, ranks third in crime rate and 49th
in state criminal justice expenditures. In 1973, ac-
cording to the “Uniform Crime Report,” 6304.9
index crimes per 100,000 population were commit-
ted in the state, where local government performs
and finances most criminal justice activities.

Although California’s demographic character-
istics and crime rate alone could have justified ACIR
study, the most compelling reason for choosing Cali-
fornia was the attitude toward the Safe Streets pro-
gram on the part of Governor Edmund G. Brown,
Jr., who assumed office in January 1975.

Since that time, Governor Brown and his staff
have undertaken a complete investigation of the
program, which has included a temporary freeze on
grant requests and suspension of activity on a large
discretionary grant program to identify statewide
standards and goals for the criminal justice system.
The governor’s directives have resulted in a reorgan-
ization of the SPA and an effort to redefine the Safe
Streets program in the state.

Governor Brown has raised three issues fundamen-
tal not only to the operation of the Safe Streets

program in California and other states, but also to
the reauthorization of the Crime Control Act.

® Governor Brown contends that the Safe
Streets program, as legislated by Con-
gress and supported by the citizens of
California, should be oriented toward
crime control and reduction rather than
improvement of the criminal justice sys-
tem. He maintains that the Safe Streets
program should be evaluated on the basis
of its impact on the incidence and conse-
quence of crime.

e Governor Brown thinks that the state’s
planning efforts under the program have
far exceeded the intent of Congress as ex-
pressed by the amount of Part B funds
appropriated for that purpose—a sit-
uation he attributes to bureaucratic abuse
and the complexities of LEAA guide-
lines and requirements.

® Governor Brown believes that the Fed-
eral grant process end runs normal pro-
cesses of state and local government by

Table 1 .

Functional Distribution of Direct Expenditure in California,
FY 1972-1973

(In Thousands of Dollars)

Type of Total Criminal
Government Justice Police Judicial
$ % $ % $ %

State 413,441 24 174,616 19 22,749 12
County 747,053 44 219,867 24 160,096 84
Municipal 547,534 32 506,039 56 8,351 4

TOTAL 1,708,029 100 900,522 100 191,196 100
Distribution
by function 100% 53% 1%

Legal Services Indigent
Representation Defense Corrections Other
$ % $ % $ % $ %
13,707 14 195,129 41 7,240 62
66,087 66 26,336 97 270,946 57 3,721 32
20,528 20 818 3 11,012 2 786 6
100,322 100 27,155 100 477,087 100 11,747 100

6%

2%

28%

.07%

Source: U.S., Department of Justice and U.S. Department of Commerce, Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System
1972-1973, Washinggon, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1975, Table 7, pp. 30-31.
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encouraging funding of projects that are
not really wanted and by supporting sys-
tem improvements that are properly state
and local responsibilities.

The case study report concentrates on these issues
and includes a history of California’s Safe Streets
program from 1969-1975 and a detailed analysis of
its operation under the Brown administration.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

County and municipal governments together ac-
count for 76 percent of the total expenditures for
the state’s criminal justice system (see Table 1).
Counties provide the majority of funds spent on the
judiciary, legal services and representation, indi-
gent defense, and corrections. Cities make the great-
est outlays for police services. State expenditures
account for 24 percent of the total criminal justice
budget.

The state judiciary is headed by the Supreme
Court, which has original jurisdiction in writs of
mandamus, habeas corpus, prohibition and certio-
rari. The Supreme Court hears appeals cases from
the appellant courts and from trial courts in any
case involving the death penalty. The Supreme Court
consists of a chief justice and six associate jus-
tices, who are required to be members of the Cali-
fornia Bar for 10 years prior to service. !

The courts of appeal have jurisdiction over the
courts of general trial jurisdiction and other cases
as specified by statute. The 13 courts of appeal are
divided among five appellate districts, located in
Sacramento, San Francisco, Fresno, Los Angeles
and San Diego. The number of judges is determined
by law and varies from three to five according to
district.

Supreme Court and courts of appeal justices are
initially appointed by the governor, but must run in
uncontested elections every 12 years thereafter. The
governor makes appointments, to mid-term vacancies.

The superior courts, trial courts of general juris-
diction, operate in each of the state’s 58 counties.
Each court has at least one judge, and the state’s
largest superior court, in Los Angeles, has 205. The
legislature has authorized a total of 477 judgeships
for all superior courts. The governor makes initial
appointments and fills mid-term vacancies, after
which the judges must run for election every six
years. To be eligible for office, judges must have been

members of the California Bar for at least 10
years prior to appointment. The state pays the major
portion of the judges’ salaries. The counties provide
bailiffs, reports, general staff, buildings and equip-
ment for the superior courts.

The lower courts in California sit in districts
established by the board of supervisors and are fi-
nanced by the counties they serve. As of December
1974, there were 77 municipal courts, which sit in
districts of more than 40,000 population, and 213
justice courts, which sit in smaller districts. Both
courts have criminal jurisdiction over misdemeanors
resulting in fines under $1,000 and preliminary ex-
aminations in felony cases. Municipal courts also
have jurisdiction over all misdemeanors and ordi-
nance violations. Judges for both courts are elected
to six-year terms. Vacancies on the municipal courts
are filled by gubernatorial appointment; the board
of supervisors appoints judges to justice court vacan-
cies.

The Judicial Council is the chief administrative
body of the judiciary. The council membership con-
sists of the chief justice of the supreme court, the
group’s chairman, one associate justice of the su-
preme court, three judges of the municipal courts,
two judges of the justice courts, four attorneys, one
state senator and one state assemblyman. The coun-
cil is required to survey judicial business, make rec-
ommendations to the courts and report annually to
the governor and the legislature. The group also
adopts court rules of administration, practices and
procedure. The Administrative Office of the Courts
is the staff arm of the council. Two state-level
commissions, the Commission on Judicial Qualifica-
tions and the Commission on Judicial Appointments,
also deal with judicial personnel.

The district attorneys elected in each of the state’s
58 counties prosecute all criminal offenses. District
attorneys and their assistants must hold law degrees.
In five rural counties, the district attorney fills a
part-time office. In Los Angeles County, the district
attorney’s office employs 398 full-time attorneys.
The office of the district attorney is financially sup-
ported by the county it serves. Some cities in the
state employ a city attorney, who generally has no
criminal prosecution function, except when a dis-
trict attorney does not prosecute violations of local
ordinances. The state Office of the Attorney Gen-
eral and the Department of Justice assist district
attorneys in criminal prosecutions.

Defense services are not provided by the state,
although California law requires that all indigent



persons charged with a triable offense have access
to legal counsel. In 1973, 31 counties complied with
state law by use of public defenders, 19 by as-
signed counsel programs, and eight by contractual
arrangements with law firms.

Although law enforcement is mainly a county and
municipal function, the California Highway Patrol
(CHP) and the state’s Department of Justice have
important responsibilities. Primarily a traffic safety
agency, the CHP has jurisdiction over highways out-
side incorporated areas and all freeways. The. CHP
also assists local police departments and sheriffs’
offices in preserving law and order. In 1973, the
CHP employed 7,565 sworn officers.

The attorney general heads the Department of
Justice and is the chief law enforcement officer in the
state. The Department’s Division of Law Enforce-
ment provides identification of persons and property
and criminology services and conducts special op-
erational investigations. The Commission on Peace
Officer Standards and Training (POST) within the
Department of Justice is charged with raising and
maintaining the level of competence of California’s
peace officers by establishing selection standards,
certifying training courses and furnishing adminis-
trative counseling to requesting agencies.

In all 58 counties, an elected sheriff is primarily
responsible for law enforcement in unincorporated
areas and often provides police services for incor-
porated cities on a contractual basis. There are
13,425 sworn deputy sheriffs in California; individual
departments range from 5,216 sworn personnel in
Los Angeles County to five in Alpine County. In
addition to law enforcement responsibilities, sheriffs
also perform civil duties, such as process service
and, in 51 counties, operate jail facilities. In 33
rural counties, the sheriff also acts as county coroner.

There are more than 25,000 full-time sworn offi-
cers in California’s 346 municipal police depart-
ments. The Los Angeles Police Department, the
state’s largest, employs 7,134 sworn officers. San
Francisco employs 1,958 and San Diego, 1,014. Of
the remaining cities in the state, more than 200
employ between 10 and 100 sworn officers and
70 employ fewer than ten.

The California Department of Corrections is
designated by statute as the state agency respon-
sible for providing: (1) secure detention, humane
support and corrective treatment for committed
adult offenders; (2) supervision and continued
treatment for parolees and outpatients released
in the community; and (3) advice and assistance to,

and cooperation with, other governmental agencies
and citizens groups concerned with crime preven-
tion, criminal justice and rehabilitation. The depart-
ment is primarily concerned with controlling and
rehabilitating convicted felons committed to it by
the courts and operates 12 major institutions, 18
conservation camps, four community correctional
centers and 60 field parole units.

The granting, revocation and term of parole
for a convicted adult felon are determined by one of
three independent releasing authorities. Male felons
are under the jurisdiction of the Adult Authority;
female felons are under the direction of the Wo-
men’s Board of Terms and Parole. The Narcotic
Addict Evaluation Authority establishes the
length of inpatient and outpatient treatment for
civil commitments of narcotic addicts.

Local adult correctional institutions include 181
city jails, usually operated by police departments,
and 96 county jails and county camps for convicted
offenders. In 51 counties, jail facilities are run by
the sheriff. Other agencies, such as corrections de-
partments, operate jails in the other seven counties.
Local jails house defendants awaiting trial and
convicted offenders awaiting sentencing or serving
short sentences.

Fifty-six of California’s 58 counties have proba-
tion departments serving the superior, municipal and
justice courts in the county. The staff size of these
departments ranges from one full-time probation of-
ficer in Amador and Modoc Counties to 2,118 in Los
Angeles County. These departments provide super-
vision and services to convicted offenders who are
placed on probation. County funds support proba-
tion activities.

The Department of Youth Authority, a compo-
nent of the state Health and Welfare Agency, has
responsibility for all juveniles committed by the
courts to the state for supervision and for any young
adults (ages 18, 19 and 20) who are specifically
committed to the department by the criminal courts.
In addition, the Department of Youth Authority is
responsible for providing leadership on behalf of the
state in delinquency prevention. The department op-
erates 10 juvenile institutions, five conservation
camps and 40 field parole offices. It has statutory
responsibility for developing standards for juvenile
halls, the local detention facilities used by law
enforcement agencies when juveniles are taken into
custody, and standards for jails used to detain juve-
niles.

The Department of Youth Authority also assists
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county correctional agencies. (Nineteen counties op-
erate 68 juvenile rehabilitation facilities, all of
which are partially subsidized by the state.) The
Probation Subsidy Program, administered by the
department, funds intensive supervision programs
for adults and juveniles in the probation depart-
ments of 47 counties.

THE SAFE STREETS PROGRAM
IN CALIFORNIA FROM 1967 TO 1975

The Safe Streets Organization

In 1967, the California Council on Criminal Jus-
tice (CCCJ) was established by the state legislature
under the Deukmejian-Moretti Act (Chapter 1661 of
the Statutes of 1967, Sections 13800-13807 of the
California Penal Code). The legislation prescribed
that the council would perform criminal justice plan-
ning and research functions, that its members were
to be appointed by the governor, and that the coun-
cil would select an executive director to head its
staff. After passage of the Safe Streets Act in 1968,
Governor Ronald Reagan designated the CCCJ as
the state planning agency (SPA) and the supervisory
board responsible for implementing the Safe Streets
Act in California (Executive Order R13-69). At the
time of its designation as the SPA, the CCCJ was
still in the process of developing an adequate staff
complement.

The councit decided to pursue a regional approach
to criminal justice planning and created eleven re-
gions based on existing councils of governments
(COGs). (California had no uniform set of substate
planning districts.) The council directed that a
regional advisory board consisting of 13 members
be established in each of the 11 regions. Multi-
county regions encompassing large population
centers were encouraged to organize subregional ad-
visory boards.

Although the council established regional advisory
boards to insure local input in the SPA’s decision-
making process, it did not intend to delegate any
authority or control over the Safe Streets program to
these groups. Regional advisory boards were charged
with conducting research studies to learn about their
criminal justice system, determining local and re-
gional needs, developing plans and recommendations
for CCCJ consideration, and identifying the extent
to which regional goals could be fulfilled by specific
projects.” The regional advisory boards were re-
quired to employ a professional staff, but the amount
of Part B funds available severely limited the num-

ber of personnel. Most of the regional advisory
boards began to act as intermediaries between
local applicants and the CCCJ early in their exis-
tence and, despite a broader mandate from the
council, remained largely application-oriented.

Reacting to pressure from dissatisfied local gov-
ernments in the major urban centers, the council re-
organized the substate system in 1971, creating 21
regions to replace the original 11. Many of the new
regional advisory boards had been subregional
advisory boards. The restructuring of regional boun-
daries resulted in the creation of nine single-county
regions, two dual-county regions, and two tri-county
regions. Only one regional advisory board associa-
ted with a council of governments remained intact.
The increase in Part B planning funds nationally
and their distribution on a population basis to the
new regions enabled regional advisory boards to aug-
ment their staff and gave some localities a planning
staff capability that they had lacked. The new
regional system was not fully implemented until
1972, when the regions began to receive Part B
funds and perform their Safe Streets responsibilities.

The relationship between the CCCJ and the re-
gions remained the same. The council passed
through to the regions and localities only the 40 per-
cent of the Part B funds required by the Safe Streets
Act. The CCCJ staff, and particularly its execu-
tive director, were determined to maintain strong
state control over the program.

The Crown Legislation

The legislature’s first major review of CCCIJ
operations occurred when Assemblyman Crown
conducted hearings on the program in 1971. Legisla-
tive interest was generated, in part, by concern
over a lack of meaningful legislative oversight role
in the Safe Streets program. (According to a former
aide, the governor felt that the legislature should not
be involved with CCCJ administration in any way
since its policy voice had been expressed in stat-
utes.) Legislative dissatisfaction with the Safe Streets
program was also generated by concerns about the
direction of some grant-funded programs and by
controversy over the regions.

The result of the hearings was a 1972 bill that
would have changed the composition of the CCCJ
to five full-time, salaried staff members. The gov-
ernor, citing an LEAA General Counsel’s opinion,
vetoed the legislation as being in violation of the
intent of Congress as expressed in the Safe Streets
Act.



The veto did not put the legislature’s concerns to
rest. With the 1971 amendments to the Safe Streets
Act, state legislatures were given a greater role in
the program, beginning in FY 1973, because they
had to make appropriations to buy into local pro-
grams. Seeing the additional leverage created by
this new responsibility, Assemblyman Crown tied
enactment of the legislation he introduced in the
1973 session to the approval of the CCCJF’s appropri-
ation request for buy-in. Assembly Bill 1305 was
passed and became Chapter 1047 of the Statutes of
1973, thus amending Sections 13800-13807 of the
California Penal Code.

The legislation initiated major changes in the
program. The size of the CCCJ was reduced to 25
and its composition was altered. Under the new law,
the attorney general and the administrative director
of the courts were designated members; the gover-
nor was to appoint 13 members, including the com-
missioner of the Department of the Highway Patrol
and a representative of the state corrections agencies;
and the Senate Rules Committee and the speaker of
the assembly were to appoint five members each.
The makeup of the appointments to be made by the
governor, the Senate Rules Committee and the
speaker of the assembly were prescribed by the
law. The large number of legislative appointments
required by law in California is very unusual.

During the next session of the legislature, the
membership of the council was increased by two
members; the governor was directed to name the
director of the Department of Corrections, raising
his appointments to 14; and the speaker of the
assembly was given an additional appointment, rais-
ing his total to six.

As of November 14, 1974, the council was
composed of nine representatives of state govern-
ment, 14 of local government, three public members
and one vacancy. Eight members were law enforce-
ment/police representatives (including the attorney
general), six represented the courts function
(including prosecution and defense), four repre-
sented corrections and eight did not represent crim-
inal justice functional areas. Ten of the 27 mem-
bers were elected officials, five of whom were local
chief executives or legislators.’ The governor ap-
pointed the attorney general chairman of the CCCJ.

The Crown legislation created the Office of
Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP), which was to be
the staff to the council. Before the legislation, the
SPA staff had been a part of the CCCJ. The law
also required that OCJP be administered by an

executive director appointed by and responsible to
the governor. Previously, the CCCJ executive di-
rector had been selected and employed by the
council.

The Crown bill made statutory recognition and
definition of regional criminal justice planning
districts and boards. Title 6.5 of the California Penal
Code, “Local Criminal Justice Planning,” begins
with the following statement:

The legislature finds and declares:

(a) That crime is a local problem that
must be dealt with by State and local gov-
ernments if it is to be controlled effectively.

(b) That criminal justice needs and prob-
lems vary greatly among the different local
jurisdictions of this State.

(c) That effective planning and coordina-
tion can be accomplished only through the
direct, immediate and continuing coopera-
tion of local officials charged with general
governmental and criminal justice respon-
sibilities.

(d) That planning for the effective use of
criminal justice resources required a perma-
nent coordinating effort on the part of local
governments.

Such recognition was considered by regional and
local officials to be a victory for decentralizated
authority and a more permanent status for regional
units. The Crown measure sketched broad guidelines
for the establishment and operation of regional
planning units, which permitted local governments
to define the type of arrangement used to establish
the unit, the boundaries of the planning district and
the composition of the board membership. The dis-
cretion permitted to localities under Title 6.5 marked
a shift in the focus of control over regional ac-
tivities. Prior to the new law, the CCCJ could have
prescribed specific regional boundaries or could
have abolished the regions completely.

The law created the Judicial Criminal Justice
Planning Committee to advise and consult with the
CCCJ and OCIJP on matters relating to the courts.
The committee is independent of the executive
branch—its seven members are appointed by the
judicial council, the agency responsible for the
state’s court system. In establishing it, the legis-
lature’s intent was to observe the constitutional
separation of powers principle.
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State-Regional Reshuffling

The day before the Crown legislation became
effective (Jan. 1, 1974), Governor Reagan issued
Executive Order R48-73, which designated the CCCJ
as the supervisory body and the OCJP as the ad-
ministrative body of the SPA under the Safe
Streets Act and the Juvenile Delinquency Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1968. The executive or-
der augmented the governor’s control of the program
by making the OCJP directly responsible to him and
the position of executive director a gubernatorial
appointment. The governor appointed as new execu-
tive director of the OCJP his special assistant for
criminal justice and governmental organization. As a
result of these changes, more direct and systematic
lines of communication were established between the
OCIJP executive director and the governor’s office.
The governor’s appointment of the legal affairs
secretary to the CCCJ further increased his contact
with and influence over CCCJ/OCJP operations.

Under the Crown legislation, the OCJP, in co-
operation with the regional advisory boards, was to:4

(1) Develop with the advise and consent
of the Council, the comprehensive statewide
plan of criminal justice throughout the
State.

(2) Define, develop and correlate pro-
grams and projects for the State criminal
justice agencies.

(3) Receive and disburse federal funds,
perform all necessary and appropriate staff
services required by the Council and other-
wise assist the Council in the performance
of its duties as established by Federal acts.

(4) Develop comprehensive, unified and
orderly procedures to insure that all local
plans and all state and local projects are in
accordance with the comprehensive State
plan, and that all applications for grants
are processed efficiently.

(5) Cooperate with and render technical
assistance to the Legislature, State agencies,
“units of general local government, combina-
tions of such units or other public or private
agencies, organizations or institutions in
matters relating to criminal justice.

(6) Conduct evaluation studies of the
programs and activities assisted by the Fed-
eral acts.

In order to accomplish its mission, OCJP was

organized into the following four divisions, which
directly reported to the executive director:?

The Planning and Programs Division
was responsible for the preparation of the
annual comprehensive plan and planning
grant application, for liaison with the re-
gions in all matters affecting local grant
funded projects and programs, and for liai-
son with State and other non-local agencies
concerning the planning and funding of
State initiated programs and other special
programs such as narcotics enforcement.

The Standards and Evaluation Division
was responsible for the analysis of crime
data, evaluation of program effectiveness,
promotion of sound operational standards
and guidance of the development of man-
power and training and information and
communication systems.

The Research and Technical Assistance
Division conducted crime analysis, con-
ducted research about gaps in knowledge
about crime and the criminal justice system,
provided technical assistance to State and
local agencies, developed strategies to re-
duce crime and improve the system, pro-
vided for the transfer of information on
criminal justice technologies to criminal jus-
tice agencies and operated and developed
analytical models of the criminal justice
system.

The Management Support Services
Division served to support the activities of
the other Divisions and managed all funds
made available to OCJP, provided for all
administrative matters, handled the recruit-
ment, hiring and other personnel matters
of OCJP and provided for the publication
of all technical documents.

Six sections also reported to the director: the
Audits and Internal Affairs Branch, Legal and
Human Services Branch, Information Section, CCCJ
Liaison Section, Public Safety Planning Sec-
tion, and the Grants Management Section. The
detailed descriptions of the functions and respon-
sibilities of the different sections, branches and
divisions reveals overlapping.

OCJP staff size had grown considerably since
the beginning of the Safe Streets program. Ac-
cording to the FY 1975 planning grant applica-



tion, the OCJP staff supported 90 professionals and
60 clerical employees with Part B funds.In addi-
tion, Part C block and discretionary monies funded
about 60 more staff positions. The total staff com-
plement of the OCJP in January 1975 was 212
persons.

Staff turnover was not a major problem within
the OCJP/CCCJ staff, even with a change of exec-
utive directors in 1974. A number of new staff mem-
bers were hired by the OCJP during FY 1974, some
of whose positions were created through the use of
consulting contracts under Part C funds. Other
staff increases resulted from the establishment of a
standards and goals unit. Some interviewees thought
that the OCJP executive director hired additional
personnel to build a shadow staff because he did not
get along well with the existing staff.

The qualifications of the OCJP staff were ques-
tioned by several of those interviewed, who said
that many incompetent state career employees had
been shuffled over to the OCJP and the CCCJ
prior to 1974. Although no adequate measure of staff
competence exists, a review of the backgrounds of
the 13 managers of the OCJP in 1974 (including the
executive director, the executive assistant, the deputy
director, the four division directors and the six
section chiefs) revealed that only six had college
degrees and only one had an advanced degree. Six
of the top managers had extensive law enforcement
and criminal justice backgrounds, but only two of
them also had college degrees. Because this informa-
tion is so general and data concerning the back-
ground of the rest of the staff were not researched,
no conclusions about staff competence can be
reached.

The changes caused by the Crown legislation at
the state level had no immediate impact on regional
operations. In response to the legislative mandate to
give more control to the regions, the OCJP executive
director embarked on a policy course of state defer-
ence to regional concerns. The director’s approach,
the antithesis of his predecessor’s policy, caused con-
cern among SPA staff members who preferred a
strong state role and resented the subordination of
their recommendations to regional views. Several
interviewees thought that this internal conflict
caused the executive director to create a loyal
shadow staff.

By 1974, the regional directors and chairmen of
the regional planning boards had organized into as-
sociations. As a result of the increased participation
of the regions in all SPA decisions about substate

Table 2

Elected Membership of the
California Regional
Criminal Justice Planning Boards

FY 1976
Number Percent
Region Total Elected Elected
A 28 15 54
B 35 19 54
c 26 14 54
D* 50 23 46
E 28 15 54
F** 20 12 60
G 27 14 52
H 26 13 50
1 29 15 52
J 31 16 52
K 27 15 56
L 28 15 54
M 27 14 52
N 39 20 51
o 25 13 52
P 29 15 52
Q 31 16 52
R 24 15 63
S 39 20 52
T 25 13 52
u*e 9 7 78
TOTAL 594 319

*These numbers representing the membership of this regional
board reflect only the Criminal Justice Advisory Board to
the COG.

**These numbers representing the membership of these regional
boards reflect only their executive committees.

Source: California FY 1976 planning grant application.

operations and the desire of the regions to increase
their stature in the program, the CCCJ approved a
grant to establish a staff for both the Regional
Criminal Justice Directors’ Association and the
Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board Chair-
men’s Association, as of January 1975,
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Under the Crown legislation, regional planning

~ boards could be set up by joint powers agreements

or other arrangements acceptable to the localities. As
of 1974, five regional planning boards operated
under joint powers agreements and one (San Fran-
cisco) under city ordinance, 12 functioned as unin-
corporated associations and three, as nonprofit cor-
porations.” Each region sets forth its own bylaws,
which prescribe membership and operating proce-
dures. The composition of planning board member-
ship and the scope of their activities varied among
the regions.

Table 2 presents the size of each regional board

and the number of elected officials on them. Th
largest regional board, which has 50 members oi
the COG’s Criminal Justice Advisory Committee
is in Region D. Two regional planning boards havi
39 members. The smallest board is the nine-mem
ber executive committee of Region U’s planning
board. Every region except Region D, which consid
ers the COG council its official body, has electec
officials comprising at least half its membership
Only three regional planning boards have more thar
60 percent elected representation,

Table 3 shows that 16 percent of the regional plan
ning board members represented the general pub

Source: California Council on Criminal Justice.

Table 3
Functional Distribution of California Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board Membership
FY 1976
0 [
'g = s §o = H H £
E % TE -g'g E Q. o .‘-:’ ‘E’ o 55 - .§ L2

o 53 B3 35 2 8% 3 E2 3% £ £; %
Region == 0o a @ 7] ao S D < an a o oG a
A 4 1 4 4 5 2 2 1 2 1 >
B 3 4 5 5 5 2 1 — 2 2 6
c 2 3 4 2 4 2 1 1 1 1 5
D 1 4 6 8 7 3 5 1 4 2 9
E _ 4 4 2 4 4 2 2 2 — 4
F 1 —_ 3 1 1 3 1 1 2 3 4
G 2 7 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 4 4
H 3 6 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 3 5
I 4 5 2 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 7
J 6 7 1 1 3 2 1 1 2 — 7
K — 4 4 3 5 3 1 1 1 2 3
L 3 1 4 4 3 2 1 1 1 4 4
M — 3 3 3 6 3 3 1 1 — 4
N 6 3 5 5 5 — 5 — 5 3 2
o 1 1 2 2 1 4 2 2 4 5
P 4 3 2 2 3 1 2 — 2 5 5
Q 2 6 1 1 3 3 1 1 — 7 6
R 1 7 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 3 3
s 2 4 3 3 3 6 3 3 3 4 5
T 1 8 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 3 4
v 3 1 1 —_ 1 1 1 — — 1 —

TOTAL 49 82 55 50 69 53 37 20 35 54 94
Percent
of Total 8 14 9 8 12 9 6 3 6 9 16




lic. Representatives of general local government
(mayor, city manager, city council, board of super-
visors) accounted for a total of 31 percent of the
membership. Elected criminal justice officials (sher-
iffs, judges and district attorneys) represented 24
percent of the boards’ membership. Overall, no one
group appears to be overrepresented.

Safe Streets Planning

The planning process used by the CCCJ and the
OCJP to develop the FY 1975 state plan relied
heavily upon the 21 regional plans, the state agency
plan, the Part E plan for correctional improvements
and special program plans that addressed specific
crimes or system problems. Although statewide
crime and system performance data were available
for integration into the decision-making process,
they were rarely used. Instead, the CCCJ relied upon
the decisions already made by regional and state
agency officials, as incorporated in their annual
plans.

“The planning process varied from region to region
and was based upon the prior knowledge of a ten-
tative allocation of Part C funds to each region
determined by the regional action grant allocation
formula. Six factors were included in the formula:
total Part I crimes reported, criminal justice expen-
ditures, adult felony arrests and juvenile major ar-
rests, estimated population on July 1, superior court
dispositions and superior court convictions. Three
years of data were used in order to account for
annual fluctuations. The figures based on the form-
ula were then slightly modified to insure that each
region received at least $100,000 in Part C funds.

The OCJP also issued planning guidelines to the
regions. Guidelines varied in complexity from year
to year; the FY 1975 document consisted of a one-
page list of policy statements. In addition, the re-
gional planning boards were to be guided by the
following CCCJ policy:

It is the declared policy of the California
Council on Criminal Justice and the Office
of Criminal Justice Planning that they shall
not concern themselves with the socio and
economic causative factors as they may re-
late to crime other than to redirect those
programs to the appropriate federal or
State agency directly concerned as other
federal programs have been created to
address such factors. Therefore, they shall
address problems whose primary responsi-

bility for solving rests with established law
enforcement and criminal justice agencies. 8

Each year the regions were required to submit an an-
nual action plan that included an overview of re-
sources and needs, a problem description, a priori-
tized list of projects to be funded in the coming
year, full grant applications for new projects and
summaries of continuation projects.

The quality of the planning processes at the re-
gional level aiso varied. According to most officials
interviewed who had some knowledge of regional
planning capacities, fewer than 25 percent of the
regions did more than prepare the prescribed docu-
ments. There were a few notable exceptions, such as
Region Q in Ventura County, which integrated the
results of a highly developed data analysis into its
total criminal justice resource allocation and plan-
ning process. Several state and local officials stated
that the decision-making process pursued by
regional boards was closer to pork barreling than
to planning and attributed this situation to the plan-
ning guidelines emphasis on selecting projects for
funding.

The OCJP staff reviewed the regional plans
thoroughly. Most regional directors interviewed said
that OCJP reviews resulted in nit-picking but rarely
in any substantive criticisms of projects chosen for
funding in the state plan. More than 500 grants
were proposed for funding in the FY 1975 regional
plans, and the CCCJ only rejected one.

The procedures used to develop the state agency
plan were determined by the Public Safety Planning
Council (PSPC), the group designated by the gov-
ernor to plan for the criminal justice effort in state
government. The PSPC was composed of 22 mem-
bers, including all state-level officials responsible
for public safety and criminal justice functions. The
group’s chairman was the executive assistant to the
governor. Many PSPC members also served on the
CCCJ, among them the OCJP executive director.

The OCIJP initiated the state agency plan by
requesting state criminal justice agencies to submit
information using an OCJP format based on specific
program areas. The OCJP then incorporated the
data into a draft plan, which it presented to the
PSPC for review and approval. The state agencies
submitted grant applications, from which the OCJP
prepared a priority list for presentation to the PSPC
with a revised draft of the state agency plan. The
PSPC reviewed and approved the state agency plan,
including the list of priority projects —which, ac-
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cording to several interviewees, was developed only
after considerable negotiation at the PSPC. The
approved state agency plan was then submitted to
the CCCJ for review. Because the OCJP had worked
so closely with state agencies to prepare the plan and
because so many PSPC members were also CCCJ
members, the CCCJ rarely questioned the state
agency plan. State agency grants for Safe Streets
funds were not reviewed by the Department of
Finance. Several interviewees thought that this
process had made the Safe Streets program the pri-
vate preserve of the governor. Proponents of this
system said that it encouraged interdepartmental
cooperation and focused the block grant retained at
the state level on systemwide improvements.

Part E plans and the plan for the statewide crime-
specific programs were also included in the materials
reviewed by the CCCJ. Some of these plans had
been developed in response to special conditions on
previous plans and past negotiations with the
LEAA regional office. Preparation of the Part E
plan, which supported local correctional facilities,
required the direct input of county and city offi-
cials. While the QCJP staff was the major drafter
of the Part E plan, an advisory committee provided
direction and professional expertise to the staff.
Development of the Part E plan included review and
approval of specific project applications and a rank-
ing of requests for Part E funds.

The OCJP coordinated preparation of the plans,
with little involvement on the part of the CCCJ.
According to the timetable prepared for the FY 1975
California state plan, the CCCJ was to give early
approval of the program structure and plan outline,
followed by approval of the draft problems, needs
and priorities, and ultimate review and approval of
the final plan. The importance of the CCCJ’s in-
volvement is open to question because the supervisory
board was to approve the draft problems, needs and
priorities prior to completion of the description of
crime in the state and the submission of the state
agency and regional plans. Several interviewees
asserted that the CCCJ was run by the staff of the
OCJP.

When the state plan was ready for CCCJ final
review, it was also forwarded to the Judicial
Criminal Justice Planning Committee for review and
approval. After approval of both committees, the
plan was submitted to the LEAA regional office.
Many regional office staff members said that the
quality of the plan-particularly the planning pro-
cess—was not adequate for the size and sophistica-

tion of the Criminal justice system in the state.
However, these interviewees pointed out that they
had not been able to correct these problems due to
the state’s influence in Washington. State officials,
on the other hand, considered the regional office a
“paper tiger.” The importance of California to the
Safe Streets program—in terms of the state’s size
and relative progressiveness—and the political
influence that its governor could wield in Wash-
ington placed the regional office in a delicate
position: the statute and guidelines had to be en-
forced without jeopardizing the state’s participa-
tion in the program. No action to disapprove a
state plan, to get tough by enforcing special con-
ditions or to take other extreme measures has ever
been formally proposed by the regional office, even
though several staff members favored such action.

In response to the ACIR local questionnaire,*
more than 56 percent of the respondents said that
the state plan reflected or incorporated their needs
either very little or not at all (Table 4). Conversely,
more than 63 percent reported that the regional
plans reflected and incorporated their needs to a
significant or adequate extent. This response could
be attributed to the high level of local awareness of
the regional plan. The lack of local participation in
the statewide planning process probably prompted
the negative assessment of the state plan.

Plan Implementation

In addition to the submission of full applications
for new projects in regional and state agency plans,
the review process for grant approval required a sep-
arate submission of completely executed grant appli-
cations (i.e., inclusion of all additional documenta-
tion such as Environmental Impact Statements,
Civil Rights Compliance Certification, etc.). OCJP
policy in 1974 required that all applications be for-
mally submitted within 120 days of the project
start-up date to allow for proper review and con-
tract negotiations. Projects must have been included
in a regional or state plan in order to receive fund-
ing. Applications from regional plans had to be ap-
proved by the regional planning board prior to sub-
mission to OCJP, which usually meant review by re-
gional staff before submission to the board. State

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to all cities and
counties of 10,000 or more population in order to determine their
attitudes concerning the Safe Streets program. ACIR received
responses from 125 California cities (56 percent) and 33 counties
(65 percent).



agency grants and grants from private agencies
applying for state programs were submitted directly
to the OCJP, which scrutinized them prior to their
submission to the PSPC for review. All applications
from the courts were transmitted to the Judicial
Criminal Justice Planning Committee for review and
comment. Each grant application received an addi-
tional review by the body that had originally ap-
proved it for submission to the OCJP.

The state provided a 10 percent hard cash match
for all state agency programs and private programs
funded at the state level and half of the required 10
percent hard cash match for all local projects. The
state legislature appropriated a lump sum to the
OCJP for use as hard match and state buy-in. When
grants were finally approved, grantees received both
Federal money and the state match from the QCJP.
In compliance with the Safe Streets Act, all pri-
vate nonprofit agencies were required to secure a
sponsoring agency to apply through a regional plan-
ning board or to apply directly to the OCJP/CCCJ,
which would supply the full match required. Be-
cause the hard match was required for local projects,
the OCJP required that every local application in-
clude a resolution from its governing body that the
amount of necessary match would be available if the
application was approved.

Once the application was submitted, reviewed
and approved, the potential subgrantee entered into
negotiations with the OCJP to develop a contract
delineating their respective responsibilities for the
approved project. Regional staff sometimes partici-
pated in these negotiations on behalf of their local-
ities. In some instances, a contract was agreed to by
both parties without any formal negotiations. When
no agreement could be reached, the grant was not
accepted and the project was not funded.

" Once the contract was signed and the project
begun, monitoring commenced. Local projects
funded through regions were monitored by regional
staffs unless the OCJP elected to monitor a new or
unusual project. All state agency grants were moni-
tored by the OCJP. The OCJP and the CCCJ de-
fined monitoring as on-site reviews of the program-
matic and fiscal progress of a project. Monitoring
was undertaken by the SPA to determine contractual
compliance, to provide needed technical assistance,
to assist the evaluation effort, and to develop in-
formation for planning decisions. Most project con-
tracts required at least two regional or state monitor-
ing reports each year. In addition, subgrantees had
to submit quarterly progress reports and biannual
internal assessments. The subgrantees whose projects
were monitored by the regional planning board staff

Significantly Adequately
No. % No. %
State Plan
Municipal 5 4 40 32
County 0 — 11 33
Total Local 5 3.1 51 32.2
Regional Plan
Municipal 22 17.6 55 44
County 7 212 16 48.4
Total Local 23 183 71 449

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Table 4

Local Views on Extent to Which the Regional and State Plans Incorporate and Reflect
Local Needs and Priorities in California

October 1975

Very Little Not at All No Response Total
No. % No. % No. % %
53 42.4 16 12.8 11 8.8 125
19 57.5 2 6 1 3 33
72 45 18 11.3 12 7.5 158
29 23.2 9 7.2 10 8 125
8 24.2 0 — 2 6 33
37 23.4 9 5.6 12 7.6 158
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would submit all reports to both the regional board
and to the OCJP. According to many interviewees,
monitoring efforts affected some implementation
and refunding decisions at the regional level. No
such effect was evident at the state level.

OCJP evaluation was conducted by the Evaluation
Branch of the Standards and Evaluation Division,
which was supported by a Part C grant of $1,403,962

for the period of September 1, 1974 to August 31,
1975. Although some program evaluation had been
conducted by OCJP before Part C funding of this
activity in 1974, an overall approach to evaluation
had not been initiated. In 1974 and 1975, consultants
evaluated clusters of projects or programs and
regional and subgrantee evaluations of individual
projects. The ACIR field team found no evidence

Source: California Council on Criminal Justice.

Table 5

FY 1974-1975

Region
Locality Part B Part C
A $66,793
B 72,930
C 72,300
D 105,195 $45,159
E 115,330
F 177,507
G 127,850
H 115,710
| 198,510
J 130,370 42,237
K 95,700
L 58,090
M 99,510
N 155,400
o 48,302
P 89,360
Q 112,000
R 465,300
S 157,000
T 186,453
U 159,230
County of San
Bernardino 12,500
City of
Los Angeles 147,721
County of
Los Angeles 75,000
City of
Long Beach 20,000
TOTAL $1,780,800 $1,370,387

Planning Allocations to Regions and Major Cities and Counties

General Local

Fund Match Total
$66,793
72,930
72,300
$5,018 155,372
115,330
19,723 197,230
127,850
115,710
22,057 220,567
4,693 $20,000 197,300
95,700
58,090
99,510
155,400
48,302
89,360
112,000
51,700 517,000
157,000
20,717 207,170
159,230
695 5,669 18,864
8,206 8,206 164,133
4,790 4,791 84,581
1,111 1,111 22,222
$ 138,910 $ 39,777 $3,329,674




Excessive Adequate
SPA 11 4
RPU 0 4
Local 0 3

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Table 6
Regional Rating of the Adequacy of Part B Funds
October 1975

Inadequate No Response Total
3 1 19
15 0 19
7 9 19

that evaluation results had been used in the plan-
ning and funding processes at the state level. How-
ever, project evaluations did affect decision-
making at the regional level in a number of in-
stances. Several regional staff members said that
the state’s lack of evaluation was evidenced by its
requests for technical assistance from their region.

The planning process at the OCJP was extremely
complex and often led to duplication of effort. Most
regional and local officials interviewed said that the
application process and the implementation and
administration of awards were completely dominated
by bureaucratic red tape. Many regional officials
resented the overt administrative duplication of their
efforts and those of the OCJP. Interviewees gen-
erally expressed a great deal of frustration about
their participation in the OCJP/CCCJ grant award
process during 1974.

Allocation and Adequacy of Part B Funds

Keeping within the 40 percent minimum pass-
through of Part B funds to units of local government,

the OCJP/CCCJ increased the funding available
for regional and local planning efforts by utilizing
Part C funds in regions and localities that qualified
as Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils. The
OCJP interpreted provisions of the Safe Streets
Act to mean that any region or locality with a pop-
ulation in excess of 250,000 was eligible to receive
Part C funds for planning.

The actual amount of Part B and C funds to be
allocated was determined in negotiations between the
region and the OCJP. An initial allocation target
was developed by OCJP based upon the previous
year’s allocation, an evaluation of the region’s re-
quest for funds, the availability of funds and the
ability to use Part C funds. Five of the 21 regions
did not qualify for use of Part C funds. Fifteen
cities and counties were eligible for direct planning
assistance, although only four availed themseives of
the opportunity. Table 5 presents the FY 1974-1975
planning allocations to the regions and participating
localities. The CCCJ allocated $1,780,000 of Part B
funds (40 percent of the state’s Part B block grant)
for regional and local planning and $1,370,387 of

Type of

Funds 1969 1970 1871
Part B 1,388 1,566 2,090
Part C 1,937 17,287 32,999
Part E — — 2,421

Table 7

Part B, C and E Allocations to California
FY 1969-1975

{In Thousands of Dollars)

1972 1973 1974 1975 Total

2,957 3,976 3,976 4,452 20,404
40,060 46,495 46,495 46,390 231,662

4,721 5,470 5,470 5,460 23,542

$275,608
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Number Percent
Recipient of Grants of Grants
State 17 12.4
County 75 54.7
City 43 31.4
Other 2 1.5
TOTAL 137

Table 8

Recipients of California Safe Streets Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Amount Percent Amount of
of Funds of Funds Average Grants
$2,458,159 20.5 $144,597

6,237,310 52.0 83,164

3,185,924 26.6 74,091

103,347 0.9 51,673
$11,984,740

Part C funds to augment Part B support of regional
and local planning efforts.

As a part of its overall assessment of Safe Streets
experience, the ACIR conducted a survey of all re-
gional criminal justice planning units during the
summer of 1975. Nineteen of the 21 regions in Cali-
fornia responded. When asked, “Do you feel that
the 60-40 pass-through formula for Part B funds
provides the most appropriate division of planning
resources between the state, regional and local
levels?”, 17 of the 19 regional respondents said “no.”
Table 6 presents the regional ratings of the adequacy
of Part B planning funds. Almost 60 percent of the
respondents thought that the amount of Part B funds
awarded to the SPA was excessive; almost 80 per-
cent thought that the amount of planning funds
allotted to support regional functions was inade-
quate. The dissatisfaction of regional officials prob-
ably resulted from the fact that the CCCJ had dele-
gated new responsibilities to them in 1974 without
providing commensurate funding.

Safe Streets Funding

More than $275 million of Safe Streets Part B,
C and E funds were allocated to California from FY
1969 to FY 1975 (Table 7). The state received
$20.4 million in Part B funds, $231.7 million in Part
C (action) funding and $23.5 million in Part E funds.

Distribution and Use of Safe Streets Funds

California has awarded about 650 grants each year
to state agencies, local units of government and
private nonprofit agencies for a variety of crime re-
duction and system improvement projects. Generally
these grants have ranged in amount from $500 to
$250,000, although a few were for larger amounts. To

determine the distribution and use of Safe Streets
funds in California, the ACIR field team conducted
an analysis of approximately 20 percent of the Part
C grants awarded by the OCJP in calendar year
1974. (Most of the grants in the sample were ap-
proved prior to extensive changes in the Safe Streets
program made under the Brown administration.)

Table 8 shows the distribution of action grants by
type of grantee. County governments, which have the
bulk of criminal justice functional responsibilities
and which account for about 44 percent of total
criminal justice outlays in California, received 54.7
percent of all the grants in the sample and 32 per-
cent of the funds. Cities and counties together re-
ceived 86.1 percent of all the grants in the sample
and 78.6 percent of the funds. State agencies re-
ceived 12.4 percent of the grants and 20.5 percent of
the funds. This pattern of distribution is consistent
with the proportion of state and local criminal jus-
tice expenditures and meets the variable pass-
through requirement that the state make available to
local units of government at least 76.4 percent of the
Part C block grant. Data from LEAA’s Grants Man-
agement Information System (GMIS) confirm this
expenditure pattern.

In spite of the amount of Part C funds passed
through by the SPA to the local level, city and
county officials were not satisfied with the state-local
split. Table 9, developed from the ACIR local
questionnaire responses from California, indicates
that more than 61 percent of the respondents thought
that the amount of pass-through funds was not equit-
able. All but one of these respondents thought that
the amount going to localities should be increased.

City and county officials indicated, however, that
they were more satisfied with the distribution of
funds within their region. Table 10, also de-



Yes
No. %
Municipal 32 25.6
County 11 33
TOTAL LOCAL 43 27.2

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

No.

77
20
97

Table 9

Views of California Local Officials on Whether the Amount of Funds Passed Through
is Equitable and Reflects a Balance Between State and Local Needs
October 1975

No No Response Total
% No. % No. %
61.6 16 12.8 125 100
60.6 2 6 33 100
61.4 18 11.4 158 100

veloped from the survey data, shows that almost
half of the respondents thought that they had re-
ceived a fair share of the funds allocated within their
region. Survey responses indicated that, at the
county level, satisfaction with funding was high—
probably because of county domination of the crim-
inal justice system in California. Fifteen of 19
responding regional officials believed that their
region had received its fair share of the funds. These
responses probably indicate that officials were much
more satisfied when they had more control over or
input into the allocation decisions.

Table 11 presents the major types of activities
supported by grants in the sample. As in other states,
California awarded the majority of its Part C block
funds (81 percent) for service activities and only a
small percentage for equipment, construction, per-
sonnel and training. Only eight percent of the funds
was awarded for equipment projects, which ac-
counted for 15 percent of the total number of grants
in the sample. The majority of the equipment grants

was awarded to projects for improvement of law en-
forcement radio communications.

The distribution of grants by functional compo-
nent is presented in Table 12. California awarded the
bulk of its Safe Streets funds (51 percent) to the
police area —more than most other states. About 20
percent ($1,126,107) of this amount supported law
enforcement information systems projects. Courts re-
ceived 12 percent of the total funds, almost 75 per-
cent of which supported information systems. Ac-
cording to the sample, corrections received only nine
percent of the Part C funds, a surprisingly low figure
because corrections activities received 28 percent of
all criminal justice expenditures in California and
the state is required to maintain a level of effort in
its Part C awards to corrections in order to receive
Part E funds. This result may reflect the randomness
of the sample; data from OCJP reflect at least twice
as much funding for correctional programs. Because
the categories of primary activities are not mutually
exclusive, it 1s possible that the relatively low per-

Table 10

Views of California Local Officials on Whether Their Jurisdiction Receives Its Fair Share of
Safe Streets Part C Action Funds as Compared to/with Other Jurisdictions in Its Region

October 1975

Type of Respondent Yes
No. %
Municipal 47 37.6
County 24 72.7
TOTAL LOCAL 71 449

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

No.
64

72

No No Response Total
% No. % No. %
51.2 14 11.2 125 100
24.2 1 3 33 100
45.6 15 9.5 158 100
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Table 11

Primary Activities Supported With Safe Streets Funds

1974 Grant Sample

Primary Number of Percent Amount Percent Amount of
Activity Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds Average Grant
Equipment 21 15.3 $899,201 7.5 $42,819
Construction 1 7 56,206 0.5 56,206
Services 101 73.7 9,722,780 81.1 96,265
Training 11 8.0 1,207,447 10.1 109,767
Personnel 3 22 99,106 0.8 33,035
Table 12
Safe Streets Funding by Criminal Justice Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample
Functional Area Number of Grants Percent Amount of Funds Percent
Police 65 47.4 $6,102,771 50.9
Combinations 12 8.8 779,906 6.5
Courts 15 13.2 1,443,049 121
Corrections 14 10.2 1,064,098 8.9
Juvenile Delinguency 22 16.1 1,353,621 1.3
Drugs and Alcohol 9 6.6 1,241,295 10.4
Table 13

Federal Fund Awards by Category Percentage of Dollar Amounts by Category

December 1974

Proponents Function
Fiscal l | La[w —I
Year Police Courts Corrections Other Total Enforcement Judicial Corrections Multi Total | Research
Part C Funds % % % % % % % % % % %
1969 60 0.7 13.3 26 100 62 2 22 14 100 4.2
1970 60 3 10 27 100 55 3 20 22 100 3.8
1971 48 3 8 41 100 37 5 38 20 100 1.2
1972 50 12 9 29 100 48 13 25 14 100 0.5
1973 53 6 14 27 100 59 6 23 12 100 0.9
1974 45 9 15 31 100 52 9 21 18 100 1.0
Part E Funds B
1971 21 — 48.7 30.3 100 — — 100 — — 3.1
1972 17.4 — 76.1 6.5 100 — — 100 — — 1.7
1973 23.6 — 70.6 5.8 100 — — 100 —_— _
1974 22 — 78 — 100 — —_ 100 — — —

Source: Prepared by California Office of Criminal Justice Planning.




Table 14

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample

Number of Amount of
Prior Attempts Grants Percent Funds Percent
Never Attempted
Anywhere 4.4 $ 774,976 6.5
In the state 18.2 3,329,814 27.8
In the locality 56.9 4,294,022 35.8
Has been attempted in the locality 20.4 3,585,928 29.9

centage allocation to corrections is offset by the
fairly large proportions (11.3 and 10.4 percent) allo-
cated to juvenile delinquency and drug and alcohol
programs.

‘Table 13, prepared by the OCJP, lists Safe Streets
expenditures in 1974 by proponent (one who imple-
ments the project) and function (the purposes of the
project). This table reveals that police proponents
have consistently received the bulk of Part C mon-
ies, as has the law enforcement function. Although
measured in a slightly different manner, LEAA's
Grants Management Information System data con-
firm the OCJP figures.

The ficld team also attempted to assess the extent
to which Safe Streets funds supported innovative
rather than routine activities. Each grant in the
sample was classified by the extent to which the
activity had been previously carried out in the
locality and in the state, and if it had ever been
attempted. The results of this breakdown, presented
in Table 14, indicate that more than 70 percent of
the funds was used to support activities that had not

been attempted in the local jurisdiction prior to
Safe Streets funding.

Grants in the sample also were categorized by
degree of innovation as supporting new, expanded,
updated or routine activities. As shown in Table 15,
67 percent of the grants and 59 percent of the funds
were classified as new to the recipient. However, a
significant percentage of the grants (22 percent) and
of the funds (34 percent) supported expansion of
existing activities. Based on this classification, it
appears that, compared with the other states stud-
ied, California is less innovative in its use of Safe
Streets funds. Almost 40 percent of the funds was
used to support activities categorized as expansion,
update or routine. However, California’s criminal
justice system is generally considered to be sophisti-
cated and progressive and the ACIR data do not re-
flect comparisons with a national state-of-the-art
in criminal justice.

Based on the grant sample results, California
appears to have allocated greater percentages of its
funds to local jurisdictions, service activities and

Table 15

Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample

Number of Amount of
Degree of Innovation Grants Percent Funds Percent
New 67.2 $7,036,922 58.7
Expansion 21.9 4,090,537 34.1
Update 8.0 614,365 5.1
Routine 2.9 242 916 2.0

4
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police than most of the other case study states. In
comparison with the other states in the study, Cali-
fornia awards less money for projects that support
innovative activities.

“Project Sater California”

On June 26, 1974, LEAA awarded the OCJP a
$3.8 million discretionary grant to fund a two-year
program to develop criminal justice standards and
goals for California. The OCJP/CCCJ effort was
entitled *“*Project Safer California: A Program to
Develop Realistic Standards and Goals for Califor-
nia.” The program—an attempt to produce stan-
dards and goals on a statewide basis covering the en-
tire range of the six-volume report of the National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals—was the first of its kind in the nation.

The major activities of “Project Safer” involved
17 advisory committees composed of noted criminal
justice practitioners, elected officials and pri-
vate citizens appointed by the governor. The ad-
visory committees conducted public meetings across
the state, from July through October 1974, to con-
sider the national commission’s standards and
goals, those promulgated by the American Bar
Association and other relevant materials, On Oc-
tober 31, 1974, the advisory committees completed
their reports, which were subsequently presented at
a governor’s conference in Sacramento in December
1974, Up to this point, “Project Safer” was a highly
visible, media-oriented program as well as a review
of standards and goals.

The designers of “Project Safer” planned to have
the adopted standards and goals become the basis
for regional conferences that would focus on local
standards and goals setting. At the end of these
conferences (by approximately October 1973) an-
other governor’s conference would be scheduled
to review and refine standards and goals that had
been adopted. The final report on “Project Safer”
was due by June 1976.

According to many of those iuterviewed, enthus-
iasm for ““Project Safer” was great at OCJP, par-
ticularly in the office of the executive director. The
discretionary grant was responsible for part of the
1974 increase in OCJP staff which contributed, along
with the desired high visibility of the program, to the
creation of a new branch in the Standards and Eval-
uation Division of OCJP. Some interviewees said
that during the six months following the award of
the “Project Safer” grant, work at the OCJP con-

centrated on the standards and goals program, some-
times to the detriment of other activities. Some .of
this enthusiasm is reflected in the FY 1975 state
plan, which was organized according to the major
divisions of “Project Safer” (law enforcement,
judicial process, corrections, citizen involvement and
criminal justice systemwide programs) and, in great-
er detail, according to the major areas into which the
17 advisory committees were organized.

Many persons interviewed by the ACIR field team
had been members of the advisory committees,
which had a total membership of approximately 450.
One interviewee commented, “Project Safer started
out as a very good idea but ended up as a fiasco.”
Several persons described the committee meetings
and the final conference as one long farewell party
for the retiring governor. Many of the participants
interviewed expressed embarrassment over their
participation. The final conference at which the
committee reports were presented was to be a lavish
event, but it was poorly attended. Overall, “Project
Safer” was a failure, and standards and goals will
probably not be a major part of the state criminal
Justice effort in California in the future.

A “NEW SPIRIT” IN CALIFORNIA’S
SAFE STREETS PROGRAM:
JANUARY TO SEPTEMBER 1975

In November 1974, Californians elected Edmund
G. Brown Jr. to succeed Ronald Reagan as governor.
Although many law enforcement and criminal justice
officials expected some changes under a new ad-
ministration, Governor Brown’s initiatives took al-
most everyone by surprise.

Safe Streets is not the only Federal program the
governor has publicly questioned, but it was the first
one. One interviewee familiar with the 1974 cam-
paign said that Governor Brown and his staff en-
countered complaints about the Safe Streets program
throughout the state —ranging from distress at the
mounds of red tape involved in receiving funds to
numerous “‘horror’ stories concerning grant requests
and awards for projects with only a peripheral
relationship to crime reduction.

Other interviewees could only explain the gov-
ernor’s interest in the Safe Streets program by citing
various events and activities that might have at-
tracted his attention. Often named as a major cul-
prit was ‘“‘Project Safer California,” since its
advisory committee meetings were being held
throughout the state in a highly visible manner



during the same period that the gubernatorial cam-
paign was underway. Due to its apparent low sub-
stance and high cost, “Project Safer” was particu-
larly objectionable to Governor Brown and his staff.
Some thought that the new governor became inter-
ested in the program as a result of newspaper ac-
counts of the San Clemente Police Department’s
request for a grant of more than $100,000 for addi-
tional police manpower because of former President
Nixon’s residency in San Clemente.

Another line of opinion relates to the governor’s
rejection of the liberal assumption during the 1960’s
that a great infusion of Federal funds can solve any
problem (e.g., a War on Crime). The Safe Streets
program was selected to be the first Federal pro-
gram scrutinized partly because its proponents had
promised much but delivered little, as measured by
changes in reported crime rates. Moreover, because
the program was relatively small in terms of total
funding and the jobs affected, the governor could
publicly question and even dismantle the program
without causing too much damage—all the while
making his basic point about Federal grants.

The governor’s staff began familiarizing itself
with the Safe Streets program during the interim
between the election and the inauguration, although
no indications of potential changes were given. In
January 1975, when the OCJP was about to fund
several state agency projects, the governor’s office
placed a freeze on the award of all grants, pending
assessment of the Safe Streets program. Some say
that this freeze was initiated because the governor’s
staff realized that, at a minimum, state agency proj-
ects could be affected by their actions despite the
decisions of the previous administration. Because
of uncertainty concerning their ability to impact on
the entire program and a desire to learn more about
it, the governor’s office froze the award of all grants.

A First Look at the Record

After exploring options for investigating the oper-
ations of the SPA, the governor assembled a study
team consisting of four professors, headed by Dr.
E. Kim Nelson, then dean of the School of Public
Administration at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia. Because of the chairman’s schedule and the
governor’s desire for some immediate results, the
study team was given less than two months in which
to make an investigation and present recommenda-
tions.

A few weeks into the project, the study team de-

cided that in order to completely understand the
problems and accomplishments of the program it
would have to manage the OCJP. On February 20,
the governor replaced the OCJP executive director
with Dr. Nelson as interim director and Dr. Carl
Werthman, another member of the study team, was
appointed special consultant to the OCJP.

During the same period, the governor’s office
suspended all activity on ‘““‘Project Safer California,”
calling the effort a failure and an attempt by inter-
est groups to usurp legislative and executive policy
initiatives by setting forth their own standards
and goals for criminal justice. All decisions con-
cerning the future of “Project Safer” were delayed
until final determination about the entire Safe
Streets program could be made.

On February 27, 1975, Governor Brown met with
the regional planning directors and chairmen to
discuss the future of the Safe Streets program.
Up to this point, the regional planning boards and
and local subgrantees had had no direct communi-
cation with the Brown administration and knew
only that all funds had been frozen. The first major
interaction the governor had with the regions after
initiating his review of the program was char-
acterized by some as a near-confrontation.

Governor Brown challenged many of the basic

" tenets of the Safe Streets program, including the

general use of Federal rather than local monies to
solve local problems, the allocation of funds through
separate planning structures, the need for expertise
rather than the judgments of elected officials, and
the concept that the program had finally gotten
criminal justice officials to talk to one another.

On the same day, Assemblyman Alan Sieroty,
chairman of the Assembly Committee on Criminal
Justice, introduced Assembly Bill 960 to amend the
sections of the California Penal Code dealing with
the CCCJ, the OCJP and the regional planning
boards. This legislation was sponsored by the
Brown administration primarily in order to bring
these sections into compliance with the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1974,
which gave LEAA primary responsibility for admin-
istering Federal grants to prevent and control ju-
venile delinquency. Initiated as a routine amend-
ment to existing legislation, A.B. 960 became one
of the focal points of legislative and gubernatorial
efforts to redefine the Safe Streets program.

Not long after the governor’s meeting with the
regional planning board directors and chairmen,
the funds for local projects were released. The
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interim director, other members of the study team
and the governor’s staff reviewed each application
before the contracts were signed. About ten percent
of the proposals were rejected for funding, including
a grant request from the San Clemente Police De-
partment for $100,000 for additional police man-
power®. The funds were released because: (1) some
projects requesting continuation grants were al-
most out of funding and their existence and a con-
siderable past investment were at stake; (2) the ad-
ministfation realized the approval of regional and
state plans implied some basic state funding com-
mitment; and (3) the review of pending applications
revealed mostly acceptable projects. It is possible
that the concern expressed by regionat and local offi-
cials also influenced the governor to make the funds
available.

A Second Look

On March 30, 1975, after two months of investiga-
tion, the study team presented its findings and rec-
ommendations to the governor. The detail and sub-
stance of this report were never made public. Three
days later, the governor announced that another re-
view of OCJP would be conducted, under the leader-
ship of Gray Davis, the governor’s executive secre-
tary. Overall supervision of the OCJP was assigned
to Davis. The day-to-day.operations of the OCJP
were to be conducted by Dr. Al M. Loeb, program
budget manager of the Department of Finance,
who was appointed interim director of the OCIP.
The structure of the new review reflected the gov-
ernor’s growing reliance on the Department of Fi-
nance for management evaluations of state agencies.
Loeb was charged with three major tasks: to identify
alternative policies vis-a-vis the Safe Streets Act,
to maintain the flexibility to opt for any alternative,
and to examine OCJP operations in order to imple-
ment any economies or to increase management con-
trol.

At the press conference announcing the assign-
ments of Davis and Loeb, Governor Brown called
the Safe Streets program a “swamp” and said, “We
are just trying to drain it to find all the alligators,
and we haven’t found them all yet.” He character-
ized the Safe Streets program as another mis-
guided effort in which the Federal government tried
to get the states to do things they did not want to
do by creating structures that end run regular gov-
ernmental decision-making and funding processes.
The governor threatened to return Safe Streets funds

to the Federal government, an alternative proposed
by the program’s most ardent opponents.

Reaction to the Governor’s Review

The LEAA regional office was taken as much by
surprise by the actions of the new administration
as any other group and were unprepared for Gov-
ernor Brown’s kind of questioning. Regular com-
munication between the governor’s office and the
LEAA regional office was not established until al-
most two months after the inauguration, but the
regional office appeared to be more than willing to
meet with or assist the new administration. The
regional office evidenced a desire to improve
LEAA’s relationship with the state. LEAA’s central
office in Washington, although concerned about the
governor’s actions, was supportive of the regional
office’s attitude and insisted that primary lines of
communication between the state government and
LEAA be established through the region.

California’s influence in national affairs and its
reputation in the criminal justice community ap-
pears to have affected LEAA’s willingness to com-
promise on guidelines and requirements. Some inter-
viewees thought that the LEAA central office could
not force a confrontation with the governor be-
cause of the negative impact that California’s with-
drawal from the program might have on forthcoming
reauthorization hearings in Congress. Although the
politics of the Reagan administration was no longer
a factor, the state still had considerable influence
in Washington.

Even before Governor Brown said in an April 2,
1975 press conference that the Safe Streets program
was “leaf raking for white collar workers,” the
employees at OCJP had begun to leave. That month,
most of the contract employees were given notice
and a job placement center was established at OCJP.
With the reduced staff and low morale of those who
remained, little activity was going on at the OCJP.
OCJP staff members said that they had not been
asked to contribute to the administration’s decisions
that had affected their jobs.

With the unofficial reduction in OCJP staff
and the frequent delays in application review, re-
gional and local officials became anxious about the
immediate impact of the governor’s non-action and
feared that he might actually decide to end the pro-
gram. However, on April 17, 1975, Davis announced
that 59 projects representing five million dollars in
grants were being released by the OCJP. The next



day, the County Supervisors Association of Cali-
fornia approved a resolution calling for the con-
tinuation of the program, encouraging greater re-
gional control over the program, uninterrupted fund-
ing of continuation projects and the commitment of
FY 1973 funds to avoid reversion. The Regional
Planning Directors’ Association had already offi-
cially complained to the LEAA regional office that
the OCJP was in violation of the 1973 amendments
to the Safe Streets Act that required all subgrant
applications to be processed and notification of
final decisions to be given within 90 days of the
date of submission.

The Continuihg Search for a Program

With pressures to make some basic decisions con-
cerning the program mounting, the governor’s staff
began to consider a proposal to use all Safe Streets

funds to support youth employment projects. Accord-
ing to some regional and local officials, the gover-
nor’s office contacted community groups and man-
power program sponsors throughout the state,
asking if there was interest in operating a youth
employment program and promising support for
these activities. However, a youth employment pro-
gram on the scale originally conceived was not
implemented as a result of several factors: (1) limita-
tions on the use of ail Safe Streets funds for one
program; (2) public concern about providing jobs for
“bad” kids when law-abiding adults were out of
work; and (3) protests from localities and regions
that such a disposition of funds would preempt the
funding commitments of previously adopted regional
and state plans. In addition, this more traditionally
liberal proposal was not consistent with the gover-
nor’s stated assessment of the past results of the
Safe Streets program in California, as ‘“‘hardware
for the conservatives and software for the liberals.”

Loeb and a Department of Finance team began
to find evidence of mismanagement of Safe Streets
funds under the previous administration. According
to several interviewees familiar with the Department
of Finance review, OCJP documentation of financial
transactions was inadequate and it appeared that
the previous executive director had kept “all the
books in his head.” The team suspected the legality
of Part C grants awarded to the OCIJP by the
OCJP and the apparent manipulation of funding
years to increase the amount of money available to
implement the FY 1975 plan.

Early in June, Gray Davis proposed replacing

the OCJP with a ten-person audit staff within the
Department of Finance. He called for the abolition
of the OCJP because there was, in his words, “no
proof that the state office, despite its maze of plan-
ning, justifies the enormous public expenditure or the
incredible bureaucratic delay caused by its involve-
ment in the crime prevention program.” He also
recommended that the governor end the Safe
Streets program if crime were not reduced within
one year.. Davis placed “full responsibility” for the
results and operations of the program during the trial
year at the local level. In fact, under Davis’ proposal,
the governor would have had more policy control
over the program than ever before. The CCCJ, stat-
utorily required to set policy for the Safe Streets
program, had not met since the inauguration.

The OCJP submitted the FY 1976 planning
grant application to the LEAA regional office on
May 30. The 1976 state plan was an improved but
not necessarily updated version of the FY 1975
planning grant application submitted by the pre-
vious administration. Because of its involvement
in the 90-day rule issue and communications with
the governor on the interpretation of the Safe
Streets Act for other matters, the regional office
was well aware that the document did not reflect
any of the events that had transpired since Gov-
ernor Brown had taken office. While pressing for
minimum compliance with Safe Streets require-
ments, such as appointment of a permanent SPA
director, the regional office worked out an
agreement that the new administration would sub-
mit a planning grant application reflecting the new
administration’s policies by the end of August and
the regional office would approve the request for a
planning grant advance.

Until the CCCJ met, official policy concerning the
direction of the Safe Streets program could not be
made. Therefore, the governor began to replace
CCCJ members whom he could appoint with per-
sons who shared his perspective. On June 11, 1975,
the governor announced that the attorney general
had resigned as chairman of the CCCJ so that he
could make his own selection. The governor then
appointed Gray Davis to a vacancy on the CCCJ
and designated him chairman of the group. Drs.
Nelson and Werthman were also appointed. The
first CCCJ meeting in 1975 was held on June 20.
Although legislative appointments remained at 11
and several of Governor Reagan’s appointees had
not been replaced, many interviewees thought that
the governor and his staff had gained complete con-
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trol over the CCCJ. The council approved three
applications for youth employment programs, total-
ing more than $1,000,000, at its second meeting.

Regional and local officials were beginning to
think that the continuation of regional planning
boards and local projects was in jeopardy. The gov-
ernor’s direct contact with community groups over
the youth employment program had already violated
the prerogatives of the regional planning boards and
the award of grants to youth employment programs
threatened the level of funding available for re-
gional plans. Regional and local officials had heard
that the governor’s office maintained a list of proj-
ects that it was not going to approve in order to
make more money available for priority programs.
Rumors about this list caused the city manager of
Inglewood, the chairman of Region R’s board, and
the Los Angeles city attorney to begin actions
needed to file suit on behalf of 65 cities and
counties to require the governor to honor the 1975
state and regional plans. Several interviewees said
that the threat of suit convinced the governor’s of-
fice to discontinue the list.

During this period, many regional planning boards
gave notice to their employees because of the un-
certainty about future funding. A grant request for
funding of the regional planning board directors’ and
chairmen’s association was rejected by the governor
as an improper use of Safe Streets monies. Accord-
ing to some of those interviewed, the costs of carry-
ing the operations of the regional planning boards
and, more importantly, many projects, was reaching
staggering proportions. One of the greatest losses as
a result of the governor’s freeze was the large num-
ber of regional planning board and project staff who
sought employment elsewhere, taking a great deal of
experience with them. The cumulative anxiety of this
six-month period also took its toll on the willingness
of the regions and localities to continue to fight
for what they wanted. One interviewee character-
ized the projects and regional planning boards by
saying ‘“‘morale is down and cynicism is up.”

The CCCJ Takes Action

On July 16, 1975, the CCCJ approved its planning
guidelines for the development of the FY 1976 plan
and issued a model regional plan. The 1976 planning
guidelines, a list of eight policy statements, are pre-
sented below.

1. The primary purpose of California’s

efforts under the federal Crime Control Act
during the 1976 fiscal period is the control
and prevention of crime. Available resour-
ces should be used in programs which will
help to prevent and reduce crime by direct-
ly affecting offenders, victims and oppor-
tunities for illegal acts; and special at-
tention should be given to reducing and
preventing juvenile delinquency.

2. Although the people of California
properly look to the Governor, the Legisla-
ture, this Council, the Attorney General and
other officials of the State to provide lead-
ership in efforts to control crime, Con-
gress has recognized that crime is essential-
ly a local problem. People at the local level
are best able to make the detailed project-
level decisions about how to deal with
crime, subject to the applicable State and
federal laws.

3. Subject to guidelines established by
the CCCJ for the distribution of LEAA
funds, each regional planning unit shall pre-
pare a regional plan which will be written
evidence of its efforts to think ahead about
reduction and prevention of crime and de-
linquency. In each regional plan, problems
of crime shall be described briefly in order
of local importance, ideas for solutions to
those problems at the local level shall be
stated and programs which represent at-
tempts to carry out those ideas shall be
listed.

4. Deliberations and decisions of regions
shall take place in open meetings, reas-
onable notice of which shall be given to the
public consistent with State and federal
law. Only members of region boards, rath-
er than their aides or representatives, shall
cast votes.

5. Each regional plan shall be approved
by the regional planning board and submit-
ted no later than August 30, 1975, to the
CCClJ for approval in a form suitable for
incorporation into the State plan.

6. Each regional board shall require
full compliance with civil rights and em-
ployment opportunity provisions of LEAA
Guidelines and other applicable federal and
State regulations and orders.

7. State governmental agencies will
submit applications for LEAA money in



compliance with procedures developed by
the Department of Finance. Private Agen-
cies having local unit of government spon-
sorship are eligible to apply to a region
for funding from that region’s allocation.
Private Agencies not having local unit of
government sponsorship can apply to
CCCJ through the Office of Criminal Jus-
tice Planning for direct funding from the
State/private agency allocation.

8. Action grant funds will be distributed
to the regions primarily on a population
basis, provided that no region will receive
less than $100,000 for such funds. Each
region will show clearly in its regional
plan the intended expenditure of LEAA
funds in the program areas selected. No
Part C funds may be used for construction
projects, nor may Part C funds be used
for regional staff support.

The FY 1976 guidelines represented a real depar-
ture from previous policies. The most important
change concerned the types of programs the CCCJ
would consider funding. Except for efforts at crime-
specific planning and offender rehabilitation, the
previous CCCJ had not supported projects directed
at the root causes of crime. The new policy ex-
pressly rejected system improvement projects un-
less a correlation to crime control and prevention
could be established. As stated in paragraph one,
Safe Streets funds would be used for programs
“directly affecting offenders, victims, and oppor-
tunities for illegal acts.” Although some observers
thought that applicants with system improvement
programs would only rewrite their grant applica-
tions to conform to the new policy, in fact, most
applicants were very aware of the need to try to
reduce crime in light of the governor’s challenge
to the program. Several interviewees noted that a
strict interpretation of this policy would effectively
prohibit the funding of adjudication projects.

The FY 1976 planning guidelines directed the
state agencies and regions not to “‘plan” but instead
to “think ahead about the reduction and prevention
of crime.” Although many interviewees considered
this distinction to be a play on words, several CCCJ
members said that it was intended to move the
CCCJ and the regions away from the project plan-
ning mode into a real problem-solving exercise.
Because the term planning was associated with every
function, level of government and geographic area

getting a share of the Safe streets ““pie,” the Brown
administration and the CCCJ were determined to
use every available method to change California’s
approach.

The CCCJ’s prohibition of proxy voting at re-
gional planning board meetings was an attempt to
increase the level of participation of all board
members —especially elected officials and agency
chief executives. The CCCJ said that the purpose of
the 1973 amendments to the Safe Streets Act requir-
ing majority representation of local elected officials
on regional boards was to actively include the rep-
resentatives of the people and to avoid ‘‘short cut-
ting” the regular processes of government. Although
the bylaws of some regional planning boards already
prohibited proxy voting, many interviewees con-
sidered this policy unwarranted interference by the
state and a potential threat to their ability to con-
duct regional business.

Policy seven had a significant impact on state
agency grants, which previously did not have to
go through regular Department of Finance proce-
dures for Federal grants. New procedures for the
submission and review of state agency requests had
to be established because the governor had su-
spended activities of the PSPC. Soon after the guide-

‘lines were approved, the Department of Finance

issued new regulations governing applications for
Safe Streets funds, under which the department
occupied a position between the applicant agencies
and the OCJP. Some interviewees said Department
of Finance involvement was partly a reaction to the
confusion of the 1974-1975 planning process, in
which the CCCJ approved more than $26 million in
state-level programs when less than $11 million was
actually available. The FY 1976 planning process
required that state agencies submit to the Depart-
ment of Finance a letter of intent to apply for
funds, including a brief description of the project
and the crime problem to which it was addressed.
State agencies were required to find the match for
their projects themselves rather than relying on the
lump sum appropriated to the OCJP for this pur-
pose in the past. This policy increased the gov-
ernor’s control over state agency grants because the
request for state match was tied directly to the
executive budget process.

The FY 1976 planning guidelines necessitated the
adoption of a simplified formula for distribution of
Part C funds among the regions, based on popula-
tion. This change was made to reduce regional un-
certainty about allocation for the following year. The
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CCClJ also determined that no part C funds could be
used to support construction grants or regional
staffing. The ban on Part C staffing support was a
significant change given the large amount of Part C
funds (81,370,387 in FY 1975) previously used for
regional staffing. Part B money released by reducing
state planning costs was made available for redistri-
bution as regional planning grants.

The model regional plan was to be followed by all
regional planning boards in preparing for FY 1976
regional plans to be submitted to the OCJP on
August 30, 1975. The first page of each regional
plan was to consist of a short description of the
region’s crime problems, the priorities that would be
addressed, the amount of improvement expected and
the distribution of available resources to solutions
of the priority problems. The second page was to be
a matrix showing the crime problems, programs for

solving each problem, program descriptor numbers,
and the amount of federal, state and local funds
allocated to each. The theory behind a short regional
plan was that a crime reduction approach did not
require elaborate priorities, that extensive descrip-
tions are but grantsmanship verbiage and that
thinking ahead would discourage the submission of
grant applications as part of regional plans. Al-
though many regions welcomed this change, some,
already well into their planning process by this
time, intended to submit their original plans.

At this time the OCJP intended to submit an FY
1976 state plan consisting of all regional plans and
state agency letters of intent stapled together, with
the required forms and assurances. The governor’s
office and the CCCJ contended that if they followed
LEAA’s guidelines, they could not get away from a
project plan that was just a ticket to the Federal

Table 16
Regional Rate of Overhead-California
FY 1976
PanCAF
Percent of Combined with Regional Office Overhead
Region Population State Population Receiving $100,000 Planning Funds Rate
A 199,850 .9503 414,378 109,585 .26
B 189,825 .9026 393,602 114,865 .29
c 161,500 .7679 334,847 105, 720 .31
D 1,071,410 5.0946 2,221,488 288,615 .13
E 731,500 3.4783 1,516,693 180,784 12
F 671,100 3.1911 1,391,474 281,654 .20
G 587,200 2.7922 1,217,518 197,426 .16
H 573,900 2.7289 1,189,948 166,628 14
1 1,089,500 5.1806 2,258,989 350,930 .15
J 1,193,400 5.6747 2,474,408 267,429 A1
K 641,750 3.0516 1,330,628 144,116 11
L 57,160 2718 118,512 70,581 .59
L] 429,900 2.0442 891,388 157,399 18
N 1,100,450 5.2327 2,281,724 250,166 N
o 24,300 1155 100,000 72,045 .72
P 410,900 1.9539 851,970 142,075 a7
Q 432,400 2.0591 890,571 159,660 .18
R 6,929,600 32.9505 14,368,047 1,109,867 .075
S 1,308,600 6.2225 2,713,434 236,803 .09
T 1,684,500 8.0098 3,492,708 252,816 .07
V] 1,541,500 7.3298 3,196,191 214 422 .07
TOTALS 21,030,245 100
Subtotal $43,654,518 $4,899,152 1
State/Private Agency Funds $12,430,482
TOTAL $56,085,000
Note: Part C is based upon regions receiving at least 76.4 percent of funds, per Section 303 of Public Law 93-83. Part E is based on a 90-
10 ratio of local to state and private agency funding.
Action funds reflect target allocations approved by the CCCJ for the period July 1, 1975 through Sept. 30, 1976 (the new Federal
fiscal year). Planning funds are 125 percent of allocations for the period July 1, 1975 through June 30, 1976.
Source: California Office of Criminal Justice Planning, 1975.




dollars. While negotiations with LEAA were con-
tinuing, the regional administrator took the posi-
tion that 21 regional plans and state agency letters

of intent stapled together would not be an acceptable -

comprehensive plan.

The Brown administration, which did not believe
in elaborate formal planning, investigated the over-
head rate for planning operations needed to deliver
Safe Streets action dollars. Because regional activity
was confined to the delivery of Safe Streets funds,
the only measure of the effectiveness of regional
planning boards was the amount of planning funds
required to deliver each action dollar. Table 16
presents the figures used by the governor’s staff to
determine the regional overhead rates in FY 1976.
The overhead rate has an inverse correlation with
a region’s population. The administration interpreted
the Safe Streets Part B appropriations to mean that
Congress intended action funds to be delivered for
eight cents on each action dollar. Using the national
rate as a standard, the governor’s office announced
its intention to reduce the overhead rate through-
out the state to eight percent. The same standard
was applied to state-level programs.

Brown contended that the LEAA has promui-
gated program guidelines without considering what
could or should be accomplished within the amount
of planning funds appropriated by Congress. The
governor’s administration, after reviewing both the
LEAA guidelines and the amount of Part B funds,
concluded that some services required by the guide-
lines could not be provided under the Part B budget.

The Legislature Takes a Stand

Legislative interest in the Safe Streets program in
California intensified during midsummer 1975. As-
semblymen Maddy and Nestande, minority members
of the Assembly Committee on Criminal Justice,
asked the legislative analyst to review the governor’s
proposals regarding the Safe Streets program and
the legislative counsel to examine the legislative
implications of the governor’s proposals. On Aug-
ust 15, the Office of the Legislative Analyst issued
its report, which contained 14 recommendations,
summarized below.

1. The State Planning Agency should be
responsible for the management of State
and federal funds and enforcement of
federal civil rights, security and privacy,

10.

11.

12.

procurement and other specified regula-
tions.

The first priority of OCJP under the di-
rection of the CCCJ should be the de-
velopment of a more meaningful com-
prehensive plan.

The CCCJ should delegate to the Re-
gional Planning Boards the authority to
review, approve, monitor and evaluate
individual projects and budgets.

OCJP should develop program evalua-
tion standards and model performance
criteria and require evaluation or a sum-
mary of program accomplishments from
every subgrant.

. OCJP should compile and publish an-

nually a reference document which con-
tains a synopsis of each project, an eval-
uation of the results of groups of related
projects and a brief description of how
these groups relate to the CCCJ goals
and objectives.

. OCJP should maintain a staff of 46 in

order to handle the matters recom-
mended in the report.

. The budgets, staffing, salary levels, and

operations of the regions should be stud-
ied by the Department of Finance,
OCJP and the Regional Directors Asso-
ciation and the CCCJ shouid adopt for-
mal procedures concerning regional
planning grant applications.

. The CCCJ should request that all local

governments waive their right to Part B
funds in order to reduce the disfunction
and inefficiency caused by such grants
under a regional concept.

. The Regional Director’s Association

grant should be refunded through FY
1976.

The Director of OCJP should meet pe-
riodically with regional directors and
OCJP should develop procedures to keep
the regions informed of criminal justice
developments. )

The administration should appoint a
permanent OCJP director as soon as
possible.

The FY 1976 Planning Grant Applica-
tion should be revised as soon as pos-
sible to avoid withdrawal of federal
support.
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13. Legislation should be enacted authoriz-
ing the Governor, with CCCJ approval,
to reduce or increase the number or re-
vise the configuration of the regions and
limit the size and composition or regional
boards.

14. The administration and the CCCJ
should encourage the utilization of a
Joint powers agreement as the legal in-
strument for formation of all regions.

Reporting about the same time, the legislative
counsel said that the proposed reduction of the
OCJP to a 10-person audit staff in the Department
of Finance would probably not meet the require-
ments of the Safe Streets Act and that adoption of
such a proposal would jeopardize the state’s eligibil-
ity for funds. The legislative counsel also indicated
that reduction and transfer of the OCJP staff by
executive order would have to be accomplished in
accordance with state law relating to reorganization.

On August 27, 1975, Assemblymen Maddy and
Nestande presented the reports to the governor and
urged him to consider the recommendations of the
legislative analyst and warned of possible loss of
Federal funds.

Sporadic activity on A.B. 960 had occurred
since its introduction in February. By August, as
the legislature was nearing the end of its session,
interest had intensified. The contents of the bill’s
amendments had gone from a routine update to
bring the state into compliance with the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1974
to an overhaul of the sections concerning the re-
gional planning boards. Brown’s administration was
sponsoring several amendments that would enhance
state control over regional boundaries and board
composition. The regions, although displeased with
these attempts to circumvent their authority, were
unable to effectively oppose this legisiation. As-
semblymen Maddy and Nastande’s support of the
recently issued report of the legislative analyst
contributed to the passage of A.B. 960, as amended,
on August 28, 1975. Governor Brown signed this
legislation on September 30, 1975.

The final verston of A.B. 960 included three basic
changes in Sections 13800-13906 of the California
Penal Code other than those called for by the Ju-
venile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1974,

® The size of the CCCJ was expanded to

29 members and the prescribed appoint-
ments by the governor, the Senate Rules
Committee and the speaker of the assem-
bly were slightly changed, including the
required appointment of a member of the
Senate Judiciary Committee and a mem-
ber of the Assembly Committee on Crim-
inal Justice.

® The CCCJ, in consultation with the re-
gions, was given the power (with a two-
thirds majority of the CCCIJ) to regu-
late the existence and boundaries of the
regional planning boards. The governor’s
office offered this amendment, which
complies with the legislative analysts’
recommendations, to give the state means
to insure efficient use of Part B funds by
regional boards, and to make sure that
the boards do not circumvent traditional
governmental institutions and are not
dominated by any one group.

® The CCCJ must certify the membership
of the regional boards annually. Each
board must be made up of 21 to 30 mem-
bers, a majority of whom are to be
elected officials. Each regional board
must be a representative of a broad
range of commuunity interests and include
racial, sexual, age, economic and geo-
graphic composition

A Commitment to Continuation

After committing himself to continue the Safe
Streets program for at least one year, the governor
took actions to insure compliance with Federal
requirements. On August 30, 1975, Governor Brown
appointed Douglas R. Cunningham to be executive
director of the OCJP. Cunningham, a member of
the governor’s staff, had worked closely with Gray
Davis on formulation of the administration’s Safe
Streets policy. The governor accepted the legislative
analyst’s recommendation to maintain an OCJP
staff of 46. (On August 20, 1975, the OCJP staff
numbered 52, a reduction from more than 200 in
January.)

On September 1, 1975, the OCJP submitted the
revised planning grant application to LEAA. The
next hurdle to be overcome was the submission of
an FY 1976 comprehensive plan acceptable to both
the governor and the LEAA regional office.



EPILOGUE

No resolution of the issues and potential conflicts
in the California Safe Streets program under the
Brown administration was in sight at the time of the
field research. Because of the significance of these
questions to the Congressional evaluation of Safe
Streets activities, a follow-up field trip was made on
February 12 and 13, 1976. Because of time con-
straints, ACIR limited its interviews to the SPA and
the LEAA regional office. :

This epilogue will concentrate on three major
aspects of the Safe Streets experience in California
since September 1975: (1) the administration of the
program, which marks a drastic change from a state-
dominated control to a decentralized system that
keeps within the state’s Part B allocation; (2) the
events and results of the FY 1976 planning process,
designed to simplify planning and control crime,
including the state’s interaction with LEAA con-
cerning the 1976 state plan; and (3) thé emerging
philosophy of the Brown administration concerning
the type of program envisioned, the model to be used
to implement it and the implications of the Cali-
fornia philosophy for the entire Safe Streets pro-
gram.

The Administration of the
Safe Streets Program

The Brown administration determined that the
costs involved in administering the Safe Streets
program in California should not exceed the Part
B funds appropriated by the Congress. Since a con-
siderable portion of SPA and RPU planning bud-
gets had come from Part C funds, a severe cutback
in funding of state and regional planning efforts
was necessary. The governor’s policy of delegating
Safe Streets decision-making to regional and local
levels obviated the need for large planning expen-
ditures for the SPA. After considerable study by
both the administration and the legislative analyst,
in consultation with LEAA, the governor’s office
determined a minimum level of state responsibility.
In response to the report of the legislative analyst,
the administration agreed that the SPA was re-
quired at a minimum to perform the following 11
functions:

1) preparation of the annual state plan;
2) fiscdl management;
3) auditing;

4) ensuring the processing of grant appli-
cations within the 90-day statutory
period;

5) property control;

6) civil rights compliance;

7) enforcement of security and privacy
regulations;

8) enforcement of procurement standards;

9) monitoring the performance of the 21
planning regions;

10) providing technical assistance to the
planning regions and specific criminal
Justice agencies within the regions;

11) disseminating information on a periodic
basis to the criminal justice community
relative to the results of projects that
show promise for replication in other
communities.

The legislative analyst had recommended that the
SPA maintain a staff of at least 46 persons in order
to perform the functions required by the Safe Streets
Act. For FY 1976, the OCJP has a staffing level of
46.6 man-years, including about eight man-years un-
der the standards and goals effort that will end in
June 1976. Auditing is performed for the OCJP
by 10 auditors from the Department of Finance; the
Department of Justice ensures security and privacy
compliance; the General Services Administration
provides all grant property control; all juvenile jus-
tice planning is conducted by five persons in the
Department of Youth Authority. The OCJP plans
to contract for completion of all civil rights com-
pliance responsibilities with the California Office
of Fair Employment Practices. In FY 1977, the
total number of persons performing SPA functions
will slightly exceed the number recommended by the
legislative analyst.

The reduced force of the OCJP was reorganized
into operations and administration divisions. The
Operations Division replaced the Planning and
Program, Standards and Evaluation, and Research
and Technical Assistance Divisions of the previous
organization. The division prepares the annual
state plan, assists the state agency and private
agency applicants, and recommends plans and poli-
cies for criminal justice manpower development.
The Administration Division existed prior to the
reorganization and performs the following functions:
council liaison, personnel administration, accounting,
budgeting, business services, grant processing and
fiscal monitoring. For the 1976-1977 fiscal year,
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the Operations Division will use 14 man-years of
staff time; the Administration Division will operate
with 24 man-years. (The three divisions superceded
by the Operations Division utilized 135.7 man-years
during the 1974-1975 fiscal year, and the Adminis-
tration Division accounted for 58.4 man-years dur-
ing the same period.)

In his review of the governor’s budget, the legisla-
tive analyst concluded that, “improved organization
and workload management procedures would in-
crease staff productivity and enhance the overall
program efficiency of OCJP.”10 A lack of clear
organizational framework and a discrepancy between
existing staff competencies and new OCJP needs
are problems that the SPA must remedy before it
can function with maximum effectiveness.

Part B funds no longer allocated to the SPA

replaced Part C funds used for planning support of
the regional planning boards. The administration
reduced the level of Part C funding of planning
activities to $191,045 for FY 1976. Table 17 pre-
sents the allocation of funds to the regions after
Part B funds were made available by the state to
these units. During FY 1977, all resources for the
regions will come from the Part B allocation, repre-
senting an overall reduction in regional resources of
approximately $400,000.

The SPA rejected the legislative analyst’s recom-
mendation to continue funding of the California
Criminal Justice Regional Planning Directors Asso-
ciation in order to facilitate transfer of responsibil-
ities between the state and the regions. However, the
OCJP hired a former employee of the association to
act as liaison with the regional directors. Although

Table 17

Possible Local Planning Fund Allocations
1975-1976 Part B and 1974-1975 Part C

*All Part B funds aliocated to regionai plannihg units are 100 percent Federal funds, without state or local match.

Part B Funds®
Original Replaced

Reglon Award Part B From C
A 87,668 0
B 91,892 0
[ 84,576 0
D 105,923 104,262
E 89,000 46,410
F 92,254 111,019
G 83,926 61,750
H 83,351 41,673
1 111,252 141,410
J 111,315 85,622
K 86,245 23,855
L 56,465 0
M 75,461 42,096
N 108,734 76,253
o 57,636 0
P 74,186 32,932
Q 75,179 39,036
R 95,167 460,242
] 98,578 59,113
T 132,017 58,697
v 126,238 37,818
City of Los Angeles 254,918 0
County of Los Angeles 111,941 0
City of Long Beach 20,451 0
County of San Bernardino 20,000 0

TOTAL $2,334,374 $1,422,088

Source: Calitornia Council on Criminal Justice.

Part C Funds
Total

Adjusted Part B and

Total Total C Funds
87,668 0 87,668
91,892 0 91,892
84,576 0 84,576
210,185 20,707 230,892
135,410 9,217 144,627
203,273 22,050 225,323
145,676 12,265 157,941
125,024 8,278 133,302
252,662 28,086 280,748
196,937 17,006 213,943
110,101 4,739 114,840
56,465 0 56,465
117,557 8,362 125,919
184,987 15,146 200,133
57.636 0 57,636
107,118 6,542 113,660
114,215 7,754 121,969
555,409 0 555,409
157,691 11,742 169,433
190,614 11,639 202,253
164,056 7,512 171,568
254,918 (v} 254,918
111,941 [] 111,941
20,451 0 20,451
20,000 0 20,000
$3,756,462 $191,045 $3,947,507




the OCJP has made a concerted effort to let the re-
gions determine the form of future budget cuts, the
lack of delineation of state and regional responsibil-
ities has caused the regional directors to defer such
determinations. The chairman of the CCCJ has ap-
pointed a committee to study and make recommen-
dations to the full CCCJ on the budgets, staffing,
salary levels and operations of all the regions and on
CCCJ procedures for review and award of regional
planning grant applications.

FY 1976 Plan Development

After the appointment of an executive director and
the submission of a revised planning grant applica-
tion to LEAA in early September, the OCJP began
the task of developing the annual state plan for sub-
mission to LEAA by September 30, 1975. Regional
advisory boards had complied with the CCCJ plan-
ning guidelines by submitting regional plans by
August 30. With the assistance of other state agen-
cies and several regional planning boards, OCJP
staff members began preparing the FY 1976 plan by
reviewing all regional plans in light of the guide-
lines, an analysis of crime data and an assessment
of the availability of resources. Because state agency
proposals had to be reviewed by the Department of
Finance before being incorporated by the CCCJ into
the state agency plan, the one-month planning pe-
riod did not permit time to prepare the state-level
program for inclusion in the annual plan. The OCJP
submitted the FY 1976 plan to the LEAA regional
office on September 30, 1975, without CCCJ
approval.

The plan consisted of about sixty pages of text
and more than 200 pages of appendices, inciuding all
21 regional plans. The contents of the main text
were divided into seven sections: Introduction, State
Redirection, The Statistical Picture of Crime in
California, Statewide Priorities, Programs, Meas-
urement of Results, and Technical Assistance.
Appendix material provided the required assurances
of compliance with the technical requirements of
LEAA guidelines (Manual M4100.1D). But the plan
did not meet the letter of LEAA guidelines and
lacked a specifically required multiyear budget and
financial plan. The plan said that enforcement
of LEAA’s guidelines should be sufficiently flex-
ible to accommodate the major shift in emphasis in
the California program and argued that the state
plan met the spirit of the Federal legislation.

The state plan incorporated regional plans under

four broad program areas: Crime Prevention and
Control, Juvenile Delinquency Reduction and Pre-
vention, System Improvement for the Prevention of
Crime, and Manpower Development. The plan in-
cluded system improvement projects that could have
direct impact on the incidence and consequences
of crime. Objectives for the system improvement
program are geared toward activities directly linked
to crime control, such as communications systems,
and included past projects that the CCCJ did not
want to lose. The manpower development program
concentrated on training and educational activities
that have a direct impact on crime control and other
organizational problems.

A review of the regional plans revealed that all
regional projects were directed toward the CCCJ’s
goal of crime control. Only a few regional planning
boards requested support of system improvement
programs. The plan also complied with the format
of the model regional plan—15 of the 21 regional
plans were seven pages or less in length. The OCJP

recommended CCCJ approval of 17 of the plans

and partial approval of the remaining four.

At the same time the California plan was sub-
mitted to the LEAA regional office, it was trans-
mitted to the governor and the CCCJ so that it could
be reviewed before the October 8, 1975 meeting of
the CCCJ. The governor and the CCCJ did not think
that the plan adequately met the criteria established
by the Brown administration. The governor was par-
ticularly displeased with the length of the plan and
the “gobbledegook™ in it. At the October 8, 1975
meeting of the CCCJ, 17 of the regional plans were
totally approved and four others received partial
approval, in accordance with OCJP recommenda-
tions. The review of the state plan was deferred until
the next meeting so that the OCJP staff could revise
it according to the governor’s instructions.

A revised FY 1976 plan was submitted to the
governor and the CCCJ. The document consisted of
three and one-half pages (see Appendix 3, p. 000),
with appendices. The governor was satisfied with
the revised version and the CCCJ approved the en-
tire document, including the state plan and appen-
dices.

During the months preceding the submission of
the plan, the LEAA regional office and the execu-
tive director of the OCJP communicated regularly,
which—with the strong desire of both groups to
improve the Safe Streets program in California —
undoubtedly contributed to the continuation of the
program in the state.
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. On December 31, 1975, the LEAA regional of-
fice approved the revised state plan on conditien that
the grantee comply with 14 special conditions (see
Appendix 4, p. 000)—11 of them being requirements

" contained in LEAA’s Guideline Manual 4100/1D —

to be met by March 1, 1976. The other three con-
ditions were preparation of a juvenile justice plan,
submission of a final printed version of the state
plan and a general qualification regarding possible
changes in the amount of award resulting from Con-
gressional appropriations. At the time of the second
field trip, the OCJP had not yet initiated a major
effort to show compliance with these special con-
ditions.

It appears that the OCJP and the CCCJ do not
intend to comply completely with the LEAA guide-
lines and that a confrontation about the degree of
compliance will occur. By giving conditional ap-
proval, the LEAA regional office appears to have
exercised all the flexibility that it could and still
ensure compliance with the letter of the Crime Con-
trol Act of 1973.

Even though the CCCJ had approved the regional
plans, it conducted a review of individual projects
to be funded after LEAA conditional approval of the
state plan. Three committees, each formulated on a
geographic basis and consisting of three CCCJ
members, were assigned by the chairman to review
the short project proposals of the 21 regional plan-
ning boards. This review process was initiated be-
cause the Brown administration interpreted Cali-
fornia legislation to require the CCCJ to approve
all projects on an individual basis. A refinement
of the individual project review is expected before
the next fiscal year.

The Evolution of a Planning Philosophy

The Brown administration continued California’s
participation in the Safe Streets program with the
intention of focusing on crime control rather than
system improvement, containing the overhead rate to
the level of Congressional Rart B appropriation, and
basing the direction for the program at the local
level. The administration decided that the spirit of
the Safe Streets Act was to set into motion, through
Federal funds, a process that would affect all ex-
penditures for and decisions about criminal justice.
Unless this impact can be achieved, the administra-
tion believed, the relatively small amount of Safe
Streets funds is not worth the effort required to
obtain them. The Brown administration determined

that it could not comply with LEAA guidelines and
accomplish its own goals for the program at the same
time. By articulating concern over this conflict, the
Brown administration developed a clearer concep-
tion of its own planning philosophy for the Safe
Streets program.

The Brown administration’s planning philosophy
is based on the concept of what it calls a political
decision-making model. This kind of decision-
making process involves the participation of gov-
ernment officials and the citizens to whom they are
accountable. No clear hierarchy can emerge under
this process, and the sophistication of the decision-
makers is naturally limited. The resources avail-
able to develop the information used in political de-
cision-making are not allocated by the decision-
makers but by Congress, as under the Safe Streets
program. The decisions made concern problems
that the private sector and the citizens have been
unable to solve. Because no single criterion for meas-
uring the results of governmental activity exists,
planning and evaluation inputs other than hard data
are not only valuable but necessary.

The Brown administration thinks that compliance
with LEAA’s guidelines would result in a corporate
decision-making approach, in which a single expert
or group of experts controls the entire decision-mak-
ing process —including expense and extent of infor-
mation gathering. The administration charges that
LEAA guidelines ignore the reality of the political
decision-making environment of the Safe Streets
program —for example, the systems-oriented plan-
ning process and the extensive data requirements
outlined in the FY 1977 guidelines. The OCJP exec-
utive director said that LEAA mistakenly assumed
that members of regional planning boards could di-
gest the volumes of data that would be generated
under the guidelines and would only use that infor-
mation as the basis for their decisions. The governor
contends that local participation and a problem-
solving orientation are what Congress intended for
the Safe Streets program by requiring broad-based
representation on both state and local planning units
and by promoting innovative solutions to the crime
probiem. With this line of reasoning, the Brown ad-
ministration rejected the FY 1977 LEAA guidelines
as unreasonable and contrary to the intent of Con-
gress.

The Brown administration observes that adoption
of the political decision-making process in California
has produced several encouraging results: 1) When
local officials became accountable to the citizens



instead of to SPA bureaucrats, they began to partici-
pate on the regional boards, observing the CCCJ’s
prohibition of proxy voting. *‘Pie-cutting” stopped
and hard decisions about how to control crime were
made. 2) The redirection of all Safe Streets decision-
making toward crime control has resulted in a prob-
lem-response planning posture, an approach that
demands accountability and requires a variety of
inputs. 3) The necessity of varied sources of infor-
mation for decision-making has enabled the SPA
and its regions to avoid the high costs of data
development and thus keep expenditures with the
Part B appropriation. Overall, the administration
thinks that the new direction of regional programs
and the increased participation by principals on
regional boards are successful steps toward control-
ling crime through impacting on all governmental
decisions about crime control.

If the California SPA does not in any way com-
ply with the FY 1977 planning guidelines, a con-
frontation with LEAA over the substance of the
guidelines will probably ensue. Such a confronta-
tion would test two principles upon which the Safe
Streets program has been based.

® The systems approach to pianning, cur-
rently espoused by LEAA and to some
degree present in the Safe Streets Act
and its amendments, will be challenged
as an unreasonable approach to solving
the problems of crime.

o EAA guidelines, developed on Congres-
sional and Federal conceptions of viable
planning activity rather than on what the
states can accomplish within the limits
of planning appropriations, will be con-
tested.

Summary

The California SPA has been reconstituted, with a
defined function and a specific staff complement, but
it has not yet operated with maximum effectiveness.
The regional planning boards and the SPA operate
almost within the Part B allocation, but the final
delineation of responsibilities of the two groups has
yet to be determined. The regional boards appear to
have embraced the goal of crime control and in-
creased local participation, but a high degree of
anxiety and cynicism about the program persists at
the regional level. Although the SPA has made im-
portant strides, the program’s trial period is not yet

over and the governor must still make a final evalua-
tion of the program. Although the SPA submitted a
state plan for FY 1976, which has received con-
ditional approval from LEAA, a final confrontation
with LEAA could occur over compliance with the
FY 1976 special conditions or with the FY 1977
planning guidelines. Thus, the important question
remains: can a Safe Streets program for California
be formulated that will meet the governor’s de-
mands and satisfy both Congressional and LEAA
requirements?

ISSUES AND CONCLUSIONS

Prior to the field work for this case study,
Governor Brown’s questioning of the Safe Streets
program in his state had shaken the criminal justice
community nationwide. At the same time, political
commentary concerning the new governor began to
fill editorial pages and a poll indicated that 86 per-
cent of the Californians interviewed supported
Governor Brown’s policies. Although the issues sur-
rounding the Safe Streets program in California
are related to the governor’s own philosophy of gov-
ernment and the nature of the state’s political sys-
tem, many of them may have broader implications —
for the Safe Streets program and for the Federal
grants process.

Issue 1;
Crime Control v. System Improvement

One of the continuing themes of the Brown admin-
istration is that the government should not raise
citizens’ expectations about results that it cannot
deliver. The Federal government promised to reduce
crime with the Safe Streets program, but it did not
succeed. Governor Brown noted that after the ex-
penditure of more than $190 million of Safe Streets
funds in California, the state’s crime rate was still
rising. Although Congress broadened the objectives
of the Safe Streets program to include improvement
of the criminal justice system, the California gov-
ernor maintains that crime control is still the
raison d’etre of the Safe Streets program and that
system improvement is too far removed from
crime control to be valid. In his opinion, citizens are
most concerned with crime control and any attempt
to justify the program on other grounds is false
and misleading. The governor says that reduction of
crime is the only goal that merits California’s
participation in the Safe Streets program.
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Table 18
Views of California Municipal and County Officials
Concerning the Extent of Reduction in Crime Which
Should Reasonably Be Expected as a Result of
Safe Streets Program

October 1975

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets Survey.

Great Substantial Moderate Slight None No Response Total
No. % No. % No. No. % No. % No. % No. %
Municipal 0 — 15 12 54 43.2 31 24.8 10 8 15 12 125 100
County 1] — 4 12.1 14 42 .4 9 27.3 4 12.1 2 6 33 100
TOTAL LOCAL 0 — 19 12 68 43 40 25.3 14 8.8 17 10.7 158 100

To underscore his commitment to this goal and
to emphasize his attitude that government should
be accountable to the people, Governor Brown
made the continuation of the Safe Streets program
in California contingent upon a reduction in crime
by the end of a one-year period. The CCCJ said that
it would fund only those activities that showed a
direct relationship with offenders, victims and
crimes. However, after recognizing the statistical
trap that a reduction of crime could cause, the gov-
ernor and the CCCJ altered their criterion for suc-
cess of the program, requiring that it make an im-
pact on the incidence and consequences of crime.
How such impact will be measured remains unclear.
Some observers feared that the governor—by adopt-
ing such a condition while continuing to fund pro-
jects that could result in increased crime reporting —
was dooming the program.

Local officials in California anticipate some re-
duction in the crime rate as a result of the Safe
Streets program. As shown in Table 18, 55 percent
of the city and county officials responding to
ACIR’s local questionnaire thought that a moderate
or substantial reduction in crime can reasonably be
expected as a result of Safe Streets funding. Region-
al planning board directors do not share this opin-
ion: more than 84 percent of the directors surveyed
expect little or no reduction in crime. Regional
officials, who have been part of the Safe Streets
planning establishment, appear to have accepted

- the prevalent theories that crime data are mis-

leading and that the amount of Safe Streets funds
is too small to impact on the root causes of crime.

If Governor Brown’s approach is implemented,
more than $40 million will be directed at crime

control in California each year—representing the
first attempt to totally direct the program’s efforts
toward that goal.

Issue 2:
Planning Under the Safe Streets
Program is Only an Exercise
to Get Federal Money

The Brown administration has criticized the
formalized planning conducted by all levels of gov-
ernment as an expensive and ineffective paper-
shuffling process. The governor contends that a
common-sense anticipation of problems and change
is not only the most efficient but also the most
logical approach to planning and that planning
under the Safe Streets program should be the pro-
cess of thinking ahead intelligently about crime
problems. He condemns the expense, complexity and
“pie-cutting” involved in Safe Streets planning
conducted during the previous administration.

Participants in that process, the new governor
says, were primarily concerned with “‘bringing home
the bacon” to their respective jurisdictions and
agencies. This attitude was the result, according to
Brown, of several factors, including lack of par-
ticipation by local officials, the principal appointees
to the regional boards, the orientation of Safe
Streets decision-making to system improvement
goals rather than to crime control and the overall
lack of accountability of regional boards to the
citizens. The CCCJ’s planning guidelines and model
regional plan for FY 1976 attempted to launch a
crime-related, problem-solving process to replace

_the interest-group planning of the past.



The governor also attributed the high cost of
Safe Streets planning to ‘“‘gibberish” of planning
procedures and grantsmanship. He maintains that if
plans and projects were described in language that
could be readily understood, the cost required to
operate the program would decrease significantly.
The administration further contends that if the gov-
ernment operates in a manner so complex that only
highly paid professionals can understand, it is no
longer responsive or accountable to the people.

In order to control the expense and complexity of

the planning conducted in California, the Brown.

administration has interpreted the amount of Part B
appropriation as a congressionally imposed ceiling
on the level of administrative activity in the state’s
Safe Streets program. The governor’s office argues
that the amount of money made available under the
Part B grant—not LEAA guidelines —must be the
basis for determining the type and level of planning
effort conducted. The enforcement of budget liniita-
tions, according to the Brown administration,
will force the SPA and the RPUs to adopt simplified
planning procedures. Brown administration officials
assert that they cannot comply with LEAA guide-
lines and keep expenses within the Part B alloca-
tion. The administration has already reduced ad-
ministrative costs of the program considerably, aim-
ing to contain planning costs within the Part B
allocation. However, a revised planning process has
not been developed.

Issue 3:
Federal Grant Programs “End Run”
the Normal Processes of State
and Local Government

Governor Brown opposes Safe Streets funding of
decision-making processes that operate outside
established governmental structures. He says that
many projects that received Safe Streets support had
been rejected by the normal appropriating bodies of
state and local government. Brown thinks that the
General Revenue Sharing process —where Federal

funds are made part of the regular appropriating
process—is the best way to avoid this end-running.
Under the previous administration, matching funds
for state-agency projects were completely con-
trolled by the SPA. The Brown administration has
made the state matching procedures part of the
executive budget cycle. Appropriating groups al-
most always review and approve local match of
Safe Streets funds on a project-by-project basis.

Governor Brown believes that Safe Streets funds
are supporting some activities that are the proper
responsibility of state and local governments—such
as improvement of the criminal justice system. He
also contends that Federal funds are protecting
local decision-makers from the hard choices that
confront them and that Safe Streets monies support
projects that local governments would not support
with local revenues.

Conclusion

Final judgments about the Safe Streets experience
in California and resolution of many issues raised by
Governor Brown will have to be made after the new
administration has had an opportunity to fully im-
plement its program. The eight-month record
shows a great deal of study and some action toward
changing the program. The problems created by
delays and policy changes could limit the degree
of success in the future, but a final determination of
the impact of the events of the past eight months
remain to be seen. At least, the governor has
raised several important questions about the Safe
Streets program in particular and about the nature
of government goals and decision-making processes
in general. The actions taken by the Brown adminis-
tration and LEAA in the next eight months will be
equally if not more critical to the continuation of
the program in California and to the resolution of
the issues surrounding it. But even if California is
unsuccessful in achieving its goal to control crime,
this experience should be useful in answering many
of the basic questions about the program.

FOOTNOTES

Hnformation for this section was obtained from the FY 1975
California Plan for Criminal Justice.

2Los Angeles, Criminal Justice Board, The Evolution of Criminal
Justice Planning 1968-1975, April 1975, p. 1-3.

3The figures contained in this section were derived from the
information contained in the FY 1975 California Planning
Grant Application.

4California Penal Code, sec. 13823,

SFy 1975 California Planning Grant Application, Appendix C-7.
1bid., Appendix 2-3. v

TIbid., Appendix C-22.

8Ibia', Appendix C-5.

9 Justice Board Gets Goahead.” Modesto (Calif.) Bee, March
25, 1975,

lOCalifornia, Office of the Legislative Analyst, 1976-1977 Budget
Analysis Items 43-45, “General Administration,” p. 57.

277



278

APPENDIX 1
California Site Visits

The field team visited California on Aug. 18-27,
1975. During this visit a total of 54 interviews were
conducted with Federal regional officials; state,
regional and local officials; and representatives of
several interest groups. In order to get a broad per-
spective in a state of such great size and divergent
characteristics, the field team interviewed in six di-
ferent regions. Three of these regions were selected
for more intensive study: Region D, which is a multi-
county, inland region attached to the council of
governments; Region I, which is a single-county, ur-
ban region in the San Francisco Bay Area; and Re-
gion R, which is coterminous with Los Angeles
County, the largest urban area in the state. A list of
the persons interviewed used to develop this case
study are included in this appendix.

In addition to the field work conducted in August
1975, which resulted in the major part of the text of
this case study, another field trip to California was
conducted on Feb. 12-13, 1976 in order to gather
information for the epilogue to the case study. Dur-
ing this field visit, interviews were conducted with
the executive director of the OCJP and the former
state representative and current assistant state rep-
resentative of LEAA’s San Francisco Regional
Office (Region 1X).

Interviews Conducted in California

State Level

State Legislature
Thomas E. Clarke, Jr., Consultant, Criminal Jus-
tice Committee, Assembly
Kenneth Carter, Principal Analyst, Legislative
Analysis Office
Landon K. Schkade, Jr., Administrative Analyst
Judiciary
Ralph Kleps, Director, Administrative Office of
California Courts
Governor'’s Office
Douglas R. Cunningham, Special Assistant
Office of Attorney General
Charles Barrett, Chief Deputy
Herbert Ellingwood, Assistant
California Highway Patrol
Glenn Craig, Commissioner
Department of Correction
Lawrence Bennett, Chief of Research Division
California Youth Authority

George Roberts, Chief Deputy Director
Frederick F. Mills, Chief Program and Resource
Development Section
Department of Finance
Ed Beach, Deputy Director
Al M. Loeb, Budget Manager
Office of Criminal Justice Planning
Larry Alamao, Acting Deputy Director
California Council on Criminal Justice
Dr. Kim Nelson, Citizen Member
Dr. Carl Werthman, Citizen Member

Regional and Local

Region I-Alameda Criminal Justice
Planning Board
Kenneth Kofman —Chairman, Citizen Member
John Lenser —Executive Director
Cynthia Tablek — Administrative Assistant
Bruce Kern—Deputy Director, Planning and Re-
search
Alameda County
Loren Enoch, County Administrator
Dave Rowlands, Assistant
James Callahan, Chief Probation Officer
City of Oakland
George Hart, Chief of Police
City of San Leandro
Jack Maltester, Mayor

Lee Reardon, Special Assistant to the Mayor

Regional

Region D —Sacramento Regional Area Planning
Commission
James Barnes, Executive Director
Karen Rosa, Senior Criminal Justice Planner
"Grace Clement, Public Member, SRAPC Crim-
inal Justice Advisory Board
Yuba City
Lawrence Mark, Mayor
Peter Harvey, City Manager
George Garcio, Chief of Police
Yuba County
Maxine Singer, Chief Probation Officer
James Hawk, Sheriff’s Office
Sutter County
Bernard Taylor, County Supervisor
El Dorado County
Terrence Finney, District Attorney

Region Q-—Ventura Regional Criminal Justice



Planning Board
Mal King, Executive Director
Ventura County
Susan Bing, Senior Administrative Analyst

Region T—Orange County Regional
Justice Planning Board
Keith Concannon, Executive Director

Region R—Los Angeles Regional Criminal Justice
Planning Board
Ron Weber, Executive Director
Nathan W. Manske, Criminal Justice Super-
visor
Los Angeles County
Peter J. Pitchess, Sheriff
George W. Pipkin, Chief, Special Services Divi-
sion
Donald G. Galloway, Coordinator, Law and Jus-
tice Services, Chief Administrator, Office of
Los Angeles County
Frances K. Cholko, Director Administrative Serv-
ices, Superior Court

Criminal

City of Los Angeles

Terry J. Hatter, Director of the Office of Urban
Development and Special Assistant to the
Mayor

David Dotsom, Commander, Planning and Fiscal
Bureau, Los Angeles Police Department

Joel 1. Edelman, Esq., Director of Planning and
Research, City Attorney’s Office

Other

LEAA Federal Regional Office— Region IX
Thomas Clark, Regional Administrator
Ron Threthric, Director of Operations
Rick Berman, California State Representative
Dick Ward, Assistant California State Repre-
sentative
California Association of County Supervisors
William Berry, Legal Counsel
League of California Cities
Randolph W. Harrison, Assistant Director
Regional Criminal Justice Planning Directors As-
sociation
Frederick Coburn, Executive Director
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Population Group

Over 500,000
250,000-500,000
100,000-249,000
50,000-99,999
25,000-49,999
10,000-24,999
TOTAL

APPENDIX 2

Responses to Local Questionnaires

California
1975
Counties
Number Surveyed Responding

No. %

9 8 88
7 4 57
10 6 60
7 4 57
7 4 57
11 7 64
51 33 65

Number Surveyed

225

Responding
No. %
2 67
3 75
12 92
30 64
37 54
41 46
125 56




APPENDIX 3

1976 California State Plan

Federal Crime Control Act

Fifty-six million dollars of LEAA action funds are
available for California’s 1975-1976 planning cycle,
from July 1, 1975, thru September 30, 1976. Action
grant recipients will be able to draw against these
funds commencing January 1976.

Crime statistics for 1974 indicate that the crime
rate is continuing to rise in California. Since 1970,
the average annual increase for the seven major
crimes has been 5.8%. In 1974, however, reported
crimes increased 8.5% over 1973.

On July 16, 1975, the California Council on
Criminal Justice adopted planning guidelines which
require that action funds be used primarily for the
prevention and control of crime and delinquency.
In addition, the Council’s guidelines recognize that
officials at the local level are best able to decide how
to allocate LEAA funds to reduce crime in their
locality. Consequently, the Council allocated approx-
imately 78% of LEAA action funds to California’s 21
regional criminal justice planning units with the
understanding that the disposition of those funds
would be reviewed by the Council simply to insure
that they will be used to reduce crime.

On October 8, 1975, the Council approved $40
million of spending proposals recommended by the
21 regions. Consistent with the statewide figures
showing burglary to be dominant among California’s
serious crimes, and pointing up the fact that juvenile
wrongdoing is accounting for an increasing share of
the problem, programs contained in the regional
plans heavily involve prevention and control meas-
ures for burglary and delinquency.

Because of the large proportion of action funds
disposed of through the regional planning units,
the regional plans determined the program con-
tent of this plan. Based upon CCCJ approval of the
regional programs, California’s action funds will
be spent on four basic programs, as follows:

Crime Prevention & Control 42%
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention

& Control 30%
Criminal Justice Manpower 1%

Criminal Justice System Improvement

(which includes correctional
construction work) 27%

Although program decisions have not yet been
made for the approximately 22% of the action funds
which will be disposed of through the State and
Private Agency Plan, it is likely that the proportions
of the funds going into the four program areas will
not vary from the region-level shares.

Crime Prevention and Control Program

In the Crime Prevention and Control Programs,
methods will be emphasized which directly affect
potential offenders, victims, and crime opportunities.

Under community crime prevention, the program
will cover attempts to reduce the motivation of per-
sons to commit crimes, by means of education and
value formation, job training, employment and the
stimulation of citizen involvement.

In the area of law enforcement, one group of
projects will reduce opportunities for burglary and
other property crime through activities such as pub-
lic education about security devices and protective
measures, improved lighting of public areas and
identification systems for vulnerable items of prop-
erty. Property crime will be deterred through im-
proved police prevention programs, especially those
which build public support through neighborhood
awareness efforts, prompt reporting of crime and
witness cooperation. A third group of law enforce-
ment projects will try to increase the capture of
suspects and the recovery and return of stolen
property. Finally, a group of projects will main-
tain and improve police ability to select and use ef-
fective enforcement methods directed against drug
trafficking.

Although the role of the judicial process in the
Crime Prevention and Control Program is subject to
constitutional and other legal limitations, courts
will improve their dealings with crime victims and
complaining witnesses so as to mitigate the damage
done by criminals. Because of the deterrent effect
of the administration of swift and consistent jus-
tice, special prosecution measures will be an impor-
tant part of the program.

Projects for the correctional system in the Crime
Prevention and Control Program will attempt to
reduce recidivism. To that end, LEAA funds will be
used to provide pre- and post-release services to
offenders, including employment assistance, drug
abuse and other personal counselling, and measures
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to help maintain supportive family relationships
during incarceration.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Program

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control
Program will include projects which increase the
crime prevention efforts of existing community
youth agencies, reduce crime against persons and
property in California schools, continue to develop
alternatives to the detention of adjudicated youth-
ful offenders, and provide positive reinforcement
for young people ii: high crime areas to resist peer
pressures to commit crimes.

Criminal Justice Manpower

LEAA action funds will continue to support the
Criminal Justice Manpower Program through the
regional training systems and special purpose
training projects.

Criminal Justice System Improvement

In previous years, the majority of LEAA acti
funds were spent on projects designed to improve t,
criminal justice system. In contrast, the 1975-
CCCJ guidelines commit available funds to crin
prevention and control activities. Because of tl
need to protect funds already invested in multi-ye.
system improvement projects, most regions decids
to spend some money on system improvements. Ne
projects proposed for the system improvement pri
gram are those which have been shown to have
relatively direct effect upon crime and delinquenc
including construction and reconstruction of co
rections facilities, efforts to reduce trial court dele
and assure more consistent sentencing of convicte
offenders, and reduce the emergency response tim
of police agencies.



APPENDIX 4

Special Conditions Attached to California Plan
by LEAA Regional Office 1X

Grant Number: 76-AF-09-0006

In addition to the General Conditions and Con-
ditions Applicable to Fiscal Administration to which
this grant is subject, it is also conditioned upon and
subject to compliance with the tollowing Special
Condition(s).

This grant award, or portion thereof, is conditional
upon subsequent Congressional or Executive action
which may result from Federal budget deferral or
rescission actions pursuant to the authority contained
in Sections 1012(a) and 1013(a) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, 31
U.S.C. 1301, Pub. L. 93-344, 88 Stat. 297 (July 12,
1974).

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 re-
vised program descriptions to incorporate the re-
quirements outlined in par. 73a of LEAA Guideline
Manual M 4500.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 infor-
mation related to the level of assistance provided to
high crime/high law enforcement, criminal justice,
and juvenile justice areas. This material must indi-
cate compliance with the requirements of par. 78a
of LEAA Guideline Manual M 4500.1D. -

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 data
that shows the State’s division of funds among the
principal sub-division of law enforcement (correc-
tions, police, courts, prosecution, etc.) as reflected
in the annual action program and multi-year pro-
jections. This data is required by par. 80a of LEAA
Guideline Manual M 4500.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 a
comprehensive Technical Assistance strategy in
accordance with the requirements of par. 83 of
LEAA Guideline Manual M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 an
estimate of the total personnel compensation from
Part C Federal funds subject to the one-third limita-
tion outlined in LEAA Guidelines Manual M 4100.
1A, Chapter 3, par. 36. This estimate is required
pursuant to par. 77¢ (i) of LEAA Guideline Manual
M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 a
page reference to the location of all pertinent text

and data relevant to the Part E Comprehensive
Statewide Program for the construction, acquisition
or renovation of correctional institutions and facili-
ties and the improvement of correctional programs
and practices throughout the State. This page ref-
erence is required by par. 84a of LEAA Guideline
Manual M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March I, 1976
satisfactory assurance that the availability of funds
under Part E will not reduce the amount of funds
under Part C which would be allocated, in the ab-
sence of Part E, for the purpose of corrections.
This assurance is required by par. 84d (i) of LEAA
Guideline Manual M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976
material to demonstrate how the Part E program-
ming provides satisfactory emphasis on the devel-
opment and operation of community-based correc-
tional facilities and programs, including diagnostic
services, halfway houses, probation and other super-
visory release programs for preadjudication and post
adjudication referral of delinquents, youthful of-
fenders, and community oriented programs for the
supervision of parolees. This material is required by
par. 84 L (1) of LEAA Guideline Manual M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 infor-
mation to demonstrate how the State’s personnel
standards and programs for correctional personnel
reflect advanced practices. If such standards and
programs do not currently exist, an explanation as
to what steps will be taken in this regard must be
provided. This information is required by par. 84m
(i) of LEAA Guideline Manual M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 a
description of how the State will conduct a con-
certed effort to provide voluntary drug and alcohol-
ism treatment programs for drug addicts, drug users,
alcoholics, and alcohol abusers who are either within
correctional institutions or facilities or who are on
probation or other supervisory release programs.
This description is required by par. 84N (i) of LEAA
Guideline Manual M 4100.1D.

Grantee agrees to provide by March 1, 1976 a
description of how the State plans to provide for
accurate and complete monitoring of the progress
and improvement of the correctional system. The
monitoring must include the rate of prisoner rehabili-
tation and rates of recidivism in comparison with
previous performance of the State or local correc-
tional systems and current performance of other
State or local correctional systems and current
performance of other State and local prison systems
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not included in this program. This description is
required by par. 84 o (i) of LEAA Guideline Manual
M 4100.1D.

The FY 1976 Califorina Comprehensive Plan is
approved subject to receipt and approval by LEAA

Region [X of the final printed version.

Grantee agrees to submit by March 1, 1976 the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention plan with
a detailed explanation of its integration with the FY
1976 Comprehensive Plan.



Kentucky

Kentucky is a central southern border state that
was settled in the early years of the nation. Its
population of 3,306,000 (1970 census) is primarily
rural. Of the 378 municipalities in the common-
wealth, only 96 have a population of more than
2,500.! Three areas in Kentucky can be classified as
urban: Louisville/Jefferson County, which contains
almost one-quarter of the state’s population; Lex-
ington/Fayette County, which has an urban county
form of government representing a population of al-
most 175,000 and Campbell and Kenton Counties,
including the City of Covington, which are a part
of the Cincinnati Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area (SMSA).

Although it ranked 23rd in population among the

states, in 1973 Kentucky’s crime rate was 46th, with .

more than 75,000 “Uniform Crime Report” index
offenses reported during that year.?2 Fifty-nine
percent of these crimes were reported in urban areas.
In Kentucky’s 120 counties, the number of index of-
fenses reported in 1973 ranged from 8 to 27,873;
the highest number of index offenses was reported
in Jefferson County, the location of Louisville. Al-
though Kentucky’s crime problem continues to
increase along with the national crime rate, it can
be characterized as moderate in comparison to the
problem in other states. Kentucky’s crime problem
is mainly concentrated in the urban areas.

The major reason for the selection of Kentucky
for case study analysis was the unique position of
the state planning agency (SPA) in the Department
of Justice. In Kentucky, an attempt has been made
to integrate planning, budgeting and expenditures
for several components of the criminal justice system
through an umbrella state agency. Many people in-
volved with the Safe Streets program throughout the
country, including the National Advisory Commis-
sion on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, look
to this approach as a national model for SPA or-
ganization. 3

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM*

The Commonwealth of Kentucky is primarily a
one-party, strong-executive state. The common-
wealth, which is organized under a very detailed,
specific constitution, has an abundance of constitu-
tionally designated officials. At the state level, the

governor holds most of the power in relation to
other statewide elected officials and other branches
of government. The constitution, however, prohibits
any governor elected to a full term from succeeding
himself.

The general assembly is a bicameral body that
meets biennally for 60-day sessions. Attempts have
failed to increase the strength of the general as-
sembly by providing for a short interim session
every other year. Only recently did interim commit-
tees, made up of the membership of both houses,
begin to meet when the general assembly was not in
session. Although the resources for committees con-
tinue to be modest, they have been increasing. In
general, however, the legislature continues to be a
relatively weak branch of Kentucky state govern-
ment.

Kentucky’s present court system was created by
the 1891 constitution and by subsequent enabling
legislation. It consists of the Court of Appeals—
Kentucky’s highest court, 55 circuit courts of general
trial jurisdiction and more than 1,000 inferior courts
of limited jurisdiction in counties and cities. Accord-
ing to the FY 1975 Kentucky comprehensive crim-
inal justice plan, this system has evolved over the
years to a stage where the courts are now burdened
with concurrent jurisdictions and authority. A con-
stitutional amendment to reorganize the court system
came before the voters in November 1975. This
amendment was approved. As a result, Kentucky
will have a single Court of Justice, consisting of
a supreme court, a court of appeals, the circuit courts
and the district courts.

The primary unit of local government is the
county. Under the constitution, each of the state’s
120 counties must have the following elected offices:
(1) a county judge, who is the county executive and
has limited judicial responsibilities; (2) a sheriff, who
is the chief law enforcement officer of the county;
(3) a jailer, who is the correctional officer respon-
sible for detention and security of county pris-

oners; and (4) a fiscal court, which is the legisla-

tive and budgetary body of the county.

The Kentucky constitution recognizes six classes
of cities, with the degree of local autonomy and fis-
cal and functional responsibility defined accord-
ing to the class of the municipality. The only first
class city in Kentucky is Louisville. Although every
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city has a mayor and legislative body, the form of
municipal government varies widely.

State Level Criminal Justice Organization

In late 1973, Governor Wendell H. Ford, by exec-
utive order, reorganized the executive branch of
state government into programmatic agencies to im-
prove its responsiveness to contemporary prob-
lems. The revamped executive branch was formally
adopted by the general assembly in 1974. It con-
sists of the Executive Department for Finance and
Administration, the Department for Human Re-
sources, the Department of Justice, the Depart-
ment for Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection, the Department of Transportation, the
Cabinet for Education and the Arts, the Cabinet
for Development and the Cabinet for Public Pro-
tection and Regulation. Each agency is headed by a
secretary who is a member of the governor’s cabi-
net, with the secretary for finance and administra-
tion serving as the secretary and vice-chairman of
the cabinet. When Governor Ford was elected to the
U.S. Senate in November 1974 and Lt. Governor
Julian Carroll became governor, the reorganized
structure was retained. Five cabinet positions were
changed and three cabinet members, including the
secretary of justice, remained in office.

The major state criminal justice agency is the
Department of Justice. The 1974 reorganization
consolidated into the Department of Justice most of
the functions, authority and responsibilities of the
Department of Public Safety, the Department of
Corrections, the Kentucky Crime Commission, the
Kentucky Law Enforcement Council and the Office
of Public Defender. Figure 1 reflects the depart-
ment’s organization. It should be noted that the Of-
fice of the Public Defender, which provides defense
services in the state courts, is attached to the Office
of the Secretary for administrative purposes only.
Each bureau is headed by.a commissioner who is
appointed by the secretary of justice with the ap-
proval of the governor. The Executive Office of Staff
Services (EOSS), which includes the SPA staff, is
headed by an administrator appointed by, and di-
rectly responsible to, the secretary of justice. The
Kentucky Crime Commission (KCC) is the SPA
supervisory board under the Safe Streets Act and
serves as an advisory body to the secretary of justice,
its ex officio chairman.

The bureaus within the Department of Justice a
the state criminal justice line agencies. These includ

o The Bureau of Corrections, which has
functioned in one form or another since
1800. This bureau is responsible for man-
aging and supervising all state adult cor-
rectional institutions and such community
correctional services as probation and
parole, employment placement for ex-of-
fenders and coordination of community
resources. Although it is actually inde-
pendent, the Board of Parole is attached
to the bureau for administrative purposes.

® The Bureau of State Police, established
in 1948, is empowered to enforce the
state’s traffic and criminal laws in all
unincorporated parts of Kentucky and in
sixth class cities. The bureau may exercise
general jurisdiction in all other classes of
cities upon the request of their officials;
fewer than 20 cities have not taken such
action. Also, upon the request of local
communities, the bureau will provide
computerized  criminal  information,
crime laboratory analysis, criminal iden-
tification, polygraph examinations, ques-
tioned documents examinations, uniform
crime reporting assistance and personnel
assistance. '

® The Bureau of Training was created by
the consolidation of the various criminal
justice training programs provided by the
state, except for the Kentucky State Po-
lice Academy, which is still a separate
entity. The Kentucky Law Enforcement
Council, the Commission on Corrections
and Community Service and the Judicial
Training Council advise the bureau on
the nature, content, and relevance of its
training programs and evaluate the re-
sults of these programs.

The only other state agency with major criminal
justice responsibilities is the Bureau of Social
Services of the Department of Human Resources
(DHR), which has the statutory responsibility for the
care and treatment of adjudicated delinquents.
In addition to providing institutional care and
treatment, the bureau also supervises delinquents
committed to DHR and placed on probation, pro-
vides in-home counseling and family therapy, sup-
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ports foster care and operates group homes for
delinquents.

The prosecutorial function mirrors the state court
system, with the Office of the Attorney General at
the state level and commonwealth attorneys in each
of the judicial districts. Commonwealth attorneys
are elected officials who currently work part-time,
although legislation effective on July 1, 1976 will
establish full-time positions in the larger districts.

Local Level Criminal Justice Organization

The local criminal justice system is fragmented
and varied. In the field of law enforcement, Ken-
tucky has 212 city and county police agencies. More
than half of these agencies consist of only one of-
ficer, who may or may not be full-time. Two of the
city departments supply police services to their re-

spective counties, while several counties have their

own police departments. All but two of the 120 coun-
ty sheriffs exercise some direct law enforcement func-
tions.

All 1,000 inferior courts in Kentucky are at the
county and municipal level. Each county has a county
or quarterly court, with the county judge exercising
judicial responsibility in minor and juvenile cases.
Many municipalities have police or magistrate
courts, which exercise jurisdiction over traffic and
other minor offenses and often conduct pre-trial
hearings for felony cases that are to be tried in
circuit court. All inferior court judges are elected;
they need not be lawyers. To assist with heavy case-
loads, the judges in urban districts may appoint
trial commissioners who are legally trained and who
serve in a judicial capacity. In contrast to the state
courts and prosecutors, county and city adjudicative
activities are financially supported by fines, fees
and local taxes. The prosecution function at the local
level is usually performed by elected, part-time
officials.

According to the FY 1975 Kentucky comprehen-
sive criminal justice plan, there are 160 local jail
facilities in the state; 120 are county-operated and
40 are city-operated. The position of county jailer
is a constitutional, elected position. The jailer usually
lives at the jail and divides his or her time between
custodial and janitorial activities. All local jails are
used as detention and short-term correctional facili-
ties,

In summary, criminal justice functions are
performed in varying degrees at both the state and
local levels. The state currently accounts for 43 per-

cent of all state and local criminal justice expendi-
tures. In addition to its financial commitment, Ken-
tucky has strong state-level involvement in both
adult and juvenile corrections and in law enforce-
ment.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY®

The current state planning agency for Safe Streets
Act purposes—the Kentucky Crime Commission
(KCC)—was preceded by the Kentucky Commission
on Law Enforcement and Crime Prevention. This
commission was created in early 1967 by Governor
Edward T. Breathitt with financial support from the
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance of the De-
partment of Justice, the predecessor to the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA).
Governor Breathitt charged the commission with the
tasks of examining the causes of crime in Kentucky,
identifying the most serious crime problems and
recommending solutions. The creation of the com-
mission and the development of a staff capability
was largely a result of the nationwide focus on crime
at that time and, partly, in anticipation of Federal
financial assistance. By the time the Safe Streets
Act was approved in 1968, the commission and its
staff had launched a serious planning and legislative
effort that resuited in the publication of several
significant criminal justice studies and prompted the
general assembly to revise the entire Kentucky penal
code.

When the Safe Streets Act became effective, a
new governor had taken office. The executive di-
rector of the commission, aware of the danger of
politicizing the Safe Streets program by using it to
build political support, sought and reached a com-
promise with the new governor in which, “The
agency . . . would assume responsibility for grant
decisions, good or bad, while the governor, through
grant award letters, would take credit for the assis-
tance to local communities.””® As a result of these
negotiations, Governor Louie B. Nunn, by executive
order, designated the commission and its staff as
the state planning agency under the Safe Streets Act
and the Juvenile Delinquency Act of 1968, appoint-
ed the executive director to be director of the
Kentucky Crime Commission, and made the KCC a
part of the governor’s office. During the remainder
of Governor Nunn’s term, the commission steadily
expanded its planning and grant award functions
in tandem with the growth in Safe Streets Act
appropriations. In the early years of the program.
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General Government
Corrections
Juvenile Delinquency
Other Government
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submitted to LEAA in May 1975.

Table 1

Composition of the Kentucky Crime Commission*
By Function
1975

*This table was developed from information concerning KCC membership contained in the FY 1976 Kentucky planning grant application,

Percent
Number of Total
12 20 .
15 25
11 18
5 8
3 5
8 13
7 11
61 100

Part B planning funds increased from $314,650 in
FY 1969 to $561,000 in FY 1972, while Part C
action funds mushroomed from $391,935 in FY 1969
to $6,464,000 in FY 19727 (see Table 6).

Despite a new governor assuming office in De-
cember 1971, no major changes occurred in the KCC
structure, staff or insulation from political inter-
vention. When Governor Wendell Ford decided to
reorganize the executive branch, he sought and
received input on criminal justice issues from the
KCC and its staff; this advice was very influential
in developing the Department of Justice concept.
With the reorganization, which became effective on
Sept. 17, 1973, the SPA became a part of the Exec-
utive Office of Staff Services (EOSS) within the
Department of Justice. The original KCC executive
director and most of his staff left the SPA after the
initial phase of reorganization was completed.

The administrator of EOSS is officiaily desig-
nated as the SPA director. Under the original exec-
utive order establishing a Department of Justice,
EOSS was divided into two divisions — Planning and
Budgeting and Management Services. Most of the
traditional SPA functions of plan development and
grant review, with departmental planning, budget-
ing, research and evaluation, form the basis for the
Division of Planning and Budgeting. The Division
of Management Services was charged with handling
the personnel, payroll, accounting and other record-
keeping functions for the department. This approach
was intended to enable the SPA to plan for the en-
tire state criminal justice system and thus avoid be-
ing monopolized by Safe Streets related activities;

it was also intended to tie the budget process into a
statewide comprehensive planning program.

On March 21, 1975, the governor reorganized
the EOSS Division of Planning and Budgeting into
three separate divisions:

o Division of Planning, responsible for all
state and Federal planning functions
within those areas of the criminal justice
system under the department’s jurisdic-
tion;

o Division of Budgeting, responsible for the
preparation, monitoring and reporting of
budget management functions and for
advising the commissioners of the bureaus
on budget matters; and

® Division of Technical Services, respon-
sible for functions relating to Federal and
state grants, the police salary incentive
program, local and regional technical as-
sistance and grant management.

According to most of those state officials inter-
viewed in the course of the field work, this latest
internal reorganization was a recognition that the
integrated planning and budgeting system intended
for the Division of Planning and Budgeting could
not be immediately realized. Department of Justice
officials -attributed this inability to implement the
planned system to the increasing volume and com-
plexity of LEAA guidelines and paperwork and to
the change-over to a system of program budgeting in
the state. Particularly burdensome was the sub-
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TOTAL

tion, submitted to LEAA in May 1875.

body.

Table 2

Composition of the Kentucky Crime Commission*
By Governmental Level

1975

Percent
Number of Total
19 31
19 31
19 31
4 7
61 100

*This tabie was deveioped from information concerning KCC membership contained in the FY 1976 Kentucky planning grant applica-

**Includes two commonwealth attorneys, a representative of a public educational institution and a public member of a state regulatory

799 mission of three comprehensive plans to LEAA

within 18 months so that these plans would coincide
with the new state budget cycle. Other state criminal
justice officials believed that the 1975 reorganiza-
tion recognized the reluctance of the bureaus within
the Department of Justice to relinquish any of the
planning or budgeting prerogatives they had pre-
viously held.

From 1969 to mid-1975, the KCCs authorized
staff level grew from 10 to 37 professionals. Most
of the staff additions were in the areas of subgrant
and fiscal management, including auditing. A recent
development, welcomed by the regional planners
interviewed, was the expansion of regional liaison
positions. Another change was to place greater
emphasis on the academic credentials of prospective
professional staff members. Overall, however, the
staffing picture since reorganization is unclear be-
cause of the number of EOSS .and Department of
Justice personnel who substantially contribute to
the SPA functions but who are not funded by Part B
funds or accounted for under Part B matching
contributions.

When Governor Nunn designated the Kentucky
Crime Commission as the SPA supervisory body
in 1968, he appointed 46 people to two-year terms
on the commission. When Governor Ford assumed
office, he appointed 32 new members and retained
16 of the members named by his predecessor. The
KCC was recently expanded to a membership of 61,
including five people who were members of the pre-
Safe Streets Act commission and eight who were
originaily appointed by Governor Nunn. The EOSS

staff indicated that the reorganization, coupled wit
the need to have adequate representation from a
criminal justice functions, governmental levels an
geographic locations, was responsible for this e»
pansion.

The current composition of the KCC is shown b
function and government level in Tables 1 and .
Fifteen of the 61 KCC members are elected official:
including one state legislator, six local executive an
legislative officials, and eight criminal justice of
cials. Table 1 reflects a concentration of KCC repre¢
sentation in the police function (20 per cent) and i
the courts function (25 percent). The latter include
the judiciary, the prosecution and the defense. Tabl
2 shows an equal distribution of membership amon
representatives of state government, local gov
ernment and the public. Despite this equal distriby
tion of representation by governmental level, th
regional planners interviewed believed that th
state’s representation on the KCC was overwhelr
ing. All city and county officials interviewed wer
either satisfied with the amount of local represer
tation on the commission or were not familiar enoug
with its composition to comment.

The KCC operates under a strong committe
structure, spending the majority of the time in it
two- or three-day meetings in committee sessions
In addition to the executive committee, the com
mission has five standing committees: assessmen
and crime prevention, police, juvenile delinquency
courts and corrections. The executive committee i
chaired by the KCC chairman —the secretary of jus



tice—and is composed of 12 other members, includ-
ing the chairman of each standing committee. All
policies, grant applications and other documents
relating to the Safe Streets program are usually re-
viewed initially by a standing committee, which
makes recommendations to the executive committee
for final action. The full KCC adopts the annual
plan. Because nearly all final decisions are made by
the executive committee, however, business meetings
of the full commission, which occur at the beginning
of each bi-monthly session, are not usually centered
on decision-making activities but tend to be mainly
of an informative nature.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

At the outset of the Safe Streets program, the
Kentucky Crime Commission decided to use a re-
gional approach to local criminal justice planning
and created 16 regional crime councils (RCCs).
With the exception of the three major urban areas
and one consolidated region, RCC boundaries are
coterminous with the 15 state planning districts.
Recognizing the severe crime problems in the major
urban areas, the KCC carved out three urban RCCs
from the existing planning districts. Owing to the
size of the population and the extent of the crime
problem, the three planning districts in the north-
castern part of the state are represented by one
RCC.

Each RCC is an independent, incorporated, non-
profit agency. The localities in each region were
involved in the formation of the RCCs to the extent
of passing enabling legislation and, in one case,
providing financial support. Of all the regions,
only Louisville had performed criminal justice plan-
ning activities prior to those initiated through
the Safe Streets Act.

RCC policy boards are. composed of members
from each county in the region. Each county is
represented in proportion to the county’s share of
total regional population. While the secretary of
justice actually appoints the RCC members, the
county judge and the mayor of the largest city in
each county make nominations to the KCC. These
recommendations are usually followed. The 1973
amendments to the Safe Streets Act requiring that
a majority of regional board members be elected
officials forced most RCCs to reconstitute their
membership. Prior to these amendments, county
judges and mayors generally nominated criminal
justice practitioners and interested laymen.

Tables 3 and 4 reflect the current composition of
the RCCs in terms of the proportion of elected mem-
bers and the functional make-up of the member-
ship. The average RCC is composed of 18 members,
although the councils range in size from nine to 25
members. As shown in Table 3, all but one RCC is
in compliance with the 1973 amendment. On the av-

" erage, 59 percent of the members in all RCCs are

elected officials. Functionally, most RCCs are more
heavily represented in the “‘other” category, which
includes citizens and representatives of general local
government, and in the courts category because of
the large number of elected officials falling into
these two categories. Clearly, the corrections and
juvenile delinquency functions have the least regional
representation, because these functions are mainly
performed at the state level.

During the first four years of the program, RCCs
generally received only enough Safe Streets planning
funds to employ part-time personnel. Part B fund-
ing has significantly increased, but most councils
are able to support only one professional employee
and to provide clerical assistance. Although the
RCCs select their own staff, the state does require
that regional professional staff be full-time em-

‘ployees and possess a college degree.

According to the regional guide published by
the KCC in July 1972,% the RCCs operate as law
enforcement planning agencies for all units of gen-
eral local government within their region. Each
council is responsible for assessing local crime prob-
lems, indicating priorities and formulating recom-
mendations for the improvement of criminal justice
facilities and programs in the region. The RCCs
are also expected to encourage local applications
and to make recommendations to the KCC concern-
ing the relative merits of such applications. The
major functions of regional staff are to provide
technical assistance to applicants wishing to
apply for funds, help subgrantees prepare reports
and conduct monthly monitoring of all KCC grants
in the region.

Although planning districts had been delineated
in Kentucky prior to the Safe Streets program, no
planning activity had begun in these districts when
the RCCs were established. Since the creation of
the RCCs, multipurpose planning activities have
been undertaken by area development districts
(ADDs) in each district. Most ADDs are responsible
for regional planning under state and Federal pro-
grams, although certain programs, such as com-
prehensive health planning, are handied by inde-
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Table 3

Regional Crime Council Membership

1975
Total Number Percent
Region Membership Elected Elected
Purchase 14 8 57
Pennyrile 25 15 60
Barren River 20 10 50
Green River 19 10 53
Lincoin Trail 22 14 64
Jefferson 16 9 56
Northern Kentucky 9 5 56
Northeast 25 14 56
Louisville/Jefferson County 16 10 63
Campbell/Kenton 25 13 52
Big Sandy 14 9 64
Kentucky River 14 8 57
Cumberland Valley 17 12 71
Lake Cumberland 12 9 75
Lexington-Fayette County 18 8 44
Blue Grass 20 14 70
TOTAL 286 168 59
Average membership = 18 members
Average number elected = 11 members
Source: FY 1976 Kentucky planning grant application.
Table 4
Regional Crime Council Membership by Function
1975
Juvenile

Region Police Courts* Corrections Delinquency Other Total
Purchase 3 6 1 2 2 14
Pennyrile 9 7 2 1 6 25
Barren River 3 4 0 2 11 20
Green River 7 5 0 1 6 19
Lincoln Trail 3 4 1 1 13 22
Jetterson 4 9 1 1 1 16
Northern Kentucky 2 2 1 2 2 9
Northeast . 8 9 0 1 7 25
Louisville/Jetferson County 3 5 1 0 7 16
Campbell/Kenton 4 6 3 1 11 25
Big Sandy 2 6 1 Y 5 14
Kentucky River 4 6 1 1 2 14
Cumberland Valley 3 3 1 1 9 17
Lake Cumberiand 4 6 1 0 1 12
Lexington/Fayette County 0 2 1 1 14 18
Blue Grass 3 6 2 1 8 20

TOTAL 62 86 17 16 105 286

(22%) (30%) (6%) (6%) (37%) (100%)

*Court members include county judges.

Source: FY 1976 Kentucky planning grant application.




pendent planning units in some regions. In every
planning district, the ADD is the regional A-95
clearinghouse.

Only four of the 16 RCCs have been formally
integrated into the ADD structure, with the council
sometimes also serving on a contractual basis as an
ADD subcommittee for planning, technical assist-
ance and A-95 review purposes. Owing to a change
in LEAA guidelines, all RCCs in Kentucky will be
entering into A-95 memoranda of agreement with
ADDs during 1975. Informal cooperation between
RCCs and ADDs is extensive. For example, several
councils share office space with the ADDs and
some actively participate in providing criminal
justice input into the development of programs not
traditionally related to criminal justice.

Most RCC directors interviewed did not see
consolidation with the ADDs as desirable or immi-
nent because they believed that the effectiveness
of the RCC would be diluted in terms of position,
influence and recognition. Several local elected
officials believed that such a merger would be useful
because they hold membership on both the RCC and
the ADD and are unable to adequately serve on both.
Officials within the SPA agreed that consolidation
of the councils and the ADDs would dilute the ef-
fectiveness of the RCC, but that such consolidation
was inevitable due to the increasing trend toward
regionalism in Kentucky and the growing reliance of
local government on the ADDs.

Another feature of the KCC regional program
is the use of criminal justice coordinating councils
(CJCCs), which can be funded with Part C action
funds, in units of local government or combinations
of local units having populations of 250,000 or more.
In 1972, the KCC designated the Louisville/Jeffer-
son County region and the Bluegrass region, which
surrounds Lexington, as eligible for CJCC status.
Because an RCC had already been established for
these regions, the CJCC designation brought addi-
tional financial support for criminal justice planning
efforts. Although the Louisville/Jefferson County
RCC and CJCC were officially separate until they
merged in 1975, both had the same supervisory body
and staff. In 1975, the Bluegrass RCC was returned
to RCC status because LEAA found that its desig-
nation as a CJCC was not within the intent of the
Safe Streets Act.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

When referring to comprehensive plans produced

by the KCC since 1969, many of those interviewed
implicitly agreed with a statement contained in the
initial Kentucky plan that it was *‘a documented
justification for the federal funding . . . not a defin-
itive evaluation of overall needs and priorities.” 1°
Even with the additional impetus resulting from an
early start, the KCC began its criminal justice plan-
ning efforts like most other states—highly reliant
upon agency need definitions that were usually
based upon intuition rather than on data. There-
fore, initial planning activities were reactive to
perceived needs without the benefit of overall system
analysis to permit prioritization between competing
component problems. Despite exceptions, such as
penal code reform, the KCC was also limited to
planning for Federal funds rather than planning for
the greater amount of state and local resources that
actually operate the criminal justice system.

Without disregarding the traditional criminal
justice agency needs, the director sought to have
the KCC act as a catalyst for system change and
modernization. The KCC and its staff used the
carrot of Federal funding to encourage imple-
mentation of new approaches to criminal justice
problems. Ideally, this would have epitomized the
seed-money concept, but the zeal of the KCC staff
to modernize the system, as well as the large propor-
tion of funds made available only for innovation,
resulted in conflict with line agencies and in some
cases project failures.

With the great increases in action funds between
FY 1970 and FY 1973, the KCC was able to con-
tinue adding new programs despite an increased
demand for the continuation of previously funded
projects. As one subgrantee stated, the KCC was
continually “ . . . plowing new soil but never going
back to plant the seeds.” Many people interviewed
thought that the KCC’s desire to change the system,
combined with the growing amount of funds avail-
able, caused the commission to waste money either
on programs that were not wanted or needed by
state and local agencies or on programs that re-
quired more KCC attention in order to be imple-
mented than was available.

Officials currently employed by the SPA de-
scribe plans completed by the original commission
as ‘“‘reports” rather than plans, because all fund-
ing decisions were made prior to the development of
plan documentation. Everyone interviewed within
the SPA agreed that since the reorganization its
planning capacity had improved in terms of data
analysis and problem identification. They indicated,
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however, that the burdens imposed by the submis-
sion of three comprehensive plans to LEAA within
18 months, an increase in the number of Federal
guidelines, and a lack of accountability in the pre-
vious KCC administration had severely limited their
ability to pre-plan and to change from an alloca-
tion to a planning process. Several examples of this
alleged lack of accountability were offered by current
SPA staff: (1) failure to request plan amendments,
(2) inadequate financial controls and (3) little grant
monitoring.

Nature of Planning Activities'’
Although the EOSS Division of Planning is still

charged with the responsibility of departmental

planning, it continues to have as its primary function
the development of the comprehensive plan for crim-
inal justice. The organization of the division almost
parallels the KCC committee structure, with a
section for police, courts, juvenile delinquency, adult
corrections, manpower development and planning
systems development. Each section has a section
supervisor and subordinate planners and acts as
staff to the KCC committees. In order to improve
coordination and to reduce conflict, two section
supervisors are actually on loan from other state
agencies —the police section supervisor from the
Kentucky State Police and the juvenile delin-
quency section supervisor from the Bureau of Social
Services of the Department of Human Resources.

The planning process used by Kentucky relies
upon the input of data, attitudes and priorities from
all levels of government, the RCCs, each criminal
justice function, interest groups and the general
public. With an increasing emphasis on data analy-
sis, two basic tools are used to develop informa-
tion: questionnaires and public hearings. Each
year the Division of Planning, in coordination with
the RCCs, surveys every law enforcement agency,
prosecutor, judge and jailer in the state. In addi-
tion, each RCC is required to produce and submit to
the division an assessment of crime and the criminal
justice system and suggestions for programs desired
in the region. During the same period, weekly meet-
ings are held between the staff of the Division of
Planning and appropriate state agencies for the
purpose of securing state-level input. As the reposi-
tory for all “*Uniform Crime Report” information,
the Kentucky State Police supply the division with
relevant crime data. A series of KCC-RCC spon-
sored public meetings, initiated in 1974, are held
throughout the state.

While the data development process is still under-
way, the section staffs begin presenting information
and analysis to their respective KCC committees.
These committees formulate program priorities and
recommend funding levels. The total amount bud-
geted by all committees at this point usually exceeds
the Federal dollars available; through a series of
reviews, which involve eliminating low priorities,
cutting invalid costs and rebudgeting, the amounts
are brought into balance. ]

Since 1974, it has been very apparent that the
amount of funding for continuation projects plays a
commanding role in the decision-making concerning
the allocation of resources. According to the Ken-
tucky response to the ACIR’s questionnaire survey of
SPAs, 62 percent of the FY 1974 block grant sup-
ported continuations and an estimated 65 percent of
the FY 1975 block grant would be used for this
purpose. In effect, the growing number of programs
that the KCC usually continues, combined with the
slowing rate of increase in action funds, has left
very little money available for new initiatives.
Therefore, the adjustment process usually focuses on
new priorities, which KCC ranks lower than con-
tinuations. Some committees delegate these decisions
to their respective staffs after providing general
guidance and review.

The Kentucky plan uses a set of program
categories that are similar to those suggested by
LEAA. Those shown in Table 5 have been followed
for a number of years, although not all categories are

Table §
Kentucky Program Categories

A — Criminal Justice Legislation and Citizen Education

B — Research, Planning, Evaluation
and information Systems

€ — Crime Specific Planning

D — Improved Detection, Deterrence
and Apprehension

E — Increased Efficiency of Adjudication

F — Delinquency Prevention, Control
and Rehabilitation

G — Adult Corrections

H — Manpower Development

I — Innovative Systems

J — Drug and Alcohol Abuse

Source: Kentucky Crime Commission.




funded every year. These categories are used pri-
marily to satisfy LEAA’s need for a program struc-
ture, as the priorities developed by the KCC are not
initially classified by program categories. The match-
ing of KCC priorities with LEAA program categories
is performed by the staff and is considered a “‘house-
keeping” function by the commission.

As previously indicated, the RCCs are required to
submit an assessment of crime and the criminal
justice system during the plan development process.
These inputs are not considered by the SPA to
constitute a regional plan, even though the RCC
must approve them. The FY 1976 planning grant
application indicates that the regional response
to these requirements was deemed inadequate by
the SPA staff.!2 In interviews, the SPA staff indi-
cated that they thought that only the urban RCCs,
particularly the Louisville RCC, were doing any
“real” planning. The staff defined “real” planning
as the analysis of needs and problems based on the
examination of comprehensive data, the prioritiza-
tion of problems and the selection of methods for
problem solution. This contention is supported by
local officials in the Louisville region who appear to
greatly value the LRCC planning effort. Even though
they are already supplying 25 percent of the LRCC’s
revenues, most local officials in Louisville/Jeffer-
son County expressed a willingness to assume total
financial support if Federal planning funds were not
available.

While acknowledging that most RCC activities
are related to grant development and administra-
tion, the regional directors complain that RCCs
never know how much money is available to each
region and that the KCC fails to recognize RCC
priorities, to the point of excluding them from the
state plan. One rural region’s director stated that
the state discourages any regional planning by
such actions. On the other hand, the SPA contends
that changes in and omissions of RCC priorities are
the result of both the need ‘or statewide coordination
and of poor planning at the regional level.

In recent years, the RCC directors have organ-
ized into the Kentucky Association of Regional Plan-
ners. This association is expected to be influential
in the future. Through the efforts of the associa-
tion, the rural RCC directors met during the last
planning cycle to develop a list of rural priorities.
For the same reasons indicated above, however, not
very many of these priorities were included in the
state plan, despite the united effort of the rural
directors.

Even though the SPA believes that the regions do
not adequately perform the planning function and
even though the RCCs recognize the pitfalls of their
concentration on grant-related activities, the re-
gional directors and local officials interviewed be-
lieved that they were receiving adequate financial
resources. This belief is largely due to the parochial-
ism of the rural regional directors and to the high
level of satisfaction of local officials with the serv-
ices performed by the RCC staffs.

In a similar context, friction between the KCC
and the LEAA regional office has intensified re-
cently as the number of Federal guidelines has
increased. Both the secretary of justice and the
administrator of EOSS indicated that the benefit
derived from LEAA funds was becoming less than
the level of effort required to meet Federal guide-
lines. They cited the fact that the FY 1976 planning
guidelines  (contained in “Guideline Manual
M4100.1D”’) were not published until well after the
Kentucky FY 1976 planning cycle had been ini-
tiated. This has been a problem in previous years as
well. Many SPA staff members indicated that the
LEAA guidelines were preventing the Division of
Planning from pre-planning because of their detail
and their untimely publication.

At the same time, the SPA works closely with
the LEAA regional office in developing its annual
plan. The SPA requests guidance from the regional
office on each phase of plan development in order to
insure guideline compliance. A major purpose of this
informal process is to raise problems prior to plan
submission. The addition of new requirements by
LEAA’s central office after planning guidelines have
been issued, has sometimes undermined this effort,
although relatively few special conditions have been
placed on Kentucky’s plans.

The relationship between LEAA and the
SPA has changed greatly since 1969. Initially,
liaison with the state, including plan review and
approval, rested with LEAA headquarters in Wash-
ington, D.C. In a move toward decentralization in
1972, the LEAA regional offices were given the
major responsibility for state liaison and the review
and approval of state plans. The tenor of the rela-
tionship between LEAA and the Kentucky SPA has
not always been good. According to Joseph F.
Ohren: 13

At first, this relationship was exacerbated
by the search on both sides for the boun-
daries of their respective roles. A largely
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negative view of the value and efficacy of
LEAA input seemed to predominate the
early years of the Commission. This
seemed prompted in part by the inability
of SPA itself to get timely and meaning-
ful interpretations of LEAA requirements.
Indeed, LEAA seems to have been viewed
as the primary obstacle to agency accom-
plishment as the SPA saw it. This view
softened over time, with the development
of greater LEAA expertise and the matur-
ing of personal and professional relation-
ships.

The reorganization did not eliminate tension be-
tween LEAA and the SPA. Their relationships are
strained at times—not by specific disagreements
but by the SPA’s frustration at having to spend so
much time on Safe Streets activities. SPA officials
criticize the growth of LEAA guidelines and
policies, which they believe interfere with their
ability to carry out non-LEAA-related functions by
causing valuable staff time to be devoted to redun-
dant and insignificant matters. Specific com-
plaints include the frequent changing of guide-
lines, delays in guideline issuance and repetitive
requests for information. These concerns are not
limited to the SPA; in a written response from the

.governor to ACIR questions, several restrictions or

requirements were cited as limiting effective use of
Safe Streets funds, including “‘the complexity of
the ‘guidelines’ generally which sacrifice time and
substance to form and relative trivia, thereby
drawing into question the cost effectiveness of Safe
Streets funding.”

Plan Implementation

The implementation of each annual plan begins
with its publication, followed by grant application
development, review and approval, grant execution
and monitoring and evaluation for feedback in fu-
ture planning. This process has become more and
more routinized with each year of program maturity,
permitting the KCC to be more responsive and time-
ly in identifying and correcting problems. This is
evidenced by the small percent of Part C funds that
lapse every year.

The KCC, through the EOSS and RCCs, en-
courages the submission of grant applications for
programs outlined in the annual action plan section.
The EOSS and RCCs not only inform localities and
state agencies of the programs sought by the KCC,

but also provide technical assistance in applicatis
development. Most of the rural RCC directors inte
viewed indicated that they often prepare applicatio
for localities.

Because LEAA requires fairly detailed progra
descriptions in the annual action plan and limits t!
degree of change in action plan contents, the KC
has prescribed the programs it will fund by limiti
the type of activity and, sometimes, by limiting tl
size of the agency eligible. Many local officia
complained that such limits prohibited them fro
applying under some programs. In addition, ti
KCC may place other types of conditions on pr
grams. The most frequently mentioned example wi
the “string” requiring multijurisdictional consolid:
tion of facilities before funding is granted. Loc
officials believed that such policies either force
them to participate in unwanted programs or pr
vented them from addressing their most pressin
needs.

In response to these limitations, and in order t
encourage local initiative, the KCC utilized a pr¢
gram category entitled “Innovative Projects.” To t
eligible for funding under this category, the appl
cant had to address a problem in more than on
criminal justice component and to find an innov:
tive solution. Unfortunately, most of the dollai
here were reprogrammed due to a lack of qualit
applications. Several local officials expressed cor
cern that this program category was used to rewar
either state agencies or localities that were friend
of the KCC or the Department of Justice.

Due to the block grant orientation of the plan
ning process, the description of specific projects i
the state plan and the eligibility limits ptaced o
programs, all of the regional directors and man
local officials who were interviewed indicated tha
the actual funding decisions were usually mad
during plan development. Therefore, these official
have been much more interested in impacting on th
planning/allocation process than on the gran
application review process. This situation is becom
ing more apparent as the number of continuatior
projects increases, placing the localities into compe
tition with each other and with state agencies.

The KCC entertains grant applications at an
time during the year, although submissions must b
made no later than 30 days prior to the KCC bi
monthly meeting. The EOSS staff reviews each gran
application for technical accuracy, relationship tc
the comprehensive plan and substantive merit prios
to review by the commission. EOSS staff comments



and recommendations and RCC comments are
transmitted with the application to the members of
the appropriate committee prior to the KCC meet-
ing. The committee reviews the grant application
and makes a recommendation for approval, defer-
ral or rejection to the executive committee. The
executive committee makes the final decision on
every application.

If the KCC approves a grant application, the
wheels are set in motion to draw up the grant
award documents and to secure the governor’s sig-
nature. The KCC may decide that an application
cannot be approved at one meeting and may defer
it to a subsequent meeting. A deferral is handled
like a formal rejection, even though the application
is automatically resubmitted by the SPA staff. The
KCC usually defers action on applications that are
deemed meritorious when no funds are available in
the plan for the purposes stated in applications.
Some grant applications are re-deferred for several
meetings. When the KCC rejects an application,
the reasons, including an assessment of deficien-
cies, are transmitted to the applicant who is re-
quested to resubmit the application when the de-
ficiencies are rectified.

The process, from submission to notification of
rejection, deferral or approval, takes no more than
60 days. Compliance with this standard did not
appear to cause great administrative problems, al-
though the workload involved in giving the appli-
cations an adequate staff review during hectic plan
development periods did become burdensome. Most
local and regional representatives expressed neither
satisfaction nor dissatisfaction with the time frame.

In summary, the decision-making process can be
viewed as a series of obstacles, with those appli-
cations that hurdle every one receiving KCC
approval. The initial obstacle is obtaining RCC
support for local proposals. In reality, the regional
staffs effectively discourage applications that they
know the KCC will not fund. The RCCs usually
recommend that the KCC approve every application
that comes before them, because of the desire to
get as much money into the region as possible and
because of the fear of retaliation for rejecting an-
other council member’s application. The next step
in the obstacle course is the SPA staff review. A
recommendation to reject an application normally
carries a lot of weight in KCC committees. Although
the committees reserve the right to make their own
decisions, they rely on staff reviews owing to the
limited time they have available to consider applica-
tions. If an application carries a rejection recom-

mendation from the standing committee to the exec-
utive committee, it usually will be rejected by the
latter. The executive committee, however, has been
known to reject or defer applications that carried a
positive recommendation from the standing com-
mittee.

Once a grant application has been approved, the
state agency or locality must formally accept the
grant by signing a subgrant agreement. According
to the SPA staff and the regional planners, the
greatest delay in project implementation occurs at
this point. Because the grant is not officially ac-
cepted until the subgrant agreement is signed and
returned by the locality, no funds are transmitted
and the project does not begin. Part of the delay
here is the result of the inaccessibility of duly
authorized officials and the local officials’ lack of
experience in dealing with grants.

The RCC staffs become actively involved with
the subgrantees during implementation of the project
and continue in that capacity throughout the proj-
ect’s life. Many RCC directors indicated that they
not only monitor the projects in their regions but
also prepare fiscal and programmatic progress re-
ports for the subgrantees to submit to the KCC.
Most RCC staff spend considerable time on moni-
toring activity.

To date, little evaluation has been conducted in
Kentucky. A new evaluation unit has been estab-
lished and staffed within the Division of Technical
Services of EOSS, but it has yet to complete any
evaluations. A detailed evaluation strategy and
procedures have been prepared by the KCC. The
Louisville RCC has the only evaluation capacity
among the regions, although no evaluations have
been made. Because of the short time period that
evaluation units have been in existence, the results to
date are not surprising. Local officials interviewed
stated that they would welcome additional informa-
tion on projects when making refunding or assump-
tion-of-cost decisions. A consultant did evaluate a
large consolidation project in the Louisville/Jeffer-
son County area, but this effort was described by
most local officials as ““a post mortem of a failure.”

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Table 6 shows the monies allocated to Kentucky
by LEAA from 1969 through 1975. During this
period, the amount of action funds (Part C and
Part E) increased 2,000 percent. Most of this
growth occurred between 1970 and 1973, prior
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Table 6

LEAA Awards to Kentucky
FY 1969-1975

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975
Part B $314,650 $ 347,000 $ 419,000 $ 561,000 $ 809,000 $ 809,000 $ 889,000
Part C 391,935 2,906,000 5,290,000 6,464,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,514,000
Part E 0 0 726,000 762,000 882,000 882,000 884,000
Discretionary 72,439 1,005,399 1,677,591 546,545 2,865,517 501,210 2,210,458
Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data.
Table 7
Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample
Percent Amount Percent Amount of
Number of of of of Average
Recipient Grants Grants Funds Funds Grant
State 21 23 $2,444,033 57 $116,382
County 43 48 1,314,344 31 30,575
City 15 17 237,932 6 15,862
Other " 12 310,219 7 28,202
TOTAL 90 $4,306,528
Table 8
Recipients of Action Funds*
FY 1969-1975
State Cities Counties Private Total**
Dollars Percent Dollars Percent Dollars Percent Dollars Percent Dollars
1969 155,662 39 181,659 45 60,616 15 0 397,937
1970 1,168,702 36 858,559 27 1,131,883 35 0 3,159,144
1971 1,935,851 42 1,267,440 28 1,316,227 29 0 4,519,518
1972 3,228,978 50 1,226,675 19 1,976,627 30 0 6,432,280
1973 3,676,898 55 843,493 13 2,015,629 31 0 6,436,020
1974 3,443,412 48 897,789 12 2,728,035 38 1600 —_ 7,070,836
‘1975 4,908,317 80 562,442 9 659,573 10 0 6,130,332
TOTAL $18,417,820 53 $5,838,057 17 $9,888,590 29 $1600 — $34,146,067

*Source: GMIS data.

**The amounts of funds equals the amounts reoarted into GMIS. In the four most recent fiscal years, GMIS has 89 percent of the Part C
and E|awarded in FY 1972, 76.7 in 1973, 84.3 in 1974 and 73.0 in 1975.




to the reorganization. This substantial increase was
part of nationwide growth in Safe Streets funds
and was not unique to Kentucky.

Distribution and Use of Action Funds

In order to determine the nature of activities
supported by Safe Streets funds in Kentucky, the
field team reviewed available summary information,
including some data from LEAA’s Grants Man-
agement Information System (GMIS), and examined
a sample of grants awarded by the KCC during FY
1974. (For a more complete review of LEAA’s
Grants Management Information System refer to
Chapter V.) Ninety subgrants were selected by
choosing every other grant in the order in which
they were awarded. The sample represents 49 per-
cent of the total grants awarded in 1974 and 54 per-
cent of the funds. Tables 7 and 8 reflect grant sam-
ple and GMIS data concerning recipients of Safe
Streets funds in Kentucky.

Table 7 shows that although state agencies
received by far the largest percentage of funds, local
governments received a much greater number of
grants, reflecting the difference in the size of awards
to state and local recipients. Of some surprise was
the small amount of funds provided to cities, which
may reflect the important role played by county gov-
ernment in criminal justice activities in Kentucky.
Of the subgrants to counties, more than 83 percent
went to three of the largest jurisdictions (Jeffer-
son, Campbell, and Kenton counties), illustrating the
KCC’s desire to channel more funds to urban areas
where the popuylation and crime rates are highest.
The majority of subgrants awarded to ‘‘other”
recipients went to the Lexington/Fayette County

urban government and other jurisdictional combi-
nations.

The larger percentage of funds going to state
agencies, as shown in Tables 7 and 8, reflects the
fact that some projects operated by state agencies
are considered to be for local benefit and are counted
as a part of the local funding requirement of the
variable pass-through provision of the Safe Streets
Act. The major example of a project of this type is
the Kentucky Law Enforcement Program Fund
(KLEPF). This program provides a 15 percent salary
incentive to local police officers who receive a mini-
mum amount of recruiting and in-service training.
To enable all local police agencies to participate,
the required training is offered free of charge by
the state. Even though the state operates the pro-
gram, it is included in the amount used as variable
pass-through. Although many regional and local
officials complained of this practice, they indicated
that they want programs of this nature, and par-
ticularly KLEPF, to continue. According to the
pass-through formula mandated by LEAA, the KCC
must distribute a minimum of 54 percent of all action
block grant funds to units of local government. The
SPA staff contends that the pass-through require-
ment was greatly exceeded and would be met with-
out counting in those projects that are considered
to be for local benefit.

In an attempt to determine the kinds of activities
supported with Safe Streets funds, the field team
classified each subgrant in our sample in one of the
five categories listed in Table 9. This categorization
was done in conjunction with the KCC staff mem-
bers. Like all but one of the 10 States studied,
Kentucky spends the majority of its Safe Streets
funds to provide services; it spends lesser amounts

Number of

Primary Activity Grants
Equipment 12
Construction 0
Services 57
Training 20
Personnel 1

TOTAL 90

Primary Activities Supported With Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Table 9

Percent Amount Percent
of of of
Grants Funds Funds
13 984,557 23
0 0 0
63 2,623,588 61
22 628,383 15
1 70,000 2

$4,306,528
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which will eventually be awarded.

Table 10

Action Funds and Subgrants Awarded
FY 1969-1975

Fiscal Year Total Action Funds Number of Subgrants
1969 $ 391,935 47

1970 2,906,000 151

1971 6,016,000 251

1972 7,226,000 260

1973 8,382,000 119

1974 8,328,000 161b

1975 8,408,0002 79b

Source: Joseph F. Ohren, “Intergovernmental Relations in Law Enforcement State Implementation of the Safe Streets Act” (Ph.D. disser-
tation, Syracuse University, 1975), as updated by the Kentucky Department of Justice, p. 68.

3These numbers represent the total amount of funds to be awarded. All of these funds have not been awarded to date.

bThese numbers represent only those subgrants approved as of April 30, 1975, and therefore do not reflect the total number of subgrants

on equipment, training, construction and person-
nel. The grant sample and summary data contained
in Table 10 indicates that most awards by the KCC
are of substantial size. Many training or equipment-
related activities are either not funded or are
operated on a statewide basis in order to facilitate
coordination and to avoid the administrative costs
involved in processing large.numbers of very small
grants. In addition, service projects usually require
greater amounts of funding, thus limiting the num-
ber of grants. Some of the larger allocations in this
area were juvenile delinquent after-care programs,
work release and ex-offender programs, prosecution

and defense services, resource coordinators for juve-
nile courts and organized crime control.

The commission does not encourage the use of
Safe Streets funds for construction purposes. This,
combined with the reluctance on the part of sub-
grantees to provide the 50 percent cash match and
with other conditions that must be met in building
certain facilities with Safe Streets funds, largely
explains the absence of subgrants for construction in
our sample. In some jurisdictions, subgrantees use
general revenue sharing funds for construction be-
cause there are no match requirements.

Tables 11 and 12 show the functional distribution

Table 11

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Number
of

Functional Component Grants
Police 23
Courts 26
Corrections 14
Juvenile delinquency 24
Drugs and alcohol 0
Combinations 3

TOTALS 90

Percent Amount Percent
of of of
Grants Funds Funds
26 1,831,349 43
29 453,362 11
16 577,502 13
27 1,353,688 31
0 0 0
3 90,627 2

$4,306,528




Table 12

Distribution of Action Fund Awards By Criminal Justice Function
FY 1969-1973 (Actual Awards) FY 1974-75 (Planned Awards)

b All but $8,361 awarded as of June 30, 1974.

Juvenile Total
Police Courts Delinquency Corrections Other Action Funds
Actual
1969
Amount 193,439 13,400 102,018 65,077 18,000 391,935
Percent 49 3 26 16 5
19702
Amount 1,886,774 47,153 506,835 292,543 82,520 2,906,000
Percent 64 2 17 10 3
1971
Amount 2,946,091 494,857 1,151,443 1,230,896 192,709 6,016,000
Percent 49 8 20 3
1872
Amount 3,539,641 810,338 1,716,860 1,011,596 137,149 7,226,000
Percent 49 11 14 2
1973b
Amount 4,460,107 393,937 1,044,451 2,259,070 216,072 8,382,000
Percent 53 5 27 3
Planned
1974
Amount 2,770,391 705,484 1,748,199 1,579,132 1,578,794 8,382,000
Percent 33 8 19 19
1975
Amount 3,426,859 755,691 2,091,391 1,460,110 663,944 8,398,000
Percent 41 9 17 8

a Approximately three percent of action funds were refunded to LEAA from 1970 fiscal year funds.

Sources: Kentucky Crime Commission, Financial Report for Fiscai Years 1973 and 1974, and Progress Report;
Kentucky’'s 1973 comprehensive criminal justice plan; Ohren, p. 186.

of Safe Streets monies. The greatest emphasis in
funding has been on the police function. A closer
examination of the grant sample data revealed that
half of the funds in the policy category were ex-
pended on communications and information systems.
This high percentage results almost entirely from
two very large subgrants totaling $854,000 —one to
establish a statewide criminal justice information
system under the Kentucky State Police and the
other to implement Jefferson County’s participation
in the statewide communications system.

In comparing the relative emphasis on the re-
maining functional areas with the summary data, the
field team found the grant sample to be fairly repre-
sentative. Even though the amount of funds awarded
to juvenile delinquency projects has never reached

31 percent of the annual Part C allocation, the juve-
nile delinquency allocation has usually been second
only to the allocation for police. The grant sampie
data do not accurately reflect the funding level for
correctional programs. This is due to the random
exclusion of a very large grant ($837,180) awarded
during 1974 to reorganize the probation and parole
functions.

A major factor conditioning the distribution of
Safe Streets funds in Kentucky is -the substantial
number of continuation programs supported by the
KCC (see Table 13). According to the FY 1976
planning grant application, several larger grants are
in their sixth and seventh years of funding. Continu-
ations are expected to reach 83 percent of the funds
available in FY 1976. The major reason for this high
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Table 13

FY 1971-1972

Safe Streets Continuation Funding in Kentucky

Total
Total Federal Continuation
Fiscal Year Funds Awarded Awards Percent
1971 $5,290,000 $1,884,904 36
1972 7,212,042 3,633,876 50
1973 8,373,639 5,013,000 60
1974 7,129,679 4,698,037 65.8
1975 6,391,356 4,111,142 64.6
Sources: Ohren, p. 219; Kentucky Department of Justice, Financial Reports, 1971-1973, 1974-1975.
Table 14
Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample
Number of Percent of Amount Percent of
Grants Grants of Funds Funds

Never attempted 3 3 135,337 3

anywhere
Never attempted 36 40 2,922,053 68

in state
Never attempted 38 42 1,177,431 27

in locality
Has been attempted 13 14 71,707 2

in locality

TOTAL 90 $4,306,528

Table 15

Degree of Innovation

New
Expansion
Update
Routine
TOTAL

54
16
10
10
90

-Number of Grants

Source: FY 1976 Kentucky planning grant application

60
18
11
11

Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Grants

Amount of Funds

3,169,707
517,705
614,726

4,390
$4,306,528

Percent of Funds

74
12
14

0.1




level is that the KCC lacked a formal continuation
policy until March 1975 when the following policy
was adopted by the KCC: 14

Each grant application, at the time of
original funding, shall specifically state the
number of years of funding expected and
the method and source of funds by which
the project shall be continued. The commit-
tee shall, with approval, make a specific
recommendation as to the number of years
of funding recommended for the project
(this is not a commitment for continuation
funding). Any project receiving more than
36 months of support requires that the sub-
grantee personally appear before the ad-
visory and executive committees of the Ken-
tucky Crime Commission to fully explain
the nature of the project and the necessity
for the continued support of the project.

To determine the extent to which Safe Streets
funds were used to support new and innovative
rather than routine activities of state and local
government, the field team classified the sample of
grants according to two additional sets of cri-
teria. The first set was intended to reflect the
degree to which the activity had been attempted at
the state or local level prior to its initiation with Safe
Streets funds. As Table 14 indicates, in the Kentucky
grant sample more than 68 percent of the funds
awarded were used to support activities that had
not been attempted within the state. Combining this
with an additional 27 percent of the {unds support-
ing activities that had not been attempted in the
locality and three percent that had never been at-
tempted anywhere indicates that 98 percent of the
sampled funds were used for activities new to the
jurisdiction receiving the funds. Only two percent
supported activities that had already been at-
tempted within the jurisdiction.

The second set of criteria called for identifying
each subgrant as a new activity, an expansion of an
existing activity, an update or modernization of an
existing activity, or a routine activity. Table 15
shows the results of this classification. Again, the
overwhelming majority of funds were used to sup-
port new activities. This could reflect the omission
from the sample of the very large subgrant awarded
to train local police officers —an activity that could
be considered routine. Even considering the sub-
Jective nature of the classification by the KCC staff

and the field researchers, however, it is clear that,
in Kentucky, Safe Streets funds have not been used
primarily to support routine activities.

Subgranting Issues

The issue most consistently raised by local and
regional interviewees concerned the alleged inequities
in subgranting between state projects and local pro-
jects. These allegations are based on four KCC
practices of a technical nature. Although most local
officials interviewed were not intimately aware of
the details of the program, at least one out of four
displayed a high level of knowledge and interest in
the mechanics that made inequity an issue in Ken-
tucky.

First, the match required for local projects is 25
percent of the total project costs, but the match
required for state projects is only 10 percent. The
Safe Streets Act requires that a minimum of 10 per-
cent of the total costs for any non-construction
project be supplied by the subgrantee and that such
match be appropriated. A state has the option of
altering this formula, but only by increasing the
subgrantee share. According to SPA officials, the
commission voted to require the 75 percent/25
percent formula for most local projects in order to
distribute funds more widely throughout the state,
but was unable to alter the match formula for state
projects because it was set by the general assembly.
It should also be noted that the state buy-in re-
quired by the Safe Streets Act is included in the 75
percent Federal share allotted to local projects.
Although all of the local planners and several county
and city officials vehemently complained about the
inherent inequity of the matching requirement, no
consensus could be reached as to the fiscal impact of
the 25 percent match as opposed to the 10 percent
match. Some thought that the 25 percent match
requirement forced local elected officials to make a
real commitment to their projects. Others believed
that they could more innovatively and effectively
deal with their crime problems with a lower match
level because more projects could be undertaken. In
either case, it was agreed that the required match
level should be the same for state and local projects.

The second technical issue concerns an alleged
inequity in the unwritten KCC continuation policy
that was superseded by the policy adopted in March
1975. Regional and local officials complained that
until the adoption of a formal position on continu-
ation, the KCC would support state projects indefi-
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Source: FY 1976 Kentucky planning grant application.

Table 16
Continuation Projects By Recipient and Years of Continuation

Four Years Five Years Six Years Seven Years Total
State 8 1 3 2 14
County 5 0 1 0 6
City 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1 1 0 0 2
TOTAL 14 2 4 2 22

nitely but would only fund local projects for three
years. According to the FY 1976 planning grant
application, only eight of the 22 projects that had
been funded for four or more years were local.l5
Table 16 shows the number of projects continued
for four or more years classified by type of recip-
ient. Included in this group is the grant that supports
the Louisville CJCC and several projects operated
by state agencies “for local benefit.”

Most of this dichotomy .in the practice of con-
tinuation funding can be traced to the events sur-
rounding the last budget cycle. The FY 1976 plan-
ning grant application indicates that state agency
projects were presented to the 1974 general assembly
for total funding. When full appropriations were not
forthcoming, the KCC decided to continue Federal
support rather than drop what they considered to be

worthwhile programs. !¢ Because most state projects -

did receive some appropriations, the Federal fund-
ing required to continue a project at a level of 100
percent was usually much less than the 90 percent
maximum Federal support. Top officials in both the
legislative branch and the Department of Justice
indicated that the general assembly had adopted the
Department of Justice budget intact and that the
decisions to partially assume costs were made in the
executive department of Finance and Adminis-
tration, even though the Department of Justice
recommended full assumption. Because the executive
budget document was prepared with the amount of
Federal and state funds prescribed for these state
agency projects, the general assembly locked
the KCC into a particular funding level when it
adopted the executive budget. o

The third complaint concerned the designation
“for local benefit” of many state-operated projects,
and the counting of these projects toward compli-

ance with the variable pass-through requirement.
These criticisms are weakened by the acknowledged
benefits derived by localities from these projects,
such as the KLEPF program. Regional and local of-
ficials resent the option exercised by the state in
counting these programs as local and fear a con-
tinued growth in this type of project with a conse-
quent decline in strictly local programming.

Finally, regional and local officials believe that
the grant review procedures between state and local
applications are inequitable. Most of the regional
planners and several local elected officials believe
that the SPA staff and the KCC gave a much more
rigorous review to local applications than to state
applications. Most of this resentment is due to the
belief that the KCC pays no attention to RCC rec-
ommendations and comments. The SPA staff indi-
cated that as long as the RCCs endorsed every
application that came before them, the KCC would
be obligated to perform a rigorous review. At the
same time, the SPA staff did not consider the situa-
tion to be inequitable because of the informal in-
depth review of fiscal, planning, and technical con-
siderations and negotiations occurring between the
state agencies and the SPA staff prior to formal
application submission. Because of the pre-submis-
sion review and the ease with which state agency
programs are identified in the plan, the formal re-
view of state agency programs could appear to be
less rigorous than the review of local applications.

Fiscal Issues -

Despite the complaints made about the subgrant-
ing process, every regional and local official indicated
that his or her jurisdiction has received its fair share
of the Safe Streets funds awarded in Kentucky.



Several, however, complained that programs that
they initially identified to the KCC as needs were
not funded. Even though Kentucky does not use any
distribution formula, Table 17 reflects the total
amount of action funds awarded in each region from
1969 to 1975 and the variables of crime and popula-
tion that are often used in distribution formulas of
other states to approximate local need and the mag-
nitude of the crime problem. If the KCC had used a
crime and population formula, the urban regions
would probably not have received as much funding.
This is probably the reason that everyone inter-
viewed in the urban region visited thought that
their region had received its fair share. On a func-
tional basis, every criminal justice specialist believed
that his or her function needed more Federal, state,
and local funding, but only court-related personnel
believed that the adjudicative function had been
severely overlooked.

Overall, Kentucky is conservative in fiscal mat-
ters, as evidenced by the low taxes assessed through-
out the state. Most officials who were interviewed
were suspicious of Federal funds because of the po-
tential impact on the budgets of their jurisdiction or
agency. All subgrantees interviewed stated that they

would prefer to have new programs funded by reg-
ular state or local revenues due to the uncertainty of
Federal dollars. As previously stated, several indi-
cated that the 25 percent hard match requirement
was desirable because it forced executive and legis-
lative officials to make an initial and substantial
commitment to the projects that they would support.

One phenomenon discussed at both the state and
local levels is the growing reluctance to apply for
LEAA funds because of the multitude of administra-
tive requirements, such as detailed financial report-
ing and a prescribed system of accounting. Several
officials at the KCC and in local government ex-
pressed concern that the overhead costs incurred in
meeting these requirements had caused them to
apply only for large grants. Because of the great
administrative burden, many officials characterized
the Safe Streets block grant program as similar to
categorical grants. Several were considering not
applying for further criminal justice block grants.

When asked which type of Federal assistance they
would prefer, officials in rural localities all indi-
cated a desire for general revenue sharing (GRS) or
special revenue sharing. Officials in the urban region
thought either that LEAA should be giving a direct

Table 17
Kentucky
Regional Distribution of Awards, Population and Index Crimes
Total Award 1971 Crime
Region FY 1969-1975 1970 Population Index
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Purchase 637,501 4 167,370 5 2,013 3
Pennyrile 433,613 2 176,201 5 2,170 3
Green River 791,305 5 179,613 6 2,772 4
Barren River 627,562 4 185,827 6 3,013 5
Lincoln Trail 275,395 2 175,253 5 1,519 2
Jetferson 189,098 1 81,523 3 1,014 2
Northern Kentucky 235,327 1 72,887 2 1.101 2
Northeast 430,773 2 228,139 7 2,114 3
Louisville-Jefferson 6,200,863 37 695,055 22 26,173 41
Campbell-Kenton 2,990,989 18 217,941 7 6,071 10
Big Sandy 111,879 1 134,307 4 929 1
Kentucky River 149,652 1 106,700 3 1,078 2
Cumberland Valley 184,006 1 184,468 6 1,745 3
Lake Cumberiand 863,082 5 141,071 4 1,108 2
Bluegrass 731,960 4 283,239 9 3,637 6
Lexington-Fayette 2,075,599 12 174,323 5 6,863 11
TOTAL $16,928,513 100

Sources: Ohren, p. 192; population data from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population and
Housing, and Final Report, Kentucky, July, 1971; crime index (constitutes offenses known to the police in seven categories—
homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assault, breaking and entering, Iarceny-theft, auto theft) from Commonwealth of Kentucky,
Crime in Kentucky, 1971; award information. see Appendix 4, p. 312.
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block grant to urban areas or that the state should
give a “mini block™ to the three urban regions. The
difference between the rural and urban preferences is
the result of the difference in how the utility of plan-
ning is perceived in rural and urban areas. In both
cases, rural and urban respondents agreed that they
wanted more control over funding decisions and few-
er of the restrictions that result from state or
Federal guidelines and policies.

Impact of Safe Streets Funds

Most of the officials who were interviewed be-
lieved that the Safe Streets program has at best
marginally reduced the pace of crime rate increase
and that a much greater reduction should not be
expected. Many, however, believed that the program
could achieve some positive impact in the future if
greater attention were given to crime prevention pro-
grams. At the same time, several others noted that
LEAA funds could never reduce crime and should
not be expected to do so.

Despite the overall lack of confidence in the abil-
ity of the Safe Streets Act to substantially decrease
crime, all interviewees asserted that the program
had improved the criminal justice system. While
most cited specific projects supported with Safe
Streets funds, improved coordination and cooper-
ation between system components was also men-
tioned as a major catalyst for improvement. LEAA
contractual technical assistance was also praised as
enhancing system capabilities.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

As previously indicated, Kentucky was selected
as a case study state primarily because of the po-
sition and responsibilities of the SPA within the
Department of Justice. National interest in the
Kentucky approach emanates from two major fac-
tors that professionals im the field of criminal
justice planning have identified as stumbling blocks
to effective criminal justice planning. First, Safe
Streets funds constitute less than six percent of
total state and local expenditures for criminal justice.
According to the findings of the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, the greatest “deficiency” of the SPAs’ plan-
ning documents was that they only specified the
uses of Safe Streets funds and other Federal mon-
ies.!7 Criminal justice planners have concluded that
their impact on crime and criminal justice problems

will be small as long as efforts are limited to the
allocation of Federal dollars. Standard 1.2 of the
National Advisory Commission’s work on the crim-
inal justice system recommends that state and local
governments develop “mechanisms for introducing
the analyses and recommendations of criminal jus-
tice planning agencies into their budget process.” 18
Others would go further and promote criminal jus-
tice planning agency control over the budgets of
operating criminal justice agencies.

The second major stumbling block that is closely
tied to budgetary impact is the lack of SPA authority
over policies and programs not directly related to
Safe Streets. For example, few, if any, are in a
position to impact on the personnel policies of local
police departments unless Safe Streets funds are
involved. At the same time, these personnel policies
may be counterproductive in the effort to improve
police performance. Although few criminal justice
planners propose state government intrusion into
local functions such as the one described above,
some do believe that overall criminal justice policy
and program review, such as that involved in the
planning process, should be a function of criminal
Jjustice planning agencies for their own level of gov-
ernment.

As originally envisioned, the reorganization of
criminal justice functions in Kentucky was designed
to overcome these obstacles. In comparison with
other states, Kentucky possessed two characteristics
that helped to ease the problems of undertaking
this experiment and to increase its potential im-
pact—a weak state legislature and a comparatively
high level of state fiscal and operational respon-
sibility for criminal justice activities in relation to
the localities. The consolidation of most of the crim-
inal justice activities under the umbrella of the
Department of Justice during the overall state
government reorganization provided the structure
for an integrated approach to criminal justice. Under
the original proposal, the Executive Office of Staff
Services, particularly the Division of Planning and
Budgeting, which also performed all Safe Streets
functions, was to be given both the responsibility for
and the authority over departmental budgeting and
planning.

As often occurs, difficulties were encountered in
implementing the proposed reorganization of Ken-
tucky’s state criminal justice functions, especially
those functions related to planning and budgeting.
Although officials of the Department of Justice
continue to be optimistic about their ability to inte-



grate planning and budgeting for the department,
the reorganization of March 1975 was formal
recognition that, for a variety of reasons, the inte-
grated planning and budgeting approach had not
been and could not be implemented in the immediate
future.

The recent reorganization did not do as much to
actually change the budgeting process as it did to
formalize operating arrangements because most bud-
get functions had remained with the formally: inde-
pendent bureaus and any oversight activities had
been performed directly by the Office of the Sec-
retary. The EOSS budget function consisted of pro-
viding general budget guidelines to the bureaus and
compiling the bureau budgets into a departmental
budget. The inability of the Division of Planning
and Budgeting to integrate planning and budgeting
was due more to the difficulty of bringing the
formally independent agencies under one umbrella
department and initiating a program budget than to
the difficulties of integrating planning and budgeting.

Because the Division of Planning and Budgeting
had not done any planning for the bureaus of the
department and was considered by many of those
interviewed to be only an allocator of Federal
dollars, there was much support built for its re-
tention. The inability to plan and budget for the
bureaus was also attributed to the fact that the
division had produced three plans in 18 months and
had spent much of the remaining time responding to
LEAA requirements and requests. This occurred
despite the intention of the department to avoid the
monopolization of staff time and energy by LEAA-
related business.

Whether the Executive Office of Staff Services
will ever be able to integrate planning and budgeting
and perform planning for all of the bureaus of the
Department of Justice is uncertain, owing to several
factors. First, the overall reorganization of the
formally independent agencies into an umbrella
department has not been readily accepted by agency
officials. According to several sources, the continued
antagonism of the bureaus toward the Department
of Justice concept and the inability to develop de-
partmental capabilities for budgeting and planning
has kept the burecaus fairly independent. This situa-
tion is aggravated by the actual selection of most
commissioners by the governor; he allows “his”
appointees direct access to his office. Therefore, the
secretary of justice has had to walk a tightrope in
order to secure bureau commitment to the Depart-
ment of Justice. Secondly, the personal style of the

secretary of justice is seen by many as an important
factor in the operation of the department. Everyone
interviewed spoke highly of the secretary and his ad-
ministrative capabilities. Finally, the animosity gen-
erated by the KCC in the state agencies prior to the
reorganization has not completely dissipated; this
encourages the state agencies to keep the SPA staff
out of their business. In the field team’s judgment,
any prediction of whether the Department of Justice
will have an integrated planning and budgeting sys-
tem and centralized planning must wait until the
dust has a chance to settle from the reorganization
and a change occurs in the department’s top man-
agement, thus neutralizing the effects of the current
secretary’s personal leadership.

During the field visits to Kentucky, several issues
were raised concerning the value of integrated and
comprehensive criminal justice planning and budget-
ing, especially as it had been implemented in Ken-
tucky. First, a fundamental part of the Kentucky
model is the consolidation of most state criminal
justice functions under an umbrella department.
Historically, the components of the criminal justice
system have been fragmented due to differences in
function and philosophy. Critics contend that the
components should remain totally separate and
independent in order to preserve the differences that
were intended to promote justice and limit power.
Such consolidation is perceived as very dangerous by
some because it can lead to repression rather than to
justice. In Kentucky, the concentration of power over
criminal justice agencies has yet to prove detrimen-
tal. The bureaus within the Department of Justice
have remained fairly independent, thus diluting any
real concentration of power.

Second, some observers say that the constitu-
tionally required exclusion of the judicial branch
from the integrated planning and budgeting struc-
ture of the Kentucky Department of Justice inhibits
a true integration of the criminal justice system at
the state level. Many proponents of the Department
of Justice concept do not find this exclusion to be
detrimental to integrated planning because they
concur with the separation of powers doctrine be-
cause they believe that the executive components of
the criminal justice system are enough to plan for.
Even the development of a separate planning capa-
bility in the courts does not satisfy those who want
a completely integrated criminal justice system, al-
though a unified court system is considered by many
to be needed in Kentucky. ‘

Third, the model places great emphasis on plan-
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ning at the state level but, according to some, does
not adequately address local needs. The equity
issues discussed above are symptomatic of the con-
cern of localities that the new organization of state
criminal justice agencies, on including the SPA
under one department headed by a secretary who is
also chairman of the supervisory board, gives all
power and attention to the state agencies. Even
though the amount of Safe Streets funds going to
localities has not decreased since the reorganiza-
tion, the localities believe that inequities between
state and local projects result in funding dispari-
ties. At the same time, the Kentucky model does not
address the impact of local expenditures on criminal
justice problems within the state. Kentucky has a
relatively high state/local expenditure ratio com-
pared with other states; thus the Kentucky Depart-
ment of Justice plans for a considerably greater
proportion of the state’s criminal justice activities
than do similar departments in most other states.

Finally, many of those interviewed expressed
concern that by becoming a part of the adminis-
trative arm of an umbrella department, the SPA
could no longer be the ‘“gadfly,” *advocate for

change” or “‘innovator” that it was when indec
pendent. They expressed concern that the struc
tural change had made the agency more bureaucratic
It is apparent from reviewing the publication date
on many of the KCC manuals and procedures, how
ever, that this trend toward increasing routinizatio
had begun before reorganization. Although a poten
tial for increased bureaucraticization does exis
under a Department of Justice concept, the in
creased paperwork in Kentucky about the time dur
ing and subsequent to the reorganization was due t
a national move towards greater accountability i
the Safe Streets program.

Altogether, Kentucky has not yet overcome th
major stumbling blocks to integrated comprehensiv
planning. In fact, most planning activity is stil
concentrated on the allocation of Safe Streets fund
within the state. Further experience in Kentuck
under the Department of Justice concept and addi
tional implementation of similar efforts in othe
states will be needed to determine the feasibilit
and desirability of integrated comprehensive plan
ning and budgeting.
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APPENDIX 1

Kentucky Site Visits

Much of the information reflected in this case
study was developed during a field trip to Kentucky
conducted June 9-20, 1975. The case study team con-
ducted a total of 42 interviews at the state, regional
and local levels. Because of the rural and urban
extremes in the state, interviews were conducted in
the Louisville/Jefferson County urban area, in the
medium size city of Ownesboro, and in four pri-
marily rural regions. A complete listing of the inter-
views conducted to develop this case study follows.

Interviews Conducted in Kentucky

State

Kentucky General Assembly
P. Joseph Clarke, Jr., Chairman
Interim Committee on Appropriations and
Revenue
David Karrem-Chairman
Interim Committee on the Judiciary
Kentucky Court of Appeals
Scott Reed, Chief Justice
Department of Justice
Henri L. Mangeot, Secretary
Truett Ricks, Commissioner of State Police
Bert Hawkins, Administrator, Executive Office
of Staff Services
Mike McCoy, Director, Division of Planning
Jim McClaren, Planner
Joe Maloney, Planner
Ron Bixler, Director, Division of Technical
Services
Mary Curtain, Director of Evaluation
Scott Hankla, Acting Director, Division of
Budget

Regional and Local

Louisville Regional Crime Council
Ernie Allen, Executive Director
Staff— Ron Pregliasco

Tina Showalter
Dee Hill

Wilbur Hacket
Terry Wurmser
Donna Davenport

City of Louisville
Harvey Sloane, Mayor
John Nevin, Chief of Police
Benjamin Shobe, Judge, Police Court
Creighton Mershon, Alderman
Jefferson County
Russell McDaniel, Chief of Police
Penelope Gold, Federal Program Coordinator
Other
Edwin Schroering, Commonwealth’s Attorney
Robert Benson, State Representative
Member of LRCC
Jefferson Regional Crime Council
Jack L. Scriber, Executive Director
Barren River Regional Crime Council
Robert Hunter-Executive Director
Warren County
Barril Griffin, County Judge
Sewell White, County Jailer
Other
Morris Lowe, Commonwealth’s Attorney
Green River Regional Crime Council
John Bouvier, Executive Director
City of Owensboro
Richard McDaniel, Captain, Owensboro
Police Department
Max Rhoads, City Manager
Jack Fisher, City Commissioner
Lincoln Trails Regional Crime Council
Mike Abell, Director
City of Radcliff
Joseph B. Hutcherson, Mayor
John Farrelly, Chief of Police
City of Vine Grove
James Stovall, Mayor
Hardin County
R. R. Thomas, County Judge
Poreckenridge County
James T. Stinnett, County Judge
(RCC Chairman)

Other

Kentucky Association of Counties
Jerry Frocht, Executive Director

LEAA Federal Regional Office—Atlanta, Ga.

Ron McQueen, Kentucky Representative
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Police protection

Percent
Judicial

Percent
Legal services and prosecution

Percent
Indigent defense

Percent
Correction

Percent
Other

Percent
TOTAL

Percent
Percent of TOTAL

Distribution of Direct Criminal Justice Expenditures
in Kentucky FY 1972-1973

State

17,600
42.4
5,488
13.2
1,518

3.7
166
0.4

15,707
37.8
1,060

2.6

41,539
100
42.4

APPENDIX 2

(In Thousands)

City

29,281
91.0
1,052

3.3
1,229
3.8

13

590
1.8

15

31,181
100
32.7

County

10,956
44.5
6,493
26.4
1,856

7.5
265

1.1
5,043

20.5
15

0.1
24,629

100

26.0

Total Local

40,237
70.8
7,546
13.3
3,085

5.4
278

0.5
5,633

9.9
30

0.1
56,810

100

58.7

Total

57,837
58.8
13,034
13.3
4,603
4.7
444
0.5
21,340
21.7
1,090
11
98,349
100
100

Source: U.S. Department of Justice and U.S., Department of Commerce, Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice

System 1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975), pp. 32-33.




Regional Crime
Council (RCC)

Purchase
Pennyrile

Green River
Barren River
Lincoin Trail
Jefferson
Northern Kentucky
Northeast
Louisville
Campbell-Kenton
Big Sandy
Cumberiand Valley
Kentucky River
Lake Cumberiand
Blue Grass
Lexington-Fayette
Part B planning
funds received by
SPA

Total amount

of pass-through
Percent of funds
passed through

to RCCs

1969

$6,294.63
5,928,21
6,894.94
6,665.18
6,001.58
5,409.53
5,342.12
6,388.18
27,608.98
9,815.30
5,728.80
6,008.28
5,612.77
5,737.89
6,424.87
9,998.74

314,650.00

125,860.00

40%

Source: Kentucky Crime Commission.

APPENDIX 3

Distribution of Planning Funds in Kentucky by Region

1970

$6,662.86
6,190.11
7,429.62
7,135.03
6,284.19
5,525.08
5,438.65
6,779.88
33,988.40
11,174.00
5,933.16
6,292.42
5,784.39
5,946.09
6,826.92
11,409.20

347,000.00

138,800.00

40%

1971

$8,301.15
7,787.26
9,127.95
8,809.32
7,889.02
7,067.95
6,974.46
8,425.17
37,852.27
13,178.00
7,509.33
7,897.93
7,348.42
7,5623.32
8,476.05
13,432.40

419,000.00

167,600.00

40%

FY 1969-1975

1972 1973
$15,634.00 $21,610.00
15,145.00 22,048.00
16,729.00 23,725.00
17,567.00 24,397.00
14,606.00 20,473.00
13,296.00 18,826.00
13,425.00 19,068.00
15,367.00 21,890.00
23,081.00 32,920.00
13,227.00 18,589.00
14,505.00 20,863.00
12,971.00 19,004.00
13,265.00 19,713.00
17,961.00 13,990.00
25,572.00 35,127.00
561,000.00 809,000.00
242,361.00 338,243.00

43.2% 41.8%

1974

$18,500.00
22,000.00
24,000.00
21,630.00
15,219.00
16,826.00
16,000.00
21,890.00
33,000.00
10,000.00
22,536.00
15,900.00
23,616.00
24,000.00
21,200.00

809,000.00

323,600.00

40%

1975

$25,236.00
25,580.00
27,985.00
31,024.00
25,806.00
23,855.00
23,736.00
34,000.00
45,316.00
21,654.00
25,244.00
25,706.00
26,400.00

35,553.00

889,000.00

397,105.00

44%

TOTAL

$102,238.64
104,688.58
115,891.51
117,227.53
96,278.79
90,805.56
89,984.23
114,742.23
122,732.65
168,494.30
82,641.29
103,346.63
92,326.58
102,201.30
77,678.84
162,292.34

4,148,650.00

1,733,571.00

41%
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APPENDIX 4

Distribution of Action Funds in Kentucky by Region
FY 1969-1975

Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 Total

Purchase $ 14,727 $ 70,402 $ 108,042 $ 140,406 $164,243 $101,987 $ 37.694 $ 637,501
Pennyrile 8,208 93,739 36,233 104,293 127,536 26,306 37,298 433,613
Green River — 139,260 164,228 197,825 85,589 114,194 90,209 791,305
Barren River 10,492 38,383 197,028 112,019 135,580 110,288 23,772 627,562
Lincoln Trail 10,800 58,875 36,518 53,264 22,640 19,166 74,132 275,395
Jefferson 12,553 23,903 23,581 72,017 8,100 38,850 10,094 189,098
Northern Kentucky — 36,562 30,174 126,781 6,959 34,269 582 235,327
Northeast 2,066 66,489 65,692 165,573 85,590 22,500 82,863 490,773
Louisville-Jefterson 108,100 944,770 1,601,769 1,229,120 788,347 882,342 646,415 6,200,863
Campbeli-Kenton 4,574 230,921 651,670 603,965 838,057 459,786 301,925 2,990,898
Big Sandy - 50,224 5,680 4,801 27,324 22,050 1,800 111,879
Kentucky River - 58,885 17,781 41,207 25,029 6,750 -0- 149,652
Cumberland Valley 1,615 26,817 _ 54,319 63,287 32,218 5,750 184,006
Lake Cumberiand —_ 4,000 39,476 121,804 16,058 110,968 57,076 863,082
Bluegrass 19,102 36,784 187,704 169,792 50,380 232,086 36,112 731,960
Lexington-Fayette 34,338 289,840 545,230 249,423 770,439 136,450 49,879 2,075,599

Source: Ohren, p. 190, updated by the Kentucky Department of Justice.




Massachusetts

Massachusetts, the largest state in New England,
had a population of 5,787,000 in 1973. It was the
10th most populous state in the union and had the
15th highest crime rate. In 1973, the index crime rate
in Massachusetts was 4,521.

The field team of the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) selected the
Bay State for study because the Massachusetts
program — partly as a resuit of its consistent (until
recently) leadership—represents a distinctive goal
and strategy in the distribution of Safe Streets funds.

In implementing the Safe Streets Act, the ad-
ministrators of the Massachusetts program (the
state planning agency —SPA) made a number of
clear and conscious choices: they chose a centralized

approach to planning and decision-making; they

chose. to emphasize experimentation and innovation
in the criminal justice system; and they chose to
concentrate funding on a few large urban areas
rather than to distribute the funds widely.

The field team believed that examination of the
results of these strategies would provide informa-
tion of value not only to officials of the Safe Streets
program, but to all persons interested in Federal
block grants.

In addition, the ACIR field team hoped to learn
more about the effects of leadership turnover on the
administration of the Safe Streets program by study-
ing Massachusetts —where there was, in mid-1975, a
convergence of a number of changes: a new governor,
a new SPA chairman, and a new executive director
of the SPA staff, and expansion of the SPA super-
visory board’s membership and role.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The rising U.S. crime rate is accurately reflected
in Massachusetts, which has experienced its biggest
increases in robberies, burglaries and auto thefts.

Law enforcement is mainly a local activity in Mas-
sachusetts. While the state provides correctional
rehabilitation and parole services and operates the
appeals, superior and supreme courts, the localities
are responsible for most police, prosecution and pro-
bation services. In FY 1972-73, the local share of the
budget for the criminal justice system was 71 per-
cent; the state’s share, 29 percent.

The Massachusetts court system is not unified.
A Supreme Judicial Court, with a chief justice and

six associate justices, is the administrative arm of
the system and has discretionary appeliate jurisdic-
tion—and, in rare instances, original jurisdiction.
Because of the supreme court’s heavy case load, an
appeals court was established in 1973; it consists of
six justices serving as an intermediate appellate court.
At the next level is a superior court, which acts as
the major trial court, with 46 judges having jurisdic-
tion over all civil and criminal cases tried in the

-district courts and appellate original jurisdiction for

cases initiated in the inferior trial courts. The 72
district courts (including municipal courts) in Mas-
sachusetts have 66 full-time and 98 part-time
judges, who hear one-half million civil and criminal
cases a year. Supplementing this basic system are a
separate municipal court in Boston, and juvenile
courts in Boston, Worcester, Springfield and Bristol
County. Judges of all courts are appointed by the
governor. The Massachusetts court system is over-
crowded and needs both better organization and
more money. (Local governments made 80 percent
of the judiciary expenditures during FY 1972-1973.)

District attorneys in Massachusetts play a par-
ticularly influential role in the Safe Streets program
as a result of their membership, under statute, on the
Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice
(MCCJ), the supervisory board of the SPA. The 10
full-time district attorneys form an autonomous,
closely organized group. Safe Streets funds have also
supported lawyer-prosecutors in most of the 65 dis-
trict courts as partial replacements for the police
officers who formerly filled that role. )

Probation services are decentralized and are the
responsibility of the courts. The state commissioner
of probation provides administrative and coordinat-
ing services —particularly in the areas of training,
research, and assistance —to local probation depart-
ments.

The adult correctional system is primarily the
responsibility of the Department of Corrections,
which oversees eight correctional facilities and super-
vises various rehabilitative programs both inside
and outside the institutions. With financial support
from the MCCJ, the department has begun to de-
velop a network of community-based facilities. In
addition, each county has a house of corrections and
a county jail; often the same facility is used. (The
state accounted for 66 percent of expenditures for
corrections during FY 1972-1973.)
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The seven members of the Parole Board are

appointed by the governor and have the power to~

grant and revoke parole. The use of parole has great-
ly increased in Massachusetts during the past 10
years. This has been primarily caused by changes in
the parole board membership, although the support
of Part E and Part C action funds from the MCCJ
has been a contributing factor.

Recently, perhaps the most controversial compo-
nent of the criminal justice system in Massachusetts
has been juvenile rehabilitation services. Created in
1948 and reorganized in 1969, a Department of
Youth Services is responsible for developing a pro-
gram of delinquency prevention and juvenile serv-
ices. The Division of Child Guardianship of the
Office of Children and Welfare also plays a major
role in providing children’s services. From 1970
through 1973, the major juvenile-detention institu-
tions were closed and, with the aid of Safe Streets
funds, juvenile offenders were placed in smaller
group homes, foster homes and other special pro-
grams. Concurrently, a regionalization program was
implemented in order to bring juvenile services
closer to the communities of the recipients.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

Criminal justice planning at the state level in
Massachusetts began in 1966 when an executive
order established the Governor’s Public Safety
Committee. The following year, the legislature cre-
ated the Governor’s Committee on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Criminal Justice. The
purpose of both committees was to conduct planning
and research for criminal justice reform and prepare
for anticipated Federal funding of such efforts. When
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe ‘Streets Act of
1968 was passed, the two committees functioned col-
lectively as the Massachusetts SPA.

A 1973 law combined the two bodies to form the
Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice
(MCCJ) and designated it the supervisory board of
the SPA, in accordance with the Safe Streets Act
and the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con-
trol Act of 1968.

Supervisory Board

Until 1975, the chairman of the MCCJ—tra-
ditionally the attorney general—was appointed by
the governor. A 1975 law required that the chair-
manship be filled by the attorney general.

The MCCJ has 18 ex-officio members, represen
ing the components of the criminal justice systen
and 23 members appointed by the governor froi
categories specified by law (see Table 1). In 197.
the legislature increased the MCCJ’s membershi
from 35 to 41, to allow greater representation ¢
the legislature and the judiciary.

MCCJ members serve one-year terms. Member
are permitted to send alternates to the committee’
quarterly meetings, but proxy votes are not allowec

The MCCJ carries out several legally define
responsibilities: determining policy, approving th
state comprehensive plan and its subsequent revis
ions, advising staff on program content and imple
mentation, and serving as the body of final appe:
on procedural matters.

District attorneys constitute a substantial portio
of the MCCJ membership (10 positions). A power
ful unit in Massachusetts politics, district attorney
provide representation of county government on
committee that has not usually funded county pro
grams.

The district attorneys were more organized tha
other functional areas represented on the MCCJ an
comprised about one-third of the voting membershi
at most MCCJ meetings. During the tenure of th
second executive director of the MCCJ (1970-1975
the district attorneys met with the administrato
prior to meetings to discuss allocation of funds t
their districts. :

ACIR survey responses indicated that local offi
cials thought that the district attorneys wielded th
greatest influence on the MCCJ and that they wer
overrepresented on the supervisory body.*

None of the representatives of the various func
tional areas on the MCCJ complained about lack o
representation. However, 13 of the local juris
dictions responding to the ACIR survey indicate
that the police were underrepresented; eight other
judged that the juvenile justice area and the publi
were inadequately represented on the MCCJ.

Interviewed members of the state’s seven crimina
justice development agencies (CJDAs)—the plan
ning units for large jurisdictions in Massachusetts -
said that the Boston area was overrepresented on th

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to all cities an
counties with a population of 10,000, or more. By October 197¢
27 of the 39 Massachusetts cities and six of the 11 counties t
which the survey had been mailed, had responded —a respons
rate of 69 percent and 54 percent, respectively.



Table 1

Functional and Jurisdictional Composition
-of the Supervisory Board of the
Massachusetts Committee on
Criminal Justice

October 1975

Functional Percentage
Organization .
Police 17
Courts 10
Prosecution 29
Corrections 10
Juvenile delinquency 10
Public 10
Other 15
Jurisdictional
State Government (subtotal) 32
Elected officials 7
Appointed officials 17
Other 7
County Government (subtotal) 27
Elected chief executive or
legislative officials 0
Elected law enforcement officlals 27
Appointed officials 0
City Government (subtotal) 15
Elected chief executive or
legislative officlals 7
Elected law enforcement officials 0
Appointed officials 7
Public 10
Other 17

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

supervisory board and that the central and western
parts of the state were inadequately represented. The
same interviewees criticized the MCCJ, describing it
as *‘just a group of politicians,” too large a body to
be effective and too eager to leave decision-making
to their staff.

Contrary to the opinions of CJDA members,
Boston has never been well represented on the
MCCJ; only two officials of the city now sit on the
supervisory board. Because Safe Streets funding
has been directed to urban communities, Boston has
not suffered in terms of apportionment. City rep-

resentatives maintain, nevertheless, that Boston has
not received its fair share of Safe Streets funds.

Small towns are not well represented on the
MCCJ, a situation consistent with the SPA’s policy
of urban funding. Ten of the 31 respondents to
ACIR’s survey of localities thought that smaller
jurisdictions were underrepresented on the MCCJ;
18 claimed that they had not received a fair share of
Safe Streets funds.

Proposal Review Board

The Proposal Review Board (PRB), the ten-
member executive board of the MCCJ, is appointed
by the governor from the full MCCJ membership.
The PRB, chaired by the attorney general, includes
in its membership:

® a member of the legislature;

® a local chief executive officer or a select-
man;

® a representative of the police;

® a representative of the courts;

® 3 representative of a prosecution or de-
fense agency;

® a representative of the corrections, pro-
bation or parole departments;

e a member engaged in work with, or con-
cerning, juvenile delinquents; and

otwo of the ex officio members of the
MCCJ who are not officers or employees
of the commonwealth or of any of its
political subdivisions.

The PRB evaluates all grant applications for
Part C funding and recommends approval or disap-
proval of each to the full MCCJ.

Governor Michael S. Dukakis re-established the
PRB—which had met infrequently from 1971 to
1974 —to enable MCCJ members to review staff
policy suggestions and grant applications prior to
meetings of the full membership.

Advisory Bodies

Task forces of the MCCJ review applications,
and staff recommendations thereon, and perform
other advisory functions. There are seven task
forces (police, courts, probation, corrections, ju-
venile justice, criminal justice systems, and
evaluation) composed of experts in the field of crim-
inal justice who were not members of the MCCJ.
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Two other bodies serve in an advisory capacity to
the MCCJ:

® Organized Crime Control Council.
Chaired by the attorney general, this
five-member committee develops an an-
nual comprehensive plan for the preven-
tion and control of organized crime in
Massachusetts. The governor appoints
council members to one-year terms.
Quarterly meetings are held.

® Juvenile Delinquency Advisory Council.
Members of this group are presently be-
ing appointed. The council advises the
MCCJ on matters relating to juvenile
justice, as required by the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974,

SPA Staff

The executive director of the SPA is appointed
by the governor. There have been only three exec-
utive directors since the beginning of the Safe
Streets program in Massachusetts: Sheldon Krantz
(1967-1970); Arnold R. Rosenfeld (1970-1975);
and Robert J. Kane, appointed in July 1975.

Stable leadership of the MCCJ, closely related to
the stable leadership of state government, permit-
ted a continuous development in the Safe Streets
program that would not have been possible with
frequent changes in leadership. This stability in-
creased the influence of the MCCJ staff over the
supervisary board and the grant recipients.

Until 1975, the staff of the MCCJ was located
in the executive offices of the governor. Governor

Dukakis placed the MCCJ staff under the authority
of the secretary of public safety, who was desig:
nated as the governor’s liaison with the MCCJ an¢
was given authority to approve major staff recom-
mendations before full committee review.

In May 1975, the MCCJ had a staff of 70 full-
time persons, including 52 professionals and 18
clerical employees (see Table 2). The staff was or-
ganized into program and administration divisions.

Program Division

The deputy director for program manages plan-
ning, program development, systems engineering,
evaluation, monitoring and the statistical analysis
center.

Program Development

The seven program specialists on the Program
Development Unit operate in the criminal justice
functional areas of police, courts, probation, cor-
rections, state juvenile corrections, local juvenile
corrections, and drug and alcohol programs. Accord-
ing to an MCCJ publication, “the Program Special-
ists have the major responsibility for the quality
and content of committee programs.” Program spec-
ialists have had substantial influence on the program
strategies adopted by the MCCJ and have exercised
a significant control over funding decisions.

The four-person planning staff coordinates the
annual planning process. Staff duties include: fact
gathering, establishing a schedule to meet LEAA
planning deadlines, preparing guidelines for the

Source: FY 1976 Massachusetts planning grant application.

Table 2
Staffing of the Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice
May 1975
Monthly Total SPA
Type of Employee Full-time Pant-time Payroll Positions
Professional/technical
employees 52 1 $59,521 53
Clerical employees 18 0 16,686 18
Total monthly payroll 70 1 $76,207 71




CJDAs, receiving CIDA strategies —proposed proj-
ects to solve criminal justice needs—for the fiscal
year’s state plan, drafting policy statements and co-
ordinating the various reviews of project applica-
tions.

Evaluation

The evaluation unit—a small technical staff—
designs and implements evaluation studies of major
MCCJ programs in cooperation with the grantees.
The unit’s activities, which include performing six
to nine major evaluation studies each year, are fund-
ed with three percent of the total annual block grant
allocation. Independent contractors perform the
studies, under the direct supervision of the evalua-
tion unit. The evaluations, quite rigorous in design,
attempt to determine the extent of and the reasons
for the success or failure of programs. The unit
recently received a $250,000 discretionary grant to
develop a model evaluation system. The proposed
system calls for evaluation specialists to be placed
in selected state criminal justice agencies and local
jurisdictions.

Monitoring

The three-person monitoring unit, established in
the fall of 1974, conducts short-term assessments of
specific projects to determine to what extent the
operations and results of the programs fulfill stated
objectives. Specific recommendations for change are
made by the monitor. The unit has attempted to
institute more formal data collection for specific
projects by designing a monitoring report form and
a quarterly report form.

The unit’s staff completed 15 reports during
the first half of 1975. With the probable addition
of more personnel, this unit is expected to monitor
60 of the 200 annual grants. Each monitor is re-
sponsible for grants relating to particular func-
tional components of the criminal justice system.
The program specialists are responsible for follow-
up monitoring reports and must submit written com-
ments on project status within 90 days of the moni-
toring report’s publication.

Administrative Division

The deputy director for administration has re-
sponsibility for auditing, grants management, inter-
nal administration, accounting and special projects.

Grants Management Unit

Nine grants managers are responsible for all
financial and administrative aspects of the subgrant
process. They review and evaluate applications, as-
sist grantees, make on-site visits and clear audits.
The unit has undergone major changes since January
1974, when the staff was expanded substantially to
handle increased review responsibilities. The grants
managers are each responsible for 50 to 70 projects
and spend a substantial portion of their time review-
ing requests for budget revisions.

According to several MCCJ staff members, ad-
ministrative and program division personnel com-
municate little with each other. This situation may
result from their different review responsibilities
and their concern with different substantive areas,
but it may also reflect a competition over who will
have primary responsibility for a grant once it is
awarded. The former executive director said that
conflict and . competition were exceptions rather
than the rule in the MCCJ staff offices.

Relationship with the Governor

From 1969 to 1974, Governor Francis W. Sar-
gent followed a laissez-faire policy with respect to
the MCCJ. Because the governor and Attorney Gen-
eral Robert H. Quinn, chairman of the MCCJ, were
of different political parties, they maintained a
“hands off” policy regarding the MCCJ. They
agreed not to compete publicly for control of the
supervisory board, but to support the executive
director’s administration.

Governor Sargent allowed the executive director
(Arnold Rosenfeld) considerable discretion. The
governor agreed to keep the MCCJ staff in the exec-
utive offices, rather than to transfer it to the De-
partment of Public Safety where it might have lost
visibility and influence. The executive director kept
both the governor and the attorney general informed
about MCCJ issues. The governor, the attorney
general and the executive director were in agree-
ment on most issues.

Governor Sargent had a strong interest in juvenile
justice and promoted MCCJ funding for reorganiza-
tion of the state’s juvenile corrections system under
the Department of Youth Services. The former gov-
ernor was also concerned with citizens’ rights to
privacy and security. Except for decisions regard-
ing these two areas, the governor seldom evidenced
interest in MCC/J policy. In the long run, this limited
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the impact of the MCCJ’s planning and programs at
the state level.

Soon after he assumed office in January 1975,
Governor Dukakis began instituting fundamental
changes in the MCCJ, including transfer of the
MCC]J staff to the Department of Public Safety and
the reactivation of the Proposal Review Board of
the MCCJ. The governor replaced one-fourth of
the committee membership and appointed Robert
Kane—a lawyer formerly with the Massachusetts
Defender’s Committee —as executive director.

The new governor has adopted a cautious atti-
tude toward the MCCJ by placing it under the juris-
diction of the Department of Public Safety, by
waiting five months to appoint an executive director
after Arnold Rosenfeld resigned, and by halting all
new funding of state projects from January through
March 1975, to evaluate MCCJ policies and proj-
ects in relation to the state budget. It is too early
to tell how much Governor Dukakis will influence
the MCCJ’s decision-making process.

Relationship with the Legislature

According to the MCCJ staff, few Massachusetts
legislators have been knowledgeable about the
Safe Streets program in their own state. Until the
1975 fiscal crisis, however, the legislature annually
provided more than the required 10 percent state
match for Part B planning monies to support the
MCCJ. Appropriations for this purpose increased
from the minimum 10 percent required by LEAA in
1969 to a 37 percent match in recent years. Con-
cern about the state’s serious fiscal problems has
promoted new legislative interest in the operation
of the MCCJ and the state’s assumption-of-cost
responsibility for projects initially funded with Safe
Streets monies.

Few legislators showed interest in specific MCCJ
activities except during the controversy over the
de-institutionalization of juveniles. Many legis-
lators opposed the closing of all juvenile detention
centers, between 1970 and 1973, and the use of
Safe Streets funds to support the program.

The MCCJs involvement in drafting legislation
has been limited and sporadic. The committee pro-
posed and worked for passage of security and privacy
laws and a statute establishing the Criminal Justice
Training Council. A new criminal code proposed by
the MCCJ has not yet been adopted.

Most of the state’s criminal justice agencies have
close ties with the MCCJ. Some local officials resent

the easy access to the MCCJ that state agencies
enjoy.

Relationship with State
Criminal Justice Agencies

Generally, the MCCJ regards state crimina
justice agencies as ‘“‘sister’”” agencies with whom they
have worked to initiate innovative criminal justice
programs. Planners in several state agencies have
been funded by MCCJ and have worked closely with
MCC]J staff; several former MCCJ staff members
now work for state criminal justice agencies.

With the exception of probation personnel, most
state agency spokesmen seem to be satisfied with
their representation on the MCCJ and their allot-
ment of Safe Streets funds.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE
DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES

One of the distinguishing characteristics of the
administration of the Safe Streets program in Mas-
sachusetts is centralized planning and funding — both
a result of and a contributing cause of inadequate
structures for local planning. In an effort to promote
local planning capability, the MCCJ, in 1969, funded
one town, five cities and four economic development
agencies (EDAs) previously established by the
Department of Community Affairs. (EDAs are vol-
untary, substate organizations, some of which cross
county lines. They also serve as A-95 clearinghouses.)
Because many counties and towns refused to join the
EDAs, until recently regional boundaries have meant
little. As a result, EDA funding did not guarantee
balanced geographic distribution. However, in late
1974, the Department of Administration and Fi-
nance promulgated a system of standard substate
regions; the boundaries of the EDAs were changed
to ensure statewide coverage.

According to the 1975 state plan, “these agencies
tend to favor projects in small towns at the ex-
pense of the larger cities, contrary to Committee
policy.” The MCCJ maintained that EDA staff
members did not have adequate education and train-
ing in the criminal justice field.

The MCCIJ staff decided that crime problems in
a small, highly urbanized state like Massachusetts
could be dealt with most effectively by a single state
agency:

The problems of the criminal justice sys-



tem are statewide rather than peculiar to a
particular area in the state. As a result, the
emphasis of Committee Planning has been
on making statewide improvements in such
areas as police training . . . . This emphasis
has resulted in corresponding de-empha-
sis of local planning.

They thought that the major population centers—
with their high crime rates and extensive law en-
forcement and criminal justice responsibilities —
were the logical recipients of the required 40 per-
cent pass-through of Part B funds and of a high per-
centage of the Part C action money. Although sev-
eral components of the criminal justice planning
system in the state (the district attorneys, proba-
tion officers, the courts and county houses of
correction) are organized and paid for by county
governments, the MCCJ proposed to include these
functions in regional programs implemented on a
statewide basis.*

Based on these considerations, the MCCJ decided
not to establish regional planning units (RPUs).
Instead, in 1971, the MCCJ's Metropolitan Area
Development Unit (now part of the planning sec-
tion) established seven criminal justice development
agencies (CJDAs),** determined on the basis of a
formula combining population, overall crime rate,
violent-crime rate, incidence of poverty, and fi-
nancial situation.

The CJDAs are agencies of city governments, re-
sponsible for one major jurisdiction. The operation
of CJDAs is similar to that of RPUs in other states,
which usually represent several jurisdictions. Accord-
ing to the Massachusetts 1975 plan, the CJDA staff
has four major duties:

® to provide technical assistance;
eto make potential applicants aware of

* This policy was based on the overall philosophy that metropoli-
tan areas have the most crime and, therefore, the greatest need.
Also, county government in Massachusetts is almost non-func-
tional, having only those powers awarded it by the legislature.
Counties also have no tax base. In the words of the former exec-
utive director of the MCCJ, it is a “total waste™ to put money
into smail counties.

** The first CJDAs were Boston, Worcester, Springfield, New
Bedford, Cambridge, Chelsea and Lynn. Chelsea was displaced
in 1972 by Fall River, and the Cambridge CJDA has become a
regional unit incorporating Somerville, Arlington and Belmont.

guidelines and to assist them in applica-
tion development;

®to encourage cooperation and coordi-
nation among criminal justice functional
agencies;

® 10 develop and submit reports on proj-
ects, including continuation and termi-
nation recommendations.

At the time of the field research, all the CJDAs
except Boston had supervisory boards. Only one of
them reflected compliance with the 51 percent mem-
bership requirement for locally elected officials on
regional boards, but the requirement did not apply
to the six individual municipalities receiving Part B
funds. The CJDA boards (with the exception of the
Cambridge/Somerville regional board) were started
by local officials and lacked consistency in struc-
ture, policy and selection of members.

® Boston had an advisory board until 1972,
when it was abolished because of con-
flict over distribution of the Part C allot-
ment. The MCCJ and city officials
agreed that a supervisory board was nec-
essary only if it could be fully utilized by
the city. Since the city council reviewed
Safe Streets projects, an additional
structure was unnecessary.

® The 11-member CIJDA board in Worces-
ter is chosen by the city manager, with
the mayor’s concurrence. According to
an administrative assistant for the city,
the CJDA board is a *“‘paper one with no
real power for the past two years.” Only
in 1975 did the board begin to evaluate
grants and to hear citizen views on com-
munity priorities. Yet, during the first
half of 1975, the board had not vetoed
any applications.

® The New Bedford board serves only as a
community link and does not vote on
grants.

® One of the most unusual CJDA boards,
the Springfield Development Board,
which reviews social service-related, fed-
erally-funded projects, also serves as an
advisory body to the Criminal Justice
Board. The chairman of the former body
is also a member of the Criminal Justice
Board. In the competition for Part C
funds, this group has exercised progres-
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sively greater influence in determining
which applications will be submitted to
the MCCJ.

®[n Cambridge, the agency with the most
active board members are so discouraged
about their lack of influence that they
were considering resigning or dissolving
the board at the time of the field re-
search. As one member commented, “the
Committee members have no process for
using local initiative. State timing and
deadlines preclude local involvement and
there is no evidence that the Board’s
opinion is sought or used by the MCCJ.”

The director of each CJDA is responsible to the
chief executive (city manager or mayor) of the
grantee city; the staff is employed by the city. The
Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice, in Boston, is the
largest CJDA staff, with 27 members. Worcester’s
staff, although the second largest, is only one-fifth
the size of Boston’s. All the other CJDASs have a
staff of four—except Lynn, which has only three
(see Appendix 3, p. 341).

Generally, the local officials interviewed were
dissatisfied with the weak position of the CJDAs
relative to the MCCJ. Some CJDA boards meet
infrequently and devote most of their time to discus-
sion of their own needs and ideas for future fund-
ing. They do not expect to have much impact on
MCCJ decisions.

MCCJ officials said that, with a few exceptions,
the input received from CJDAs has been inferior, un-
imaginative and of little practical help. The issue
of the CJDAs’ role is gaining attention as state
and local revenues become increasingly scarce.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

Criminal justice planning at the state level in
Massachusetts was underway before passage of the
Safe Streets Act in 1968, under the auspices of the
Governor’s Public Safety Committee and the Gov-
ernor’s Committee on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Criminal Justice. There were no
regional or local criminal justice planning organi-
zations. '

Safe Streets planning in Massachusetts has
changed continually since 1968, as improved meth-
ods of implementing MCCIJ policies were devel-
oped. At the time of the field research, planning

procedures were again in transition, under a new
executive director of the MCCJ.

The initial Safe Streets planning program in
the commonwealth was loosely structured. The first
state plan was a list of funding categories devel-
oped by the MCCJ staff’s program specialists and
the executive director. It reflected little local input,
a precedent followed until 1974. The final state
plan—a list 100-categories long-was distributed
to state criminal justice agencies, EDAs and some
localities, which developed applications in accord
with MCCJ funding criteria. After proposing a
specific sum for each application, the staff forwarded
all of them to the MCCJ for approval.

The 1969 action grant, amounting to $665,500
(less than one percent of the state’s total criminal
justice budget that year), called for little systema-
tized planning. Grants were awarded on a com-
petitive basis, with no formula for allocating the
Part C money by jurisdiction or functional area.

The MCCJ staff considered the results discourag-
ing. The EDAs were largely inexperienced at crim-
inal justice planning and were not aware of the ob-
jectives of the Safe Streets program. According
to the MCCJ staff, the EDAs planned poorly, show-
ing concern for their own needs only and ignoring
large urban areas and the need for unification of
the criminal justice system. Most of the early appli-
cations were requests for equipment and personnel.

The MCCIJ staff was eager to support system
change, demonstration projects and model criminal
justice programs, but unless a state or local agency
could be persuaded to undertake such projects, funds
could not be allocated.

This early Safe Streets planning process set the
precedent for centralized planning in Massachusetts.
The staff of the MCCJ, with supervisory board ap-
proval, identified needs within priorities for the crim-
inal justice system as well as the general design of
many action programs. Local governments were
dependent on the MCCJ staff to identify priorities
and determine the amounts of funds available for
each category.

The next year, the MCCJ attempted to include
the large cities in the planning process and to bypass
the EDAs by using nine funding criteria that were
heavily weighted in favor of large urban areas. The
distribution formula awarded primary funding status
to communities meeting six of the nine criteria,
secondary status to those meeting three to five of
them. '

Incorporating both crime data and demographic



information, the nine criteria were used to identify
recipients of Part B planning money and prime ap-
plicants for Part C funds. The following list sum-
marizes the criteria for funding status used in 1970.

1. Population —cities and towns with pop-
ulation of more than 75,000 (12 cities).

2. Crime rates — the average five-year crime
rate more than 2,500 for 200,000 people
(seven cities).

3. Number of crimes —more than 2,000 per
year (11 cities).

4. Juvenile cases —all cities and towns with
more than 700 juvenile cases annually
(six jurisdictions).

5. Poverty indicators —various indicators
were used for cities of more than 50,000
(19 cities, plus Chelsea where the crime
rate was 3,000 per 100,000 persons).

6. Population density —cities with concen-
trations of 100,000 or more persons a
square mile (seven cities).

7. Housing conditions —communities where
more than 14 percent of housing stock
was dilapidated or deteriorating (nine
cities).

8. Annual income—communities where
more than 20 percent of the households
received less than $5,000 in annual in-
come (14 cities).

9. Model Cities participation —(nine cities).

In 1970, the primary cities were Boston, Wor-
cester, Springfield, New Bedford, Cambridge, Chel-
sea and Lynn; awarded secondary status were Fall
River, Somerville, Brockton, Brookline, Lowell and
Lawrence.

The formula was the only funding standard
used by the MCCJ, even though it applied to only
a few cities and to none of the state criminal justice
agencies. MCCJ approval of priority cities was
required.

After the appointment of Arnold Rosenfeld as
executive director of the MCCJ in 1971, the scope
of the planning effort was changed again. The
Metropolitan Area Development Unit of the MCCJ
staff established the seven CJDAs according to the
same priorities used in 1970 to determine primary
cities. The CJDAs were intended to receive the plan-
ning money and the bulk of the action funding. By

1971, the EDAs and small towns had been almost
completely excluded from the planning process.

Urban areas benefited further from a new funding
policy according to which nearly half of the annual
block grant was set apart for non-competitive fund-
ing. The MCCJ staff was able to control the distribu-
tion of these funds by specifying what state agen-
cies should develop what programs in what locali-
ties. (These agencies were informed by their program
specialist about the amount of funds available with-
in each category.) The other half of the Part C funds
was awarded competitively, according to program
area. Even with these funds, the MCCJ could
influence distribution because staff recommenda-
tions strongly influenced committee decisions.

The new procedures for Part C funding facilitated
the planning process. Instead of writing categories
for the annual action program and then distributing
them to agencies, program specialists first went into
the field to find agencies and jurisdictions willing to
establish projects that the executive director and
staff of the MCCJ were promoting. The executive
director (at that time) explained, “If the locals were
not willing to go along with our priorities, we would
not deal with them. If the cities were left alone, they
would fund just a few basic needs, such as police
cars, radios, and construction rather than the more
basic problems facing those departments.”

Based on their preliminary investigations, the pro-
gram specialists wrote a description of the projects to
be funded, within their program area, for the state
plan. The executive director and the program spe-
cialists debated the merits of proposed projects and
the amount of money to be allocated to each one.

The executive director’s choice of projects was
influenced by his own priorities and “political” bal-
ancing considerations. Although he could deter-
mine priorities, the executive director could not pre-
clude funding of other functional areas without the
risk of alienating receptive MCCJ members. The
program specialists’ authority to initiate projects
was curbed by the executive director’s need to main-
tain a balance among the different functional areas.

After the review sessions with the executive di-
rector, the program specialists submitted project lists
to the planning staff, who incorporated them into the
state plan. The MCCJ approved the plan and all
non-competitive project applications.

Applications submitted after plan approval often
differed in amount and objectives from the projects
negotiated by the program specialists. The executive
director frequently rejected projects that did not con-
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cur with the description in the plan. Often, however,
a program specialist would redefine activities to be
undertaken in a project with the grantee rather than
reallocate the money.

In the opinion of many interviewees, the 1971
planning/funding process had several drawbacks.

e Information sent to applicants after the
plan was approved was couched in vague
program descriptions developed for
LEAA. The applicants assumed their
projects were going to be funded because
they were in the plan, and hence spent
little time on the formal application. The
application did not require in-depth defi-
nitions, descriptions of goals and objec-
tives or, in some cases, identification of
the project director. As a result, there
was no way of gauging the success of
projects. Program specialists spent little
time checking progress. Furthermore,
there was no monitoring unit at this time,
so quarterly reports were not reviewed by
program specialists, only by the grants
managers. As more and larger projects
were funded, the grants managers had
less time for programmatic reviews.
Often, program specialists relied only on
a quick on-site review in preparing a con-
uation-of-funding report.

o The small, rural towns which had been
funded in 1969 and 1970 were eliminated
from the planning process. No longer
were they consulted as to their per-
ceived needs, nor were they funded un-
less they worked in concert with a CJDA.
In addition, the extent of local CJDA
involvement with the plan was deter-
mined by the MCCIJ staff. Sometimes
the program specialist bypassed the
CJIDA and dealt with local agencies di-
rectly to promote projects, regardless
of CJDA opinion.

o Comprehensive planning did not exist.
Although project specialists were con-
cerned with innovative changes in the
total system, each concentrated primarily
on his own program area. They did not
write formal plans for their areas, but
instead collated verbal project agree-
ments into program descriptions.

In 1974, the MCCJ began to evaluate fund
projects more carefully, to terminate unsuccessi
projects and to divert the released funds to new ¢
tivities. (Lack of an assumption-of-cost policy ma
such a transfer of funds essential.) One major adc
tion was a Monitoring Unit that was to work wi
the MCCJ planning staff to develop a new applic
tion form and new review procedures. Applic
tions were now reviewed by the Grant Manageme
and, to a lesser degree, Monitoring Unit as well
by the program specialists. The planning staff ¢
ordinated the entire application review proces

Also in 1974, the MCCIJ began to plan mo
systematically, first estimating long-range neex
and then defining annual programs. Program spe
ialists worked with planning staff and state ar
local -agencies to identify long-range strategies fi
each functional area. (Previously, the multiyear ple
for LEAA had been outlined after, and based o:
the program specialists’ annual program.) Tt
“strategies,” after approval by the MCCJ, we
sent to many local jurisdictions and criminal justic
agencies along with the new application form an
guidelines and general instructions for applicant
By requiring formal review of full applications, tk
discretionary power of the program specialists we
reduced; they could no longer formulate a pla
from loosely structured projects negotiated wit
selected jurisdictions and agencies.

The new planning policy resembled the prc
cedures used in 1969 and 1970 when the MCC
staff had compiled 100 categories and mailed ther
to the EDAs. However, in 1974 and 1975, the dis
tribution was different, involving only major juris
dictions, and the strategies were more thoroughl
planned and developed by the MCCIJ staff tha
the earlier ones had been. In addition, unlike th
1969-1970 period, action funds were allocated t
program categories only on the basis of a forma
competitive review of full applications.

The Role of Committee Members: 1971-1974

Although formal approval of the state plan by the
MCCJ was required, MCCJ members had but :
small role in determining priorities for the plan oi
evaluating individual projects that were funded witlt
Safe Streets money.

The PRB, composed of MCCJ members, was
intended to exercise the full committee’s respon-
sibility to evaluate and decide upon project funding,
However, the PRB met rarely between 1971 and



1974, and the full membership of the MCCJ relied
upon the evaluation decisions of the executive di-
rector and his staff.

The 1973 law that formally constituted the PRB
stated that it ‘“shall evaluate and approve or dis-
approve competitive applications to the Commit-
tee for funding.”” But the adoption of a non-competi-
tive funding mechanism (in 1971) reduced this role
of the PRB. The PRB’s function as an appeals court
was negligible because the executive director
assumed total responsibility for reallocation of
funds.

In 1972, task forces for each functional area with-
in the criminal justice system were established to
review the state plan prior to MCCJ approval. Be-
fore the task forces saw the plan, the MCCJ staff
had determined the apportionment of funds to each
functional area and had identified the projects to be
funded. The task forces, then, could shift funding
within a functional area, but they needed full MCCJ
approval in order to change the allocation of funds
among functional areas. The task forces rarely
appealed to the full committee.

Appeal to the full MCCJ membership was the
final recourse for applicants whose projects had
been rejected by the MCCJ staff and a task force.
However, during 1971-1974, the MCCJ usually up-
held staff decisions because the executive director
had controlled this procedure so carefully.

Prior to committee meetings, the executive
director spent several days traveling throughout
the state discussing funding for each program area
with key committee members. He explained why
funds were being divided into particular program
areas, who was appealing a disapproved application,
and gave his own and the program specialists’ views
on the project. The director usually visited at least
2] members—to insure that a majority at the
meeting were knowledgeable about his views. The
executive director admitted, “I knew the votes on
an issue before the count was taken,” and claimed
that the committee hadn’t voted against him in five
years. The former executive director believed
that the committee members’ self interest would
prevail in most cases if strong direction from the
staff were not provided. Before 1974, the MCCJ
approved the plan with allocations to specific pro-
gram areas and never saw individual applications.
In 1974 and 1975, the task forces received written
staff summaries and reviews of each application,
including justification for funding recommenda-
tions. (Distributing 300 applications, averaging 30

pages each, to 40 committee members posed insol-
uble logistical problems. Committee members
couldn’t deal with that much material.)

The executive director also exercised influence
over the MCCJ members by deciding to convene
committee meetings (to be held quarterly) when he
had a consensus on the plan or wanted the MCCJ to
adopt a specific policy. Although specific tasks were
set aside for each meeting, the executive director
would call meetings when he thought that MCCJ
members were likely to render a decision favorable
to staff policy.

During the early 1970s, the executive director
exercised considerable discretion over the Safe
Streets program and enjoyed great autonomy from
the MCCJ because the governor and the attorney
general had ceded him the power for almost all
policy decisions. The director determined not only
the direction of SPA staff efforts but the policy and
direction of the supervisory board as well.

Local Involvement

During the same period, local participation in the
MCCIJ planning process was negligible.

Although some CJDAs submitted annual plans to
the MCCJ in 1970, “The plans were so poor the
practice was discontinued,” according to one MCCJ
staff member. In place of CJDA plans, the commit-
tee’s Metropolitan Area Development staff would
conduct an intensive series of interviews each year
with criminal justice officials and community lead-
ers in each major city. The results of these inter-
views were supplemented by information from other
sources and compiled into large in-house reports
outlining detailed recommendations for programs in
each city. Usually, the staff notified the CJDAs of
the state priorities for the fiscal year and gave
them a rough estimate of what amount of Safe
Streets funds to expect. It was up to the CJIDA to
submit applications for programs that met the estab-
lished criteria.

The MCCJ program specialists provided little
technical assistance to the CJDA staffs. Sometimes
the specialists aided prospective applicants di-
rectly —bypassing the CJDA staff.

Responses to the ACIR survey of cities and coun-
ties indicated diverse opinions about the quality and
quantity of technical assistance received from both
the CJDAs and the MCCJ.

The local officials interviewed generally expres-
sed dissatisfaction with the MCCJ’s method of de-
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veloping local applications for the state plan and
resentment toward the control that the MCCJ exert-
ed over local projects.

Some CJDA board members said that MCCJ pro-
gram specialists urged city departments to support
projects that they did not want. If the projects were
undertaken and funded, lack of local interest reduced
their chances for success and made continuation
funding difficult to obtain. CJDA planners thought
that projects would be more successful if they were
initiated by local planners to meet locally perceived
needs.

Both CJDA and city officials interviewed said
that the MCCJ program specialists were not alert
to the real problems of criminal justice operations on
the local level. Local officials complained that the
MCCJ staff used Safe Streets funds to promote
favored projects, usually by attaching special con-
ditions to the local grants. The MCCJ reserved the
right to approve personnel hired for implementa-
tion of subgrants. In at least one case, a project was
not funded because city officials would not agree to
use consultants recommended by the MCCJ staff.
(In this case, the MCCJ staff had judged that local
personnel could not adequately administer the pro-
gram without the help of specialists.)

State Agency Involvement

In general, state criminadl justice agency officials
have played an active and cooperative role in Safe
Streets planning. Enjoying regular communication
with the MCCJ about new programs, strategies and
availability of funds, agency planners were able to
design annual plans that met the MCCJ priorities
and funding requirements. Planning units in many
state agencies were originally funded by the MCCJ;
most observed MCCJ directives in order to retain
support.

Interviewees mentioned some problem areas en-
countered by state agency planners.

® The MCCJ role in state planning gave it
too much control over projects imple-
mented.

®A gencies with the same criminal justice
philosophy (as the MCCJ staff) were vir-
tually assured of funding and were grant-
ed greater discretion in their choice of
programs.

The probation and corrections departments were
generally pleased with their role in Safe Streets

planning and the amount of funding that their proj-
ects received,

One court official thought the courts should have
more responsibility for planning, but he criticized
the courts themselves for their low-key participa-
tion. The courts have rarely been denied funds. The
courts’ representatives on the MCCJ argued for sep-
arate block grant awards and separate planning for
the courts area. The MCCJ staff considered this to
be inconsistent with comprehensive planning and
contrary to LEAA policy.

The Department of Youth Services, unable to
convince the legislature to reform the old juvenile
justice structure, asked the MCCJ and LEAA for
the funds needed to support a new approach based
on small-group homes. Although the legislature
eventually supported the new system, the reform of
the juvenile justice system in Massachusetts would
probably not have been possible without Safe Streets
funds.

New Directions: 1975
Structure

The MCCIJ staff, relocated to the Department of
Public Safety, must obtain approval of the state
plan from the attorney general (chairman of the
MCCYJ), the secretary of public safety and the gov-
ernor. The reactivated PRB is taking an active role
in reviewing staff planning recommendations. The
MCCJ now relies on PRB judgments as readily as
it once depended on those of the staff.

Because only one district attorney sits on the
PRB, it is likely that the district attorneys’ influence
on MCCJ affairs will decrease. The cooperation of
the new attorney general and the governor —mem-
bers of the same political party —could well reduce
the discretion and power of the MCCJ staff. Under
the leadership of Attorney General Francis X. Bel-
lotti, the MCCJ will probably continue to support
innovative programs and system change. The at-
torney general said that he would like the SPA
supervisory board eventually to plan for the entire
criminal justice system.

The MCCJ’s new executive director will have to
deal with this changing power base without under-
mining staff morale, limiting his agency’s power or
jeopardizing any of his newly achieved rapport with
the PRB.

Planning
The CJDAs were asked to submit local strategies



for FY 1976 to the MCCJ staff. These were taken
into account when the state program guidelines were
drafted. Copies of the state guidelines were for-
warded to the CJDAs for comment. Their com-
ments were distributed at the PRB meeting held to
discuss the guidelines. After PRB recommendations
were made, the MCCJ was responsible for final ac-
tion on the draft guidelines. The SPA staff then
mailed the new program guidelines and application
forms to all 200 agencies on the SPA mailing list.
The CJDAs were also asked to indicate funding pri-
orities when they submitted their plans, and the
MCCJ agreed to discuss differences between state
and local priorities.

In 1975, the MCCJ adopted the same competitive
funding mechanism used in 1969 and 1970. Funds
were distributed on a competitive process based on
full applications submitted before a common dead-
line. The MCCJ will attempt to ensure equitable
treatment for all metropolitan areas in the state.
However, funds will be used only to support inno-
vative and well-defined projects.

The new executive director is interested in
regionalizing the Massachusetts Safe Streets pro-
gram but does not favor use of a formula for distri-
bution of Part C funds that would guarantee juris-
dictions a specific amount of funding. In his opinion,
such assurance would generate too much local dis-
cretion and not enough local innovation.

In the past, the CJDA staff was considered
isolated from the criminal justice community to
which it is responsible.. In 1975, however, no local
agency circumvented its CJDA when submitting ap-
plications to the MCCJ; the new executive director
had forbidden program specialists to deal with local
functional agencies without informing the CJDA.

CJDA relationships with their respective city gov-
ernments has also improved. CJDAs have been able
to exercise influence over local decisions to sign
grants or to supply matching funds.

The CJDAs will most likely be a part of any
regionalization effort. The chief MCCJ planner said:
“Now that local Criminal Justice Planning agencies
are in some cases beginning to show some measure
of effectiveness, the Committee will concentrate on
defining procedures, setting standards, and provid-
ing training and technical assistance to ensure more
consistent performance.”

Allocation and Adequacy of Part B Funds

The MCCIJ staff stated unequivocally that Part B

funding for the state had been inadequate. Only
seven percent of MCCJ staff time is devoted to ac-
tual planning, because the general staffing level of
the group is insufficient. Although the legisiature has
always supplied more than the required 10 percent
state match to support the MCCJ and to increase
state staff, the excess buy-in has also been used to
cover the local match on projects where a local gov-
ernment was unable to provide it or was reluctant
to support a state-initiated project, and to match a
number of discretionary grants to MCCJ. By mid-
1975, the staff level at the MCCJ had decreased
from 70 to 50 persons because of a turnover occa-
sioned by the new state administration, a hiring
freeze and a legislative cutback in matching funds
for MCC] staffing.

In 1975, 43 percent of the total Part B grant was
passed through to the CJDAs. Boston received half
of the allocation; the remaining CIJIDAs shared the
balance. Boston’s large apportionment resulted from
its higher crime rate and population and its better-
developed planning efforts. Despite the large amount
of funding received by Boston, a city planner sum-
marized: “We are now doing reactive rather than
proactive planning. There is certainly not enough
planning money to go out and run programs.”

Two-thirds of the cities. and counties responding
to the ACIR survey agreed that Part B funds are
inadequate for carrying out their planning responsi-
bilities. Because of the small amount of planning
money they receive, most CJDAs have too few staff
members to undertake comprehensive planning.
However, the MCCJ staff does not want to alter
the 60/40 pass-through (state/local) of planning
funds.

Of the 35 Massachusetts municipalities respond-
ing to the ACIR Safe Streets questionnaire, 31 were
not CJDAs. None of these jurisdictions received
Part B planning money in 1974. (Several had re-
ceived Part B awards earlier in the Safe Streets
program for planning units in their police depart-
ments.) Six of the respondents argued for greater
participation by small towns in the planning process.
A majority said they did not receive a fair share of
Safe Streets funds, but eight also claimed that lack
of funding did not have an adverse effect on their
criminal justice system.

implementation of the Comprehensive Plan

Local resentment of the state’s dominance in Safe
Streets planning posed the greatest difficulty en-

325



326

1969

$
Part B 120
Part C 3,000
Part E 0

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Table 3

Amoums of Part B, C and E Money Reverted by Massachusetts
to the Federal Government
FY 1969-1972

1970 1971 1872
$ $ $
0 0 8,000
55,000 6,000 55,000
0 34,000 1,000

countered in implementation of the comprehensive
plan. The CJDA supervisory boards and local gov-
ernments believe that the MCCJ ignored local sug-
gestions for Safe Streets priorities, projects and
strategies.

The MCCIJ, emphasizing innovative projects,
often bypassed local needs to promote statewide
reforms. Many projects in Massachusetts were
implemented slowly and reluctantly because local
officials felt that the MCCJ had pressured them to
apply for funds.

In some cases, the CJDAs interpreted project
goals differently from the MCCJ and awards were
held up until agreement was reached. If money
lapsed on a grant, it was often because of lack of
agreement on how to implement the project.

After 90 days, if the grants manager or program
specialists thought that a project was not progress-
ing, they notified the grantee that funds must be
moved faster. In 1974, eight grantees returned funds
to the MCCJ because the monies were not going to
be used. (The grantee must agree to return the
money; the state cannot force him to do so.) From
five to ten percent of Part C funds are returned to
the state annually. Only small amounts of funds
are returned to the Federal Treasury by the state
(see Table 3).

According to a member of the MCCJ staff,
“When Massachusetts remits funds, the cause is
usually a subgrantee’s failure to realize funds would
not be entirely obligated prior to the dealine. Such
a failure may be due to careless financial planning or
records which do not present a current picture of the
project’s spending.”

The MCCJ reported that 95 percent of the pro-

jects included in its annual plans have been funded
and implemented, 93 percent have been carried
through to completion of the grant period. Two
percent of the projects in the plans were not imple-
mented. As the Safe Streets program has become
more established and continuation funding more
common, more and more block grant funds have
been used within the intended time and for the
intended purpose. Allocation by full applications
has further improved funding efficiency.

Relationships with LEAA

Field interviews yielded conflicting assessments
of the MCCJ’s relationship with the LEAA regional
office. The former executive director said the MCCJ
had an excellent working relationship with LEAA’s
regional office, despite occasional conflicts, and
cited LEAA’s valuable assistance in interpreting
complex fiscal guidelines. However, another MCCJ
official expressed a contrasting appraisal.

In general, the Boston regional office has
made the operation of the LEAA program
in Massachusetts much more difficult than
it need have been. They have paid very
little attention to the substance of Massa-
chusetts’ plans and planning process,
choosing to concentrate instead on admin-
istrative details where the guidelines are
clear. Serious problems in planning pro-
cedures and programs have gone unmen-
tioned (and probably unnoticed); on the
other hand, the regional office devotes ex-
traordinary efforts to making sure the
paperwork is all in order.



Divergence of opinion may result from different
expectations about the role of the LEAA regional
office vis-a-vis the MCCJ. Massachusetts, account-
ing for almost one-half of the block grant funds
(and population) in the six-state New England Re-
gion, has the largest staff and the most complex
planning process among these states. Because of its
greater staff size and expertise, its relatively stable
leadership and its centralized administration, the
MCCJ has needed—and received —less assistance
from the LEAA regional office than the other SPAs
in the region. The former executive director thought
that this situation avoided excessive LEAA involve-
ment in MCCJ affairs and allowed assistance to be
given to states more in need of the LEAA’s tech-
nical assistance.

A state representative serves as LEAA’s regional
contact for all activities within the state: assisting
the MCCJ and CJDAs in improving their planning
capabilities, organizing the plan and program re-
views for the state, and communicating and enforc-
ing guidelines and regulations. In response to the
ACIR questionnaire, the MCCJ’s chief planner
stated that the state representative’s role ‘‘has
been gradually compressed to purely administrative
functions, mediating between a continuing flow of
paper from the SPA and an ever-increasing range of
LEAA guidelines and regulations.” The LEAA
regional office administrator explained that the
LEAA has a statutory obligation to enforce the
guidelines, actions that the MCCJ often views as
constraints.

In 1970, the LEAA regional office, which has
complete authority over plan approval, rejected the
Massachusetts plan for failure to conform to LEAA
guidelines. . A rewritten plan was accepted. The
primary means by which the regional office insures
compliance with its guidelines and requirements
are direct negotiation and attachment of special
conditions to plan approval. According to the re-
gional office, special conditions are used to em-
phasize substantive issues, to insure that gaps in
the plan are filled and to obtain compliance with
certain standards. The former executive director
questioned the significance of the special conditions,
stating that the regional office seldom enforced
them. The LEAA regional administrator, however,
said that in several instances grant awards were
withheld pending compliance with conditions.

The time required for LEAA approval of the
comprehensive plan has decreased from 30 weeks in
1970 to 10 weeks in 1975 —possibly as a result of

the 1973 Safe Streets amendment requiring LEAA
action on state plans within 90 days of submission.
The regional administrator said that, despite the
shortened review time, an increase in staff has
enabled the regional office to undertake more in-
tensive reviews of state plans.

The MCCJ’s chief planner said that the develop-
ment of four of the annual plan components—the
Statement of State Standards, Practices, and Goals;
the Multiyear Budget and Financial Plan; the
Multiyear Forecast of Results and Accomplish-
ments; and the Progress Report—were, in the view
of the MCCIJ, “a net liability in the planning
process, diverting resources from other, more useful
planning work-products.” However, LEAA consi-
ders these components essential for a truly compre-
hensive criminal justice plan as outlined and re-
quired in the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act.

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Total Safe Streets action funding to Massachusetts
has increased from $1,024,972 (block grant and dis-
cretionary funds) in 1969 to $17,742,097 in 1974. The
state has received a total of $68,384,751 in action
funding since the program began in 1969. (Data in-
cludes action funds awarded through September
1975.)

The MCCJ has awarded a total of 832 block
grants and 119 discretionary grants. In 1972, block
grant and discretionary funding under the Safe
Streets program amounted to 3.5 percent of the
state’s total criminal justice expenditures.

In Massachusetts, as in most other states, fund-
ing requests have generally exceeded the available
Safe Streets monies. In 1975, the MCCJ was able
to fund only 68 percent of the grant applications
it received.

Distribution and Use of Action Funds

In order to determine the distribution and use
of Safe Streets funds in Massachusetts, the ACIR
field team examined the total number of action
grants (145) awarded by the MCCJ from Jan. 1 to
Dec. 31, 1974.

Table 4 presents the distribution of 1974 action
funds, by recipient. More than half the total num-
ber of awards was made to cities (81), accounting
for almost half of the total funds. Boston received

327



328

Table 4

Recipients of Part C Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Number Percent Amount Percent
Jurisdiction of Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
State 25 17 ) $ 3,136,764 27
City 81 56 5,510,453 48
County 36 25 2,621,814 23
Other 3 2 232,000 2

TOTAL 145 $11,501,031
Tabie 5

Recipients of Part C and E Action Funds in Massachusetts
FY 1969-1975

Number of Percent Amount Percent
Jurisdiction Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
State 210 25 $18,390,975 35
City 412 49 20,696,560 40
County 193 23 10,970,205 21
Other 17 2 1,079,355 2

Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data.

Table 6

Safe Streets Funds Awarded to Large Cities in Massachusetts
FY 1972-1974

Percent of
Local Block Percent of
Percent of Percent of Grant Funds Discretionary
Number of Population Crime in Awarded to Funds Awarded
Cities in Clties* Citles** Clties*** to Cities***
Over 250,000 1 1 20 19 61
100,000-250,000 2 6 11 18

*U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, City Government Finance in 1973-74.
**U.S., Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of investigation, Crime in the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reports (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974).
***GMIS data.




Number

Functional Component of Grants
Police 56
Courts 28
Corrections 29
Juvenile delinquency 21
Drugs and alcohol 11
TOTAL 145

Table 7

Distribution of 1974 Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
39 $ 3,584,884 31
19 2,608,163 23
20 2,941,795 26
15 1,752,395 15
8 613,794 5

$11,501,031

51 percent of the total Part C funds allocated to
cities in the state.

State agencies and the state’s 14 counties received
27 and 23 percent, respectively, of the action funds.
(Grants made to counties for law enforcement and
other criminal functions included, in some cases,
projects that carried out state-administered tasks.)

Responses to ACIR’s survey of cities and coun-
ties indicated that more than half of the localities
(18 of 3! respondents, excluding the CIDAs)
thought that they did not receive a fair share of Safe
Streets funds. (Local governments supply 75 percent
of all direct criminal justice outlays in the state.)
Most local officials interviewed thought that state
agencies received more funds than their financial
responsibilities for criminal justice activities war-
ranted. Four of the five CIJDAs replying to the
ACIR survey said that the amount of Part C pass-
through funds was not equitable and that local
jurisdictions should receive more money. Nineteen
of the responding 24 cities and counties agreed.

In the MCCJ’s view, local fragmentation of
criminal justice responsibilities prevents additional
Part C pass-through to the cities. Also, as in the
case of the Office of the Commissioner of Proba-
tion, the MCCJ allocated larger blocks of funds to
some state agencies administering programs directly
serving local interests.

Table 5 lists the distribution of all Safe Streets
action funds i1n Massachusetts from 1969-1975,
according to data from LEAA’s Grants Management
Information System (GMIS). Almost all Part E
funds (designated for corrections) in Massachu-
setts are awarded to state agencies.

Table 6 lists the percentage of funds awarded to

large cities and their percentages of total state
crime and population. The cities represented in the
table are Boston (more than 250,000 pop.), Spring-
field and Worcester (100,000-250,000 pop.). The
apportionments awarded to the three largest cities
in Massachusetts were much higher than the cities’
percentage of crime and of total population.

Distribution by Function

Table 7 shows a relatively balanced distribution
of action monies among the major functional com-
ponents of the criminal justice system in 1974. (See
also Appendices 4 and 5, p. 342 ff.)

The police function received both the largest
number of grants and the greatest percentage of
funds. However, the percentage of funds awarded to
the police in Massachusetts was much lower than
that apportioned to police in other states.

The courts have requested less funding than their
needs warrant, according to courts’ spokesmen and
the MCCJ staff. The courts’ participation in the
Safe Streets program is fairly recent, partly because
of officials’ reluctance to accept some MCCJ stric-
tures. Most of the funds allocated thus far to the
courts system have supported prosecution and de-
fense activities.

Distribution of all Part C funds in Massachusetts,
by functional component, is presented in Table 8.
Over the seven-year period, the greatest percentage
of action funds was awarded for corrections activi-
ties (29 percent, 191 grants). Police projects received
28 percent of the monies (309 grants), and the
courts system, 21 percent (173 grants). The GMIS
categories for ‘‘combinations” and ‘‘non-criminal
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Table 8
Distribution of C and E Funds by Functional Component
FY 1969-1975
Non-Criminat
Fiscal Justice
Year, Police Courts Corrections Education Combinations Agencies Total
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
1969 393,030 55,450 55,000 0 168,480 12,466 684,426
Percent 57.4 8.1 8.0 - 24.6 1.8 99.9
1970 1,337,903 216,275 1,270,055 0 1,131,339 460,423 4,415,995
Percent 30.3 4.9 28.8 - 25.6 10.4 100.0
1971 2,399,925 632,240 1,870,447 0 894,405 590,882 6,387,899
Percent 37.6 9.9 29.3 - 14.0 9.2 100.0
1972 2,573,328 2,423,995 4,542 047 0 381,211 340,574 10,261,155
Percent 25.1 23.5 44.3 - 3.7 33 100.0
1973 2,987,464 3,363,243 5,360,897 0 1,421,444 1,439,246 14,572,294
Percent 20.5 23.1 36.8 - 9.8 9.9 100.1
1974 3,640,433 3,237,055 5,181,109 0 1,731,683 1,025,046 14,815,326
Percent 246 21.8 35.0 - 11.7 6.9 100.0
1975 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent - - - - - - -
1969-1974 $13,332,083 $9,928,258 $18,279,555 0 $5,728,562 $3,868,637 $51,137,095
Percent 26.1 19.4 35.7 11.2 7.6 100.0
Source: GMIS data.
justice agencies” make comparison with ACIR ment studies, single-agency communications or

grant sample data difficult.

The MCCJ allocated a smaller percentage of total
Part C funds for police activities than SPAs in most
other states did, and a higher percentage for cor-
rections and courts programs.

Nature of Activities Supported

The field team determined the nature of the acti-
vities supported with action funding in 1974 (see
Table 9), with the help of the MCCJ program
specialists responsible for the.grants. Seventy-eight
percent of the funds supported services; 11 percent,
equipment; eight percent, training; and three per-
cent, personnel. No grants were awarded for con-
struction purposes in 1974, although some local
officials interviewed said that part of their juris-
diction’s general revenue allocation had been used
for construction projects.

It has been MCCJ policy not to award grants to
projects that support: major construction, purchase
of automobiles or weapons, single-agency manage-

automated data systems, drug or alcohol treatment
projects (screening projects excepted), new institu-
tion-based adult corrections projects or institution-
based programs for juveniles.

Degree of Innovation ot Projects Funded

The field team worked with MCCJ program
specialists to assess the degree of innovation of
activities funded with Part C monies in 1974 (see
Table 10). Seventy-five percent of the funds sup-
ported activities that were considered to be com-
pletely new—in contrast to an update (seven per-
cent) or expansion (16 percent) of an existing
acitivity, or a routine undertaking (two percent).

Table 11 categorizes the same grants by prior
attempts of activity. The sample data indicate that
40 percent of the action funding was allocated to
acitivities that had never been attempted in the state;
51 percent was apportioned to projects never at-
tempted in specific localities. Seven percent was
awarded to previously attempted activities. Two



Table 9

Primary Activities Supported with Part C Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Number Percent Amount Percent

Primary Activity of Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
Equipment 19 13 $ 1,290,560 11
Construction 0 0 0 0
Services 103 71 8,976,919 78
Training 5 3 944,447 8
Personnel 18 12 289,105 3

TOTAL 145 $11,501,031

Table 10
Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample
Degree of Number Percent Amount Percent
Innovation ot Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
New 111 77 $8,574,643 75
Expansion 19 13 1,825,978 16
Update 8 6 850,849 7
Routine 7 5 249,561 2
Table 11
Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample
Number Percent Amount Percent

Attempted of Grants of Grants of Funds - of Funds
Never attempted

anywhere 2 1 $ 235,000 2
Never attempted

in state 44 30 4,601,119 40
Never attempted

in locality 87 60 5,915,567 51
Has been attempted

in locality 12 8 749,345 7

TOTAL 145 $11,501,031
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percent of the Massachusetts funds initiated acti-
vities that had never been attempted anywhere.
Massachusetts was one of the leading states in the
Safe Streets program in the support of innovative
activity.

Continuation Funding and
Assumption of Costs

Approximately 80 percent of FY 1976 Safe Streets
funds will be allocated to support existing projects
in Massachusetts. Such a large percentage of con-
tinuation funding is occasioned by several factors,
including: (1) the lack (until recently) of a firmly
enforced continuation policy; (2) the strained fiscal
resources of state and local governments; (3) the
reluctance on the part of the MCCJ to terminate
funding of innovative reform programs for fear
that state and local governments would not assume
the costs.

Interviewees at both state and local levels pre-
dicted that many Safe Streets projects would end if
MCCJ funding were terminated. Some said that
even without the new continuation funding restric-
tions imposed by the MCCJ, they would have to
terminate some projects because of congressional
reduction of total Safe Streets funding.

In 1974, it became clear that after continuation
grants were made, only a small portion of the block
grant remained for funding new projects. After
much heated debate, the MCCJ adopted a continua-
tion funding policy proposed by the executive
director. The members of the MCCJ approved the
formula on the condition that it would not be im-
plemented until 1976, and then only on a project-
by-project basis.

The continuation policy has two options:

® An applicant may receive three years of
full funding (90 percent) and then as-
sume entire cost in the fourth year; or

®An applicant may receive four years of
phased-funding; 90 percent the first year,
66 percent the second year, and 33 per-
cent the third and fourth years, with full
assumption the fifth year.

All projects operating for two or more years (as of
1975) were considered to be in their second year
of funding.

MCCJ staff members were skeptical that the as-
sumption policy would ever be fully enforced by

the MCCJ. However, in July 1975, the LEAA re-
gional administrator notified all SPA directors
that the 1977 review process would be stringent
and might lead to some curtailment of funding.

Large state agencies often planned for assumption
of cost before they received initial funding. Local
officials, accustomed to projects continuing under
Safe Streets support from year to year, may find the
assumption-of-cost policy more difficult to accept.
The willingness and ability of state and local units
to assume the costs of Safe Streets activities, as now
required, are open to question.

Other Criminal Justice Funding

Between 1969 and 1975 Massachusetts received
$9,074,000 in LEAA discretionary funds, 2.3 percent
of all discretionary funds awarded. The apportion-
ment of these funds is less than the percentage of the
nation’s population living in Massachusetts (2.7
percent) and less than the percentage of total U.S.
crimes (3.0 percent) committed in the state. How-
ever, the LEAA regional administrator said that
Massachusetts receives proportionally more dis-
cretionary funds than any other state in Region I.

The MCCJ exercises substantial control over
the discretionary funds awarded to Massachusetts,
initiating almost one-half of all discretionary awards,
reviewing all discretionary awards, and acting as the
grantee for the funds coming into Massachusetts.

The MCCIJ staff estimated that 35 percent of the
discretionary funds was used to support ongoing
programs; 25 percent, innovative programs; 20
percent, research, demonstration and pilot programs;
10 percent, to fill gaps in block grant funding; and
10 percent, to build local jurisdictional support for
the program. Examples of projects receiving LEAA
discretionary funds are listed below.

® The Department of Youth Services used
LEAA discretionary funds—as well as
block grants funds—to restructure the
juvenile justice system.

®The Suffolk County District Attorney’s
Office used discretionary funds to sup-
port an organized crime unit and a career
program — programs the state supported,
but did not have the resources to fund.

®The Youth Activities Commission in
Boston received a discretionary grant to
assist the Boston desegregation plan.
When the one-year grant terminated in



1975, the commission went to the city
and asked it to pick up the salaries of
the 43 staff people involved. The city
carried the positions and provided $146,
000 for the program.

In 14 of the cities and counties that responded
to the ACIR survey (42 percent), most of the dis-
cretionary funds awarded were used to support
innovative research, demonstration and pilot pro-
grams. Fifteen local jurisdictions said that they had
not received any discretionary funding.

The MCCJ worked closely with the LEAA re-
gional office to determine what discretionary awards
would be made and to insure that they were coor-
dinated with the block grant program.

Interviews and questionnaire responses indicated
that substantial amounts of Massachusetts’ general
revenue sharing (GRS) funds were used for law
enforcement and criminal justice purposes at the
local level. The counties directed GRS funds to the
corrections area, while the cities used a large pro-
portion of their GRS funds to support police activi-
ties.

Questionnaire responses indicated that Safe
Streets funds have been generally used to initiate
new programs on the local level, while GRS funds
have been used for more routine law enforcement
budget expenditures such as physical improvements,
police salaries or equipment. Several local officials
and nine responding muncipalities suggested that
Safe Streets funds be distributed through the
revenue-sharing mechanism.

Subgrant Administration

Subgrants are processed rapidly in Massachusetts.
After receiving the guidelines and plan, state agen-
cies and localities spend about eight weeks develop-
ing applications. Local governments submit copies
of their applications to the CJDA when they send
the original to the MCCJ. The A-95 clearinghouse
is notified of intent to apply one month in advance
of grant submission and may request a copy of the
full application. CJDA comments received by the
MCCJ are added to the information on the grant
application and presented for task force and MCCJ
reviews.

A-95 clearance takes about 16 weeks, proceeding
simultaneously with other reviews. Under state law,
the EDAs serve as A-95 clearinghouses. With little
involvement in criminal justice planning and little

time to process the many applications, the EDAs
forward their comments after minimal review.

Because the state plan in 1974 was a compilation
of approved applications, the entire award of grants
occurred in the three weeks immediately following
committee approval of the plan package (except
for reallocation of lapsed funds at a mid-year com-
mittee meeting). During those three weeks, several
steps took place simultaneously. (Note: the 1974
and 1975  grant award processes were virtually
identical.)

1. The attorney general signs all approved
grant awards, and the governor signs all
awards to state agencies.

2. The State Department of Administra-
tion and Finance processes all grants
and commits the funds. The department-
al process requires seven sign-offs,
which explains the three-week period.
The bureaucratic delays in the state ac-
counting system greatly annoy the
grants managers.

3. The MCCJ grants managers them-
selves take three weeks to meet with
each new grantee and a state or city fi-
nancial officer to explain the accounting
procedures for a Safe Streets grant.

MCCJ grants managers handle about 40 grants
and visit grantees quarterly to monitor accounting
and project milestones. Programmatic monitoring
is primarily the responsibility of the monitoring
unit and, on a less formal basis but broader scale,
of the program specialists. The grants management
staff has grown substantially and increased its fi-
nancial monitoring efforts. Audits are done by the
auditing staff. Only a small percentage of subgrants
were audited in the early years of the program (see
Table 12).

State criminal justice agencies and 14 of the 20
cities and counties (70 percent) responding to a
question in the ACIR survey indicated that there
were no major delays in the grant award process.
However, three of the five responding CJDAs re-
ported delays caused primarily by late development
of the state plan. Generally, there were few com-
plaints about the problems in the award process.

The Boston Audit

The administration of subgrants in Boston has
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been under investigation by the MCCJ for two
years. After a seven-month review of the city’s re-
cords, auditors initiated special conditions for
accounting and stopped all money to Boston sub-
grantees for about three weeks—until each sub-
grant was audited. The CJDA staff was particularly
angered by what it considered unnecessary punish-
ment of subgrantees. The CJDA admitted negligent
management of records in the early years of the
program.

The former director of the MCCJ said that despite
all efforts by the SPA Chairman and staff, the city
staff showed a total lack of concern for proper
fiscal procedures. The MCCJ required a restruc-
turing of the city’s fiscal section, funded with Bos-
ton’s Part B monies.

In July 1975, the state held up all of Boston’s
Part B planning funds and took control of the city’s
fiscal department. The results of the audit, released
in early September, showed that Boston had not
accounted for $1 million in Safe Streets funds. Audit
information revealed that money was committed
more than once and administrative guidelines con-
cerning sole source bids were not foliowed. The
CJDA contended that much of the misunderstanding
resulted from the city’s use of an aggregate match
for the Safe Streets’ local match requirement.

Clearly, the MCCJ’s application monitoring
system was inadequate during the early years of the
program and little time was devoted to providing
technical assistance to its subgrantees. The SPA’s
principal concern was to find and fund innovative
projects, not to track their progress. Boston’s in-
attention to financial procedures may partially
reflect its assessment of SPA priorities. Finally,
during the years in question, grant management for
Boston projects was isolated from all other manage-
ment activities in a special Boston unit, which also

had primary control over program development and
program monitoring for the city’s projects. This
concentration of responsibility led to an emphasis
on program issues over administrative controls
where the two were in conflict, and may have pre-
vented earlier discovery of Boston’s fiscal problems.

Matching Funds

Because of the change from an in-kind match to a
cash match requirement, localities now look at Safe
Streets aid less as “‘free”” money than they did
when an in-kind match was required. Seventeen of
25 local respondents (68 percent) were very satisfied
with the federal-state-local share of program costs.
Only one local jurisdiction expressed strong dis-
satisfaction. The MCCJ thinks that cash matching
will increase the likelihood that grantees will assume
project costs.

Generally, local reaction to the effects of restric-
tions and requirements on the use of Safe Streets
funds was mixed. Thirteen of 27 local jurisdictions,
including three CJDAs (48 percent), commented
that restrictions and requirements have had serious
adverse effects on their jurisdictions’ ability to carry
out criminal justice programs. The largest number of
complaints concerned MCCJ funding requirements
—which exclude almost all the small towns in Mas-
sachusetts—and program guidelines that do not
address local needs. A few municipalities said that
the new assumption-of-cost policy was a strain on
local government.

IMPACT OF THE SAFE STREETS ACT

Integration and Coordination of the
Criminal Justice System

The MCCJ believes its funding of planning units,

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Table 12

Subgrants Audited by Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice
FY 1970-1972

1970 1971 1972
Total number of subgrants audited 45 41 51
Percentage of subgrants audited 27.7 15.3 20.9
Dollar value of all subgrants audited $2,409,509 $3,339,676 $3,240,413




in key state criminal justice agencies and in major
local jurisdictions, and its support of improved
collection, analysis and dissemination of data have
promoted coordinated criminal justice planning in
the state. Yet, long-term comprehensive planning
needs to be instilled through the MCCJ’s program
development and fund allocation processes. Inter-
viewees agreed that the activities of the PRB, the
task forces and the full MCCJ had encouraged
representatives of the various agencies and jurisdic-
tions to work more closely together.

The MCCJ’s policy of concentrating funding on
projects with regional, statewide or system-wide
impact has led to integration of criminal justice
activities in several areas. Successful projects in-
clude: regional probation programs, statewide police
technical assistance services, and the Criminal His-
tory System Board (which controls access to all
criminal offender records in the commonwealth).

Members of the CIDAs generally have not en-
gaged in coordinated planning for their jurisdictions.
(For example, in 1972, the 31-member supervisory
board of the Boston CJDA was disbanded. [t had
not met for several years because of serious dis-
agreements among city agencies.) Small town of-
ficials — particularly police officials—are dissatisfied
with their exclusion from the Safe Streets program.

Representatives of probation and corrections con-
cerns are in favor of greater integration; representa-
tives of the courts system, although reluctant to
participate fully in the Safe Streets program, have
voiced a need for coordinated judicial planning.

Institutionalization of Safe Streets Activities

Massachusetts —perhaps more than any other
state—has attempted to change the structure of its
criminal justice system through the use of Safe
Streets funds.

The MCCJ has been a major participant in three
significant criminal justice reforms in the state:

® The reform of the juvenile corrections
system in 1973 was supported with Safe
Streets funds. The legislature, which
originally opposed the transfer of juven-
ile rehabilitation from institutions to
group homes, eventually assumed sup-
port of the program.

® A system of community-based correc-
tional facilities was established with the
help of Safe Streets funds and the MCCJ.

® The District Court Prosecutor program,
which upgraded prosecutorial services in
the state, was supported by the MCCJ.

Almost all the important improvements supported
by the MCCJ have been implemented through state
criminal justice agencies. The long-range impact
of Safe Streets funds at the local level is open to
question because of the MCCJ’s centralized plan-
ning approach, the lack of local planning capacity
and the probable inability of local governments to
assume the costs of Safe Streets activities.

The critical factor in achieving major reforms is
not planning so much as the appearance of abie,
reform-minded officials in criminal justice agencies
at the state and local levels.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

Since the inception of the Safe Streets program,
the Massachusetts SPA has emphasized funding of
innovative, pilot and demonstration projects in the
large urban areas with the highest crime rates. This
strategy required a highly centralized planning and
funding process, which was conducted by the large
and influential professional staff of the MCCJ. The
functionally innovative, urban-oriented approach
adopted by Massachusetts represents one of the
major options for implementing the Safe Streets
Act.

The major problem-issues encountered in this
state are summarized below.

Program Centralization

After initial experiments with local planning in
1969 and 1970 proved unsuccessful, the MCCJ
centralized its planning efforts at the state level.
Although they continued to solicit local ideas, from
that point on the MCCJ and its staff made all deci-
sions about priorities, policies and programs.

After 1970, the MCCJ focused its resources on
fewer and larger projects—located in urban areas.
(Local control of planning would probably have
resulted in a different policy.) The centralized plan-
ning also permitted the MCCJ to encourage the
development of—and restrict funding to—innova-
tive efforts and to reject local requests for support
of more routine needs. State control of the program
also insured the MCCJ’s credibility with other state
agencies and led to cooperation with them on major
system reforms.
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The disadvantages of the centralized planning
approach are obvious. Local criminal justice plan-
ning capacity in Massachusetts remains weak. Be-
cause they have not been given real authority, many
CJIDA staff members are frustrated and bitter; some
CJDA supervisory boards are considering disband-
ing. (However, there are some indications that the
recent complaints from the CJDAs may result in
the MCCJ giving them more influence in planning
and deécision-making, possibly by moving toward
regionalization of the CJDAs.)

It may be that many of the positive developments
of centralized planning have taken place at the
expense of state-local relations and have prohibited
the growth of strong local planning agencies and
confident local participation in the program.

The SPA staff does not believe that the CJDAs,
no matter how organized or what their authority in
the allocation of funds, would have been able to in-
duce, for example, most police chiefs —especially in
the smaller cities and towns—to undertake innova-
tive projects of any sort without heavy controls
from the state level. If given their own choice, most
cities would have spent all available funds for the
most conventional improvements —vehicles, facili-
ties, equipment and more personnel. The impact of
such expenditures on crime, agency efficiency or the
quality of justice would have been minimal at best,
especially if the funds were diffused over a wide
range of cities and towns.

Urban Area Funding

Unlike SPAs in other states, the MCCIJ has dis-
tributed a greater percentage of its funds to large
urban areas than their crime rate or population
figures alone would warrant. This pattern reflects
the MCCJ’s belief that Safe Streets funds should be
directed to those areas where the greatest criminal
justice problems exist and where the funds can be
used to best advantage. Smaller cities and towns,
excluded in this approach, resent their low-priority
classification. However, it seems unlikely that the
MCCJ will alter its long-standing priorities even if
it decides to regionalize the CIDAs.

Innovation v. System Support

The MCCUPY’s support of innovative projects has
led to important reforms in the Massachusetts crim-
inal justice system—including community-based
adult correctional programs, the deinstitutional-

ization of juvenile offenders and improved prosecu
tion services. The state’s emphasis on innovation
however, has been opposed by local officials whe
do not think that the new programs advocated by
the MCCJ meet their jurisdictions’ primary needs —
particularly when declining local revenues make i
difficult to maintain existing services.

The issue of innovation versus system support ir
Safe Streets planning and funding decisions raises
significant questions about the primary purpose ol
the program. Is the purpose to support innovative
approaches, to meet basic state and local needs or t¢
integrate a fragmented system by increasing plan-
ning capacity? Massachusetts has clearly opted for
the first—to support new approaches and reforms in
law enforcement and criminal justice. But pursuit
of this purpose had led, perhaps inevitably, to local
resentment of the MCCJ’s policy —and authority —
to direct funds away from more basic needs at the
local level.

SPA Staff influence

From the start of the program until January
1975, when a new governor, attorney general and
executive director took office, the MCCJ staff exer-
cised great influence over MCCJ decisions. It ap-
pears that much of the MCCJ staff’s influence
stemmed from:

e The MCCJ’s confidence in the staff’s
expertise;

e The MCCJ members’ disinterest in the
details of planning and funding; and

e The executive director’s understanding
and successful management of the mem-
bers’ political interests.

The recent efforts of the new governor and execu-
tive director to increase the MCCIJ’s level of parti-
cipation in the planning and funding process may
appease local officials who have objected to the
staff’s power. It could, at the same time, upset the
present balance of political interest on the MCCJ
and result in more intensive lobbying for funds by
jurisdictions and interested state agencies— particu-
larly when these bodies are now forced to assume
the cost of activities formerly funded by Safe
Streets monies.



Assumption of Cosis

Assumption by state and local governments of
the costs of Safe Streets projects is a serious prob-
lem in Massachusetts. Although the state has kept
some activities going with its own funds, local gov-
ernments have not followed suit —local governments
may consider the innovative, state-initiated projects

luxuries and award them low funding priority.

The assumption-of-cost problem is particularly
acute in Massachusetts because the state is experi-
encing severe fiscal problems and has not had a
firmly enforced assumption-of-cost policy until
recently. Since almost 80 percent of the MCCJ's
funds support continuation projects, there is not
much money left for initiating new activities.
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APPENDIX 1
Massachusetts Site Visits

Implementation of the Safe Streets program in
Massachusetts has occurred primarily in its urban
centers. The state’s program does not include re-
gional planning units. The seven CJDAs were estab-
lished instead —in seven major cities. No counties
receive large amounts of Safe Streets funds; the
western, more rural section of the state receives
funding proportionate to its population.

The ACIR field team visited four cities that pro-
vided examples of different urban environments:
Boston, Worcester, New Bedford and Cambridge.

Capital of the commonwealth, Boston has the
state’s largest population (630,900) and its highest
index crime rate (33,776 in 1972). At the time of the
field study, the city government had severe fiscal
problems and its fiscal section was being audited
by the MCCJ. Boston has the largest criminal justice
planning staff in the state.

Worcester, the state’s second largest city, has
a population only one-sixth that of Boston’s and a
crime rate three times smaller (12,894 index crimes,
in 1972). Worcester was one of the few cities in the
country to experience a decline in crime rate during
the Safe Streets program.

New Bedford exemplified a smaller city with a
limited criminal justice budget and less ambitious
programs. It is fourth among the state’s cities in
population (102,190) and its total index crimes
were 4,468 in 1972.

Cambridge was the fourth site visited. The city’s
CJIDA, the first to regionalize, was of particular
interest. Cambridge’s population (100,612) is about
the same as New Bedford’s; its index crime rate
(6,624), considerably higher.

Interviews Conducted in Massachusetts

Committee on Criminal Justice

Robert Kane, Executive Director

Hank Shafran, Assistant to the Director
Martha McCahill, Program Monitoring
William Rich, Planning Director

Kevin Benoit, Program Development
Bruce Edmands, Program Development
Arthur Rosenberg, Program Development
Robert Cole, Program Evaluation

Tom Saltonstall, Standards and Goals

Richard Baird, Deputy Director for Administration
Jim Martyn, Grants Management

State Criminal Justice Functional Agencies

John F. Kehoe, Jr., Commissioner of Public Safety

Mark Sheldon, Planner, Department of Public
Safety

John F. Burke, Assistant Executive Secretary of
Supreme Judicial Court

C. Elliot Sands, Commissioner of Probation

William Dow, Program Development Specialist,
Office of the Commissioner of Probation

Paul Chernoff, Chairman, Parole Board

Mary Jane Moreau, Federal Grants Manager, Office
of the Commissioner of Probation

Joseph Leavey, Commissioner of Youth Services,
Department of Youth Services

Herb William, Executive Assistant to the Commis-
sioner of Youth Services, Department of Youth
Services

Thomas P. Sellers, 111, Director, Division of
Program Development and Planning, Department
of Correction

Joan Belle Isle, Senior Planner, Department of
Correction

Thomas Clough, Budget Examiner, Budget Divi-
sion, Office of Administration and Finance

Francis X. Belloti, Attorney General

Andrew Klein, Attorney General’s Staff

Criminal Justice Planning Agencies

Boston

Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice

Don Manson, Executive Director

Kenneth Shafer, Chief Planner

New Bedford

Joseph Weiss, Director, Criminal Justice Develop-
ment Agency

Cambridge

Wayne Markison, Director, Cambridge Criminal
Justice Development Agency

Mary Ellen Preusser, Vice Chairperson, Advisory
Council of the East Middlesex Criminal Justice
Development Agency

Charles Deutsch, Chairperson, Advisory Council of
the East Middlesex Criminal Justice Development
Agency

Worcester

Gary DeFoer, Associate Administrator for the Wor-
cester Regional Law Enforcement Council



Local Elected and Appointed Officials

Boston/Suffolk.

Commissioner William Nickerson, Boston/Suffolk
Penal Department

Robert McKenna, Assistant District Attorney-
Suffolk County

LEAA Region | Office

George Campbell, Regional Administrator

Andrew Sheriff, Assistant District Attorney-Suffolk
County

Judge Paul H. King, Chief Justice, Suffolk County
District Court

Jake O’Hare, Planning Division, Youth Activities
Services

Robert diGrazia, Boston Police Commissioner

Arnold Rosenfeld, Massachusetts Defenders Com-
mittee

New Bedford/Bristol

John Tierney, District Attorney

Joseph Souza, Chief Probation Officer, Bristol
County

Daniel Flanagan, Assistant Probation Officer,
Bristol County

Sheriff Dabrowsky, Bristol County

Chief Pelletier, Police Chief, New Bedford

Worcester

Francis McGrath, City Manager

Walter Kelley, County Commissioner, Worcester

Paul Tivnan, County Comissioner, Worcester

William Buckley, District Attorney

Honorable Morris Gould, Judge

George LeDoux, Chief Probation Officer

Cambridge

James Sullivan, City Manager

Donald Hawkes, Assistant to the City Manager

Honorable Laurence F. Feloney, First Justice,
Third District Court 339



APPENDIX 2
Responses fo Local Questionnaires
Massachusetts
1975
Population Group Counties Municipalities
No. No.
Surveyed Responding Surveyed Responding
No. % No. %

Over 500,000 5 3 60 1 1 100
250,000-500,000 3 1 33 0 0 0
100,000-249,999 2 2 100 4 4 100
50,000-99,999 2 2 100 18 12 67
25,000-49,999 0 0 0 37 8 22
10,000-24,999 0 ] 0 88 17 19
TOTAL 12 8 67 148 42 28

340



. APPENDIX 3
Massachusetts Criminal Justice Development Agency Staffing
April 1974
Number of Staff Members Total
Criminal Justice Monthly

Development Agency Full-time Part-time Total Authorized Payroll*
Boston (MSSAAC) 26 1 27 N/A $30,904.85
Springfield 4 - 4 N/A 4,800.00 -
Worcester 5 1 6 N/A 4,000.00
Cambridge 4 - 4 N/A 4,270.00
New Bedford 4 2 6 N/A 3,651.00
Fall River 4 1 5 N/A 4,768.35
Lynn 3 - 3 N/A 3,350.00

TOTAL 49 5 54 N/A $55,744.35

. 341

N/A=Not Available.
*Payrolls are as estimated on the basis of a five-week month.
Source: Massachusetts 1975 comprehensive plan.
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APPENDIX 4
Massachusetts
Summary of Allocations from All Funding Categories to 1975 Programs

FY 1975 Block Grant Reallocations Estimated
Total LEAA Matching
Program Title Funding Part C Part E FY 1973 FY 1974 Funds
75-01: Police personnel
development $ 349,282 $ 349,282 $ $ $ $ 38,809
75-02: Police manage-
ment and support 730,371 669,843 51,528 9,000 81,152
75-03: Police and the
community 773,923 773,923 85,992
75-16: Specific crimes 709,166 509,166 200,000 78,796
75-21: Police
communications 1,204,901 1,204,901 133,878
POLICE/CRIMES TOTALS 3,767,643 3,507,115 0 51,528 209,000 418,627
75-05: Prosecution 1,332,663 1,250,520 82,143 148,074
75-06: Defense 1,270,384 1,270,384 141,153
75-07: Court
administration 764,135 614,384 149,751 84,904
COURTS TOTALS 3,367,182 3,135,288 0 231,894 0 374,131
75-08: Probation and
diversion 1,516,807 1,616,807 168,534
75-14: Drug/Alcohol 373,204 373,204 41,467
PROBATION/DIVERSION TOTALS 1,890,011 1,890,011 0 0 0 210,001
, 75-09: State adult corrections
and parole 1,405,649 354,936 1,050,713 156,183
75-10: County adult corrections 1,003,819 1,003,819 111,536
CORRECTIONS TOTALS 2,409,468 1,358,755 1,050,713 0 0 267,719
75-11: Local juvenile programs 1,929,287 1,748,450 144,837 14,365
75-13: DYS deinstitutionalization 896,521 396,234 500,287 99,614
JUVENILE JUSTICE TOTALS 2,825,808 2,180,684 500,287 0 144,837 313,979
75-19: Criminal justice information
system 747,731 693,826 53,905 83,081
75-23: Program evaluation 407,321 407,321 45,258
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES
AREA TOTALS 1,155,052 1,101,147 0 53,905 0 128,339
TOTAL $15,415,164 $13,173,000 $1,551,000 $337,327" $353,837 $1,712,796




APPENDIX 5

Massachusetts

Changes in Committee Plan Allocations to Criminal Justice Programs
FY 1973-1975

1973 Plan

Program Title Allocation
75-01: Police personnel development $ 416,126
75-02: Police management and support 646,461
75-03: Police and the community 1,057,000
75-16: Specific crimes 910,257
75-21: Police communications 1,245,000

POLICE/CRIMES TOTALS 4,274,844
75-05: Prosecution 1,237,971
75-06: Defense 811,500
75-07: Court administration 781,500

COURTS TOTALS 2,830,971
75-08: Probation and diversion 948,055
75-14: Drug/Aicohol 1,140,352

PROBATION/DIVERSION TOTALS 2,088,407

Source: Massachusetts 1975 Comprehensive Plan.

Percent
2.8
4.4
71
6.2
8.4

28.9

8.3
5.5
5.3
19.1

6.4
7.7
141

1974 Plan 1975 Plan
Allocation Percent Allocation
$ 221,605 1.5 $ 349,282
479,674 3.2 730,371
1,458,060 9.9 773,923
405,577 2.7 709,166
1,252,279 8.5 1,204,901
3,817,195 25.8 3,767,643
1,060,928 7.2 1,332,663
1,070,766 7.2 1,270,384
551,649 3.7 764,135
2,683,333 18.1 3,367,182
1,370,703 9.2 1,516,807
695,481 4.7 373,204
2,066,184 13.9 1,890,011

Percent
2.3
4.7
5.0
4.6
7.8

24.5

8.6
8.2
5.0
21.8
9.8

12.3
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Criminal FY 19873
Justice
Dévelopment Part B Grant
Agency Allocation Period
M.S.S.A.A.C.
(Boston) $234,912 10
Eastern
Middlesex 11,000 2
Fall River 42,000 12
Lynn 30,120 12
New Bedford 42,738 10
Springfield 55,000 12
Worcester 49,500 8
TOTAL 465,320 NA

NA = Not Applicable.
Source: Massachusetts 1975 comprehensive plan.

APPENDIX 6

Massachusetts
Allocation of Part B Funds to Criminal Justice Development Agencies

Monthly

Rate

$23,491
5,500
3,500
2,510
4,279
4,583

6,187
NA

FY 1973-1974

Part B
Allocation
$236,678

49,590

43,590

39,326

43,456

54,810

43,470
510,800

State and
Local Match

$26,208
5510
4,830
4,370
4,828
6,090

4,830
56,756

FY 1974

Total

$262,976
55,100
48,300
43,695
48,284
60,800

48,300
567,556

Grant
Period

1-21-74
12-31-74
1-1-74
10-17-74
11-1-73
9-15-74
1-1-74
9-30-74
12- 1-73
10-14-74
11-21-73
12-15-74
12-1-73
10-15-74

NA

Monthly
Rate

$21,913
5,800
4,695
4,865
4,199
4,776

4,600
NA




Minnesota

Minnesota is the 19th most populous state. It has
3.9 million residents according to 1972 census bur-
eau statistics, more than half of whom are located
in the metropolitan Twin Cities area of Minneapolis-
St. Paul. The remainder of the state is predominantly
rural, although there are two other Sandard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas (SMSAs): Duluth-Superior
and Rochester. Most of the local units of govern-
ment are quite small. Of the 87 counties, 66 percent
have a population of fewer than 25,000 residents,
and 82 percent of the 854 municipalities have 2,500,
or fewer, residents. There are 1,798 townships, 92
percent of which have fewer than 1,000 inhabitants.

The state ranked 23rd among the states in crime
rate in 1973. According to the 1973 “Uniform Crime
Reports,” the reported index crime rate in Minne-
sota increased from 3,354.1 in 1972 to 3,535.6 in
1973, an increase of five percent. The rate of violent
crime climbed from 174.5 to 177.7, and the rate of
property crime went from 3,179.6 to 3,357.8 during
this period.

Total state and local government direct expendi-
tures for criminal justice totaled approximately
$159.7 million in FY 1972-1973. Of the $52.1 million
in state government direct outlays, 27 percent was
for police protection, seven percent for the judicial
system, three percent for prosecution, 0.4 percent
for indigent defense, 47 percent for corrections and
16 percent for other criminal justice purposes. Of
the $116.6 million local government direct expendi-
tures, 64 percent was for police protection, 15 per-
cent for the judicial system, six percent for prosecu-
tion, 0.7 percent for indigent defense, 13 percent
for corrections and 1.3 percent for other criminal
justice purposes. ! '

Minnesota was selected for case study analysis
because of its midwestern location, the absence of
severe crime problems, the stability of leadership in
its state planning agency (SPA) and its unusual
method of awarding grants. Despite the existence of
regions, and in one area of a very strong regional
council, the state has retained authority over the
distribution and use of Safe Streets funds.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Law enforcement in Minnesota is primarily the
responsibility of local government. Approximately
85 percent of all direct expenditures for this pur-

pose are made at the local level. Each county has
an elected sheriff responsible for operating the
county jail as well as for providing law enforcement
services. Police departments have been established
in the more populous municipalities. The main
state role in law enforcement is carried out by the
Department of Public Safety. The Bureau of Crim-
inal Apprehension of the department assists local
law enforcement agencies by providing training,
information systems and forensic laboratory ser-
vices. The Highway Patrol, also located in the
department, not only enforces traffic laws on the
state’s highways, but also assists local police and
sheriffs on request.

The court system consists of the State Supreme
Court (court of appellate jurisdiction); district
courts (courts of general jurisdiction; and county
and municipal courts (courts of limited and special
jurisdiction). Prosecution is the primary responsi-
bility of elected county prosecutors. Defense is
handled by a public defender in the majority of
judicial districts; a state public defender provides
assistance to local defenders and gives counsel on
appeals.

The State Department of Corrections, headed by
a commissioner, administers both adult and juvenile
institutions. Most counties also maintain a jail and
some operate juvenile detention centers as well.
Probation and parole for adults and juveniles is
also the responsibility of the Department of Correc-
tions, although these services are supplemented by
county probation departments, where they exist.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

Responsibility for administering the Safe Streets
program was originally assigned by the governor
to the Minnesota state planning agency, a multi-
purpose general planning agency. In 1971, the newly
elected governor, present Governor Wendell R.
Anderson, issued an executive order establishing
the Governor’s Commission on Crime Prevention
and Control as a separate entity within the Office
of the Governor. According to the executive director
of the commission, the reasons for this organiza-
tional change were essentially three-fold: (1) the
state planning agency’s lack of administrative
capacity to manage a rapidly-expanding, major Fed-
eral grant program; and (2) the executive director’s
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own desire, and the desire of the members of the
commission, to be independent; and (3) the reluc-
tance of the SPA director to take on the manage-
ment of the Safe Streets program. The 1971 execu-
tive order, which remains the basis of authority for
the crime commission, gives it responsibility for
developing a comprehensive plan, setting priorities,
and applying for and accepting grants under the
Safe Streets and Juvenile Delinquency Acts. It
mandates that the governor appoint the members of
the commission for indefinite terms and a chairman
who serves at the governor’s pleasure. It further
provides that the governor designate an executive
director to the commission who also serves at the
governor’s pleasure.

Commission members are representative of law
enforcement and criminal justice agencies (including
those related to the prevention and control of
juvenile delinquency), units of local government,
public agencies maintaining crime control pro-
grams and the general public. Commission member-
ship also reflects a geographic and urban-rural
balance.

In September 1975, shortly after the visit of the
ACIR field team to Minnesota, the governor ap-
pointed 12 new commissioners, bringing the total
membership to 27. The chairman is the chief of
police of Mankato. Unlike its predecessor, the new
commission includes two members of the state
legislature. Overall, seven commissioners are state-
level representatives, 14 are from local government
or criminal justice agencies and six are public mem-
bers. (See Appendix 3, p. 371, for a listing of com-
mission members as of September 1975.)

The commission operates under- a set of bylaws.
Members are not allowed to send representatives in
their behalf. On the average, the staff estimates
that 75 percent of the members attend commission
meetings. The commission has five standing com-
mittees: executive, plans and priorities, affirmative
action, legislative, and grants.

The present executive director is only the second
person to head the Safe Streets program in Minne-
sota since 1969. He was appointed in 1971 by Gov-
ernor Anderson, after having served for a short
time as a staff aide to the governor. The executive
director holds a Ph.D. in political science and, prior
to his involvement in Minnesota state government,
was a university professor.

According to the state’s FY 1976 planning grant
application, there are 36 permanently authorized
staff positions supported principally by the state

share of Part B planning funds and state matchi:
monies. These personnel, along with the nine-pers:
evaluation unit separately funded with Part C acti
monies, carry out the agency’s normal planning ai
administrative responsibilities required by the a
From time to time temporary personnel, general
supported by either action or discretionary grani
are added to the staff to implement special pr
jects, such as the standards and goals project.

The staff is organized into six basic units: pla
ning and program development, fiscal managemen
grants administration, operations management ar
research, audit, and evaluation. Unique to ti
Minnesota management approach is what is terme
the “program implementation team structure.
Teams consisting of personnel from planning, ©
search, grants administration and evaluation ai
organized around the four major subsystems of tt
criminal justice system—law enforcement, corre
tions, adjudication and juvenile justice. The tea
structure is designed to coordinate interrelate
commission activities and to perform commissic
responsibilities, such as monitoring and technic:
assistance, within the functional boundaries of tt
criminal justice system. It is intended to maximiz
commission staff performance by bringing togethe
substantive criminal justice knowledge and technic:
expertise in specific areas, including planniny
evaluation and administration.

State, regional and local interviews indicate
dissatisfaction with the crime commission staff
level of knowledge of the criminal justice systen
Complaints about staff backgrounds and arrogar
demeanor were voiced by four of the interviewees.
was noted by these persons that although the sta
is well qualified academically (six of the 10 ke
staffers listed in the FY 1976 planning grant appl
cation have advanced degrees) some state staff hav
little practical criminal justice experience and, &
a result, have made errors that have undermine
their credibility with local officials. An exampl
cited by the two coordinating council directors wa
the design of a court survey by a crime commissio
staff member who had only been out of law schoc
for a few months. According to these officials, th
survey used terms that did not fit the Minnesot
judicial system. Further, these interviewees cor
tended that some crime commission staff do nc
understand the day-to-day realities of local gov
ernment or criminal justice and thus operate mainl
from an intellectual and theoretical premise of hoy
the criminal justice system should work.



The executive director, on the other hand, pointed
out that although there are some commission staff
members with criminal justice system experience,
there is no evidence that persons trained within
criminal justice agencies are better qualified to
change the system or to carry out the mandates of
the Safe Streets program than are persons with
skills in planning, research and evaluation—func-
tions that he sees as the heart of the program.

Relationship to State Agencies

The governor’s role in the Safe Streets program is
exercised primarily through his appointive powers
and authority to disapprove the match for state and
local agency projects. Because the program is rela-
tively small and criminal justice is not a high prior-
ity concern, the governor does not take an active
personal role in Safe Streets but delegates respon-
sibility to the commission and its executive director.
According to the executive director, the governor
sees Safe Streets as a grant program that probably
will end when Federal funds are no longer avail-
able. There was general agreement among the inter-
viewees that the present executive director is very
much the governor’s man and has the governor’s
full backing and support.

The attorney general, an elected constitutional
officer, has criminal justice responsibilities that are
limited largely to appellate work. Although he is
a member of the crime commission, the attorney
general does not appear to exercise more influence
on its activities than other members.

The primary function of the state legislature in
the Safe Streets program is appropriating matching
and buy-in funds. In addition, the Legislative Ad-
visory Commission (LAC), composed of the chair-
men of key House and Senate committees, reviews
the projects approved for funding by the crime
commission at its annual awards meeting and ad-
vises the governor as to whether or not to authorize
the disbursement of matching dollars from a special
fund into which the legislature has made its appro-
priation. In effect, this review and recommendation
process gives the governor the capacity to veto
projects even though they have been approved by
the crime commission.

Interviews with state lawmakers indicated that
even though the legislature generally has not taken
an active interest in the program, there is a desire
on the part of the lawmakers to have more involve-
ment in and control over the Safe Streets and other
Federal grant programs because the state is often

asked to continue projects initiated with outside
support. Some legislators would like to make ap-
pointments to the crime commission and/or nom-
inate representatives of the legislature to be named
to the crime commission by the governor. Several
bills designed to increase the legislature’s role in
this manner were pending at the time of the field
visit. It should be remembered that at the time these
interviews were conducted, there were no state
legislators on the commission.

Legislative interest is not limited, however, to
the composition and method of appointment of the
crime commission. Proposals have also been intro-
duced that would restructure the planning and
funding process by delegating the authority to
receive action block grants based on state-approved
plans and the authority to review and approve local
applications and monitor projecis to the regions
and to the two criminal justice coordinating coun-
cils. This legislation appears to be the result of re-
gional and local pressure on the state to decentra-
lize the program by eliminating the state role in
the review and approval of local project applica-
tions.*

According to the executive director, the crime
commission should not be statutorily based, because
the Safe Streets program is the governor’s responsi-
bility and he should have the authority to run it as
he sees fit. The executive director is opposed to any
action that would restrict the governor’s ability to
ensure accountability for a program for which he is
responsible.

The crime commission does not become heavily
involved in developing or promoting substantive
criminal justice legislation, although it does adopt
general policy statements that in some instances

*Throughout this and the other case studies, factors considered

by ACIR in assessing the degree of state decentralization include
the degree to which the state has delegated both responsibility
and authority for planning and funding decisions to the regional
level, the absence of specific state funding policies, the distri-
bution of funds according to a fixed allocation formula, and the
capacity and authority of the regional planning units relative to
the SPA. Conversely, factors indicating a centralized administra-
tion are the retention by the state of authority for approving
individual projects; the absence of a fixed allocation formula;
the lack of specific regional plans which form the basis of the
state plan; regional planning units with limited planning capa-
city, authority and responsibility; and the presence of SPA
funding policies that identify and restrict the types of activities
eligible for support. However, no SPA uses a totally centralized
or decentralized approach, but rather displays a mix of the
characteristics listed.
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have implications for legislative action. This “low
profile” appears to reflect the executive director’s
views that the primary task of the crime commission
is to administer the Safe Streets program, that the
crime commission’s legislative role should be to
advise the governor rather than to take independent
action and that criminal justice is not a high prior-
ity problem in the state.

The primary activities of the state budget office
in the Safe Streets area are to review state criminal
justice agency grants awarded by the crime com-
mission and to recommend whether or not matching
funds should be disbursed from the special fund.
The budget office recommends that matching monies
be disapproved for some projects. The reasons for
this negative recommendation are usually: (1) the
agency has sufficient matching funds in its general
appropriation, (2) the need for the project has not
been adequately demonstrated, or (3) the project
would duplicate services aiready being provided.

In developing the FY 1976 state plan, the crime
commission staff, in a first attempt to look at total
state criminal justice resources, is receiving state
criminal justice agency budgets from the budget
office. In turn, the crime commission provides the
budget office with assessments of state programs
generated by its evaluation unit.

The heads of most of the major state criminal
justice agencies are members of the crime commis-
sion. Those interviewed thought that the commis-
sion’s funding decisions were generally responsive

to their needs and priorities. However, these agencies
do not rely significantly on the crime commission
staff for either planning or technical assistance,
other than in procedural or administrative matters
related to the Safe Streets program; the criminal
justice agencies tend to view the crime commission
primarily as a source of financial assistance.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

The 1969 executive order establishing the Gover-
nor’s Commission on Crime Prevention and Con-
trol also authorized the creation of seven multi-
county planning regions throughout the state (see
Table 1). These regional planning units are respon-
sible for developing annual plans, reviewing and
prioritizing applications for action funds, partici-
pating in joint monitoring visits with crime com-
mission staff and providing technical assistance.

Regional planning units (RPUs) are governed by
policy boards composed of criminal justice person-
nel, general local government personnel and public
members (see Table 2). As required by the Safe
Streets Act, at least 51 percent of the members
must be local elected officials. The policy boards
include at least one person from each county. Nom-
inations are made by the county boards, ratified
by the crime commission and approved by the gov-
ernor. After each county’s representative is named,
the council may appoint the remaining members.
Regional policy board chairmen are appointed by
the governor.

Region Population

145,133
323,161
183,670
375,492
262,462
634,394
2,016,920

OTMTMOO®™>»

1974 Estimated

Table 1
Characteristics of Minnesota Criminal Justice Regionai Planning Units

Number of FY 1975
Counties Part B Funds

12 56,533

7 76,269

9 65,019

14 63,113

18 60,731

20 69,936

7 $121,399

Source: Derived from Minnesota FY 1975 planning grant application and FY 1974 state comprehensive plan.




Fach region has at least three professional staff
members, the minimum staff capability determined
by the crime commission as necessary to meet re-
gional criminal justice planning responsibilities.
Regional staff, while generally supported by Part B
planning funds passed through by the state to the
region, are employed by and accountable to their
respective policy boards. Although the crime com-
mission has attempted to establish minimum quali-
fications and salary schedules for regional planners,
these attempts have not met with success. Based
on the responses to questionnaires mailed to all
regional planning units, rural areas appear to have
some difficulty in attracting and retaining qualified
planners because of relatively low wage rates.*

Not surprisingly, there is disagreement as to the
planning capability of the regional units. The crime
commission’s executive director rated their capa-
bility as uneven, largely because of a lack of quali-
fied staff in some regions. Regional staff interviewed
strongly disagreed with this assessment. In addition,
when asked in an ACIR questionnaire to rate the
planning capacity of their RPU, eight of the 51
localities responding (16 percent) replied, “highly
developed;” 29 (57 percent) said ‘adequate;” and
14 (27 percent) answered ““inadequate.”

In 1969, Minnesota adopied a Regional Develop-
ment Act providing for the creation of regional
development commissions (RDCs). Twelve RDCs
have now been established which, together with
the Metropolitan Council in the Twin Cities area,
blanket the state. RDCs are the designated A-95
review clearinghouses and have a variety of area-
wide functional planning responsibilities under
Federal and state programs, including land use,
health and human resources.

The seven regional criminal justice planning coun-
cils were established just prior to passage of the
Regional Development Act, and, therefore, do not
generally conform to the geographic boundaries of
the RDCs. No RDC, however, is located in more
than one criminal justice planning region. Two
criminal justice regions, Region B (Arrowhead
Regional Development Commission) and Region G

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed questionnaires to all regional plan-
ning units and all local governments of 10,000 or more popu-
lation in order to obtain their views about the Safe Streets
program. By October, responses had been received from five of
the seven Minnesota regional planming units (72 percent), 28
of the 54 municipalities meeting the population criteria (52 per-
cent) and 27 of the 75 counties (36 percent).

Table 2

Minnesota
Statewide Composition of Regional
Policy Boards

May 1975

Percent

Number  of Total
Law enforcement 40 21
Courts 15 8
Corrections 8 4

Local general government

elected ofticlals 64 34
Other 62 33
TOTAL 189 100

Source: Derived from the Minnesota FY 1976 planning grant applica-
tion.

(Twin Cities Metropolitan Council), are fully
merged with the RDC. Their criminal justice advi-
sory councils have applied for and administered
Safe Streets Part B funds since the beginning of the
program. Other criminal justice regions, particularly
Region F, have moved in the direction of merger
with the appropriate RDCs.

The designated regional criminal justice planning
unit for the Twin Cities metropolitan area is unique;
it is the Metropolitan Council, a statutorily based,
general purpose policy-making body with limited
taxing authority. Metro Council, as it is called, is
responsible for a broad range of public functions
within a seven-county region including health,
transportation, land use, housing, open space, parks
and sewers. It is also the designated A-95 clearing-
house for the area.

The council consists of 16 members who are ap-
pointed by the governor for overlapping, four-
year terms. In order to meet the representational
requirements governing the composition of regional
criminal justice policy boards, the Metro Council
has established a criminal justice advisory com-
mittee composed of local elected officials, represen-
tatives of criminal justice agencies and the general
public (see Table 3). The criminal justice advisory
committee exercises a dominant role in approving
the regional plans and reviewing grant applications,
although all ultimate authority formally rests with
the council.
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Table 3

Composition of Twin Cities Metropolitan
Council Criminal Justice Advisory Committee

May 1975
Number Percent

Law enforcement 5 17
Courts 3 10
Corrections 1 4
Local general government

elected officials 9 31
Other 11 38

TOTAL 29 100

Source: Derived from Minnesota FY 1976 planning grant applica-
tion.

The council receives approximately $120,000 in
Part B planning funds annually from the crime com-
mission, but general tax revenues support more than
50 percent of the council’s overall criminal. justice
program. The director of this program estimates
that approximately 70 percent of professional staff
time is devoted directly to Safe Streets activities.
He indicated that special conditions placed by the
crime commission on regional planning grants
restricting the use of Part B funds to Safe Streets-
related activities prohibit the Metro Council’s
criminal justice staff from establishing more effec-
tive linkages with other planning and policy devel-
opment functions of the council.

Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils

The 1971 Safe Streets Act amendments required
states to assist major cities and counties in develop-
ing local planning capabilities. Further, they author-
ized the use of Safe Streets action funds to establish
criminal justice coordinating councils (CJCCs) for
local government units or combinations of local
government units representing populations of 250,
000 or more. Spurred by these amendements, which
for the first time gave statutory recognition to local
planning, Minnesota’s two major city-county areas
—Minneapolis-Hennepin County and St. Paul-
Ramsey County—both created units designed to
insure improved local planning and coordination of
criminal justice activities. )

While these criminal justice coordinating coun-
cils engage in a variety of activities not related to
the Safe Streets program, they also perform a num-

ber of functions directly related to the planning
and funding processes. Because the CJCCs are
located in the seven-county Metro Council region,
some disputes have arisen between Metro Council
and CJCC staff as to the appropriate demarcation
and definition of their respective roles and respon-
sibilities. As a result, all three staff directors thought
there had been not only some programmatic differ-
ences, but also some needless duplication of effort.
An administrative interpretation from the LEAA
regional office, however, has indicated that the
FY 1976 LEAA planning requirements pertaining
to memorandums of agreement between regional
criminal justice planning units and areawide com-
prehensive planning agencies, are also applicable
to CJCCs. Therefore, agreements must be developed
between the two CJCCs and the Metro Council that
not only identify the relationships between the two
levels, but also specify the organizational and pro-
cedural arrangements for coordinating their activi-
ties.

St. Paul-Ramsey County

The St. Paul-Ramsey County Criminal Justice
Advisory Committee was created in November 1971
by city ordinance and subsequently by county
resolution. The committee is a permanent agency
of the city government; in the early years of exis-
tence it was viewed largely as a mayor’s program.
At the time the committee was formed the mayor
of the city of St. Paul was also the chairman of the
Ramsey County Board of Commissioners. Recently,
however, the committee has begun to work more
closely with the county because of the county’s
greater criminal justice responsibilities. The com-
mittee is chaired by the chairman of the Ramsey
County Board of Commissioners; its vice-chair-
man is the mayor of St. Paul. Members of the
committee are appointed by the chairman, with
the consent of the Board of Commissioners. As of
May 1975, the committee consisted of 16 members,
eight of whom were elected officials of general local
government (see Table 4). The committee has four
functional subcommittees: law enforcement, judicial
process, prevention, and corrections. Since its
formation in 1971, the committee staff has been
headed by a director appointed by the mayor of St.
Paul. The committee presently has seven other
staff positions, two of which are supported by funds
made available from the city and county under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. In
FY 1976, the committee was awarded $92,073 in



Part C funds from the crime commission, $5,115
in local matching monies, and $5,115 in state buy-in
funds.

Committee functions related to the Safe Streets
program include plan formulation, application
development and review, technical assistance, and
monitoring (in cooperation with state and regional
staff). According to the director, however, the
committee is also involved in criminal justice and
related planning activities that are not dir‘ectly
linked to the Safe Streets program: a fee schedule
study for shared law enforcement services, for
example. Both the director and the mayor of St.
Paul voiced the opinion that the committee would
continue to exist in the absence of the Safe Streets
program.

Minneapolis-Hennepin County

The Hennepin County Criminal Justice Council
(HCCIJC) was established in March 1972 by county
resolution. Although it is not a permanent agency
of county government and its staff members are not
county employees, the HCCJC is currently engaged
in a study with the county government to determine
if the HCCJC should be made a permanent agency.
Because of the county’s greater criminal justice
responsibilities, the HCCJC tends to deal more
closely and frequently with the county than with
the City of Minneapolis or the suburban jurisdic-
tions.

In FY 1976, the HCCJC received $124,496 in Part
C action funds from the crime commission, matched
by $6,916 in local funds and $6,916 in state buy-in
monies. It currently has eight staff positions.

Membership on the HCCIJC is representative of
criminal justice agencies and general local govern-
ment. It presently includes five members from
suburban Hennepin County, five members from the
City of Minneapolis, eight members from the
Hennepin County government, and a community
representative from the Health and Welfare Coun-
cil. Of the 18 members of the council, five are
elected officials of general local government and
and another is the designated representative of the
mayor of Minneapolis. The council is co-chaired
by a member of the Minneapolis City Council and
a member of the Hennepin County Board of Com-
missioners. The council has four subcommittees:
law enforcement, adjudication, corrections and
prosecution.

The HCCJC is responsible for coordinating Safe
Streets and related criminal justice system activi-

Table 4

Composition of Local Criminal Justice
Coordinating Councils

May 1975

Percent

Number of Total
Law enforcement 5 15
Courts 10 29
Corrections 1 3
Local general government 12 35

elected officials

Other 6 18
TOTAL 34 100

Source: Derived from Minnesota FY 1976 planning grant applica-
tion.

ties within Hennepin County. This entails criminal
justice system planning functions, grant develop-
ment and technical assistance. The director of the
council, however, estimates that 50 percent of staff
time is devoted to activities other than those directly
related to the Safe Streets program. Examples of
these activities include participation on various
committees, such as the special committee planning
the county’s takeover of responsibility for the work-
house; the County Department of Mental Health
and Mental Retardation Chemical Dependency
Planning Committee and the City of Minneapolis’
Comprehensive Planning Committee, whose func-
tion is to relate social services and physical plan-
ning.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

The Safe Streets Act initiated the first statewide
attempt at comprehensive criminal justice planning
in Minnesota. As in other states, planning activities
in Minnesota, particularly in the early years of the
program, were handicapped by lack of data on
crime and the criminal justice system, staff inex-
perience and short time periods for plan preparation.
Moreover, an assessment of the administration of
the Safe Streets program in Minnesota through
June 1972 by the General Accounting Office (GAO),
the LEAA Office of Audit and the Minnesota Leg-
islative Audit Commission concluded that plans
lacked comprehensive description of goals and ob-
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jectives and were of limited use to potential appli-
cants. Factors cited by the GAO as contributing to
the crime commission’s lack of capability to develop
a comprehensive criminal justice plan included: the
previous lack of representation of rural areas on the
commission, the inexperience of crime commission
staff in criminal justice functions and the lack of
regional input into the plans from local levels. 2

As stated in the GAO report, participation in
planning by regional and local officials had been
limited to developing demographic and crime pro-
files of each region, statements of needs and sug-
gested projects. These materials were then con-
sidered by crime commission staff in developing
the state plan. Beginning with the FY 1974 plan,
state and RPU staffs jointly developed guidelines
for the preparation of regional plans, including
the tentative allocation of a specific amount of
action funds to each region as well as to Hennepin
and Ramsey Counties.

The allocations are based on a two-part formula
of crime and population equally weighted and
applied against 75 percent of the Part C funds that
the Safe Streets Act requires be passed through
to localities. Twenty percent of the local share of
action funds is reserved by the crime commission for
the following uses: (1) high priority continuation
projects that exceed a region’s base allocation; (2)
high priority program areas of the commission that
may not receive sufficient attention within each
region’s allocation; (3) minimum and maximum
subsystem percentage allocations desired by the
commission (functional balance); and (4) specific
programs that are planned at the state level, such
as crime laboratories, training and information
systems. An additional five percent is reserved for
crime-specific and special impact programs. Al-
though the crime commission emphasizes that the
allocations are target amounts only and do not
represent funding commitments, 1 practice each
region generally appears to receive at least its
minimum allocation, although the projects may not
be funded in the order of priority recommended
by the region (see Table 5). None of the state’s
Part E award is included in the base allocation to
the regions.

Each year the crime commission staff, in conjunc-
tion with the regional planners, prepares policies
and planning guidelines that are the basis for
the development of local, regional and state plans.
The policies and planning guidelines for FY 1976 set
forth: (1) policy statements of the crime commission;

Table 5

Comparison of Planning Allocations
and Actual Funds Awarded*

FY 1975
Base Actual
Region Allocation Block Award
A $ 130,671 $ 533,154
B 354,677 427,119
C 168,005 157,539
D 336,010 294,276
E 233,341 246,280
F 532,017 349,628
G 2,912,091 3,311,310
Hennepin County 1,587,090 1,485,076
Ramsey County 783,352 1,215,315

*Awards as of June 1975. The commission did not fuily award its block
funds at its annual grant award meseting in May 1975,

Source: Derived from Minnesota FY 1975 state plan and Newsletter,

Governor's Commiissicn on Crime Prevention and Control, June 1975,

(2) standards for the implementation of these poli-
cies; (3) guidelines for the development of regional
and local plans; (4) tentative FY 1976 programs
and objectives; (35) procedures for submission, re-
view, distribution and utilization of regional plans;
(6) guidelines for state agency planning information;
and (7) format and minimum daia requirements for
regional plans,

The policy statements are generally broad ex-
pressions of direction that outline & commission
point of view rather than define criteria for allocating
Safe Streets funds. For example, one policy states
that the commission, ““. . . believes that efforts are
urgently needed to increase community involvement
at all levels of the criminal justice sysiem. . . . The
Commission will encourage projects that increase
community involvement in all aspects of crime
prevention and control.”3

The standards for implementation of commission
policy statements are much more specific and set
some parameters for the use of Safe Streets monies
in Minnesota. They also point out the commission’s
emphasis on innovation rather than supplementa-
tion. Examples of standards set forth in the FY
1976 Minnesota planning guidelines include:

I. A prohibition on new, general public
education projects, because the commis-



sion has established resources on crim-
inal justice system education that are
available to the entire state.

2. An attempt to delineate the boundaries
for appropriate Safe Streets funding in
the area of juvenile delinquency preven-
tion, stating that the highest priority will
be given to projects that can demon-
strate that they are serving youth who
would otherwise be sent through the
criminal justice system.

3. A statement that projects to merely pro-
vide law enforcement equipment will
not be supported, unless the equipment
is necessary to the implementation of a
new, worthwhile program.

4. Limitations on construction projects,
including funding prohibitions on me-
dium or maximum security correctional
facilities; single county jails, detention
centers or lockups, and courthouses and
courtrooms.

S. Prohibitions on projects that are de-
signed merely to add personnel or other-
wise expand programs that are clearly
the responsibility of local or state gov-
ernment.

Certain programs are planned by the state, includ-
ing organized crime programs, information systems,
crime laboratories and training programs. Although
regional and local councils are requested to assess
the needs and problems in these areas, the crime
commission staff believes that planning for these
activities should be centralized for the most part,
in order to insure a comprehensive and unified
approach. ‘

The state guidelines also set funding limits for
functional categories so that the overall state plan
meets LEAA requirements regarding functional
balance. They also help to insure that a base per-
centage of Part C funds is allocated to corrections,
so that the state can receive Part E funds. In FY
1976, the limits adopted by the crime commission
are: (1) policing—not more than 40 percent; (2)
prevention—not less than 10 percent; (3) adjudica-
tion —not less than 10 percent; and (4) corrections —
not less than 20 percent.

The state plan itself is organized into five func-
tional categories: juvenile justice; detection, deter-
rence and apprehension; adjudication; corrections;
and cross-system development which includes plan-

ning, evaluation and information systems. The FY
1976 state guidelines outline 21 programs and mini-
mum objectives in these five functional areas, but do
not preclude regional or local plans from proposing
additional programs or objectives. The 21 basic pro-
gram areas have remained fairly constant over the
past several years and generally relate to the policies
and priorities previously established by the com-
mission. For example, a program within the func-
tional category “juvenile justice” is “‘juvenile justice
research and development.”” This program attempts
“to increase an understanding of the effects of var-
ious programs and specific intervention methods on
the juvenile justice system and its clients” and “to
determine the most effective ways of preventing or
reducing crime and delinquency in Minnesota.” 4

Each region and the two coordinating councils are
now required to submit an annual plan that includes
an existing system description, a multiyear plan, an
annual action program (including problems and
objectives as well as specific project descriptions)
and related plans and programs. In addition, the
crime commission has established minimum data
requirements for the existing systems description.
In the annual action section, each region provides
brief descriptions of specific projects that are pro-
posed for inclusion in the state plan. These projects
are then prioritized by the respective regional policy
boards.

Obtaining plan information from state agencies is
primarily the responsibility of commission staff.
Each state agency, however, is required to submit
and prioritize descriptions of projects that it wishes
to have included in the state plan.

Crime commission staff review the material sub-
mitted by the regions and the state agencies and
draft the state plan. The annual action section of
the plan is prepared, taking into account the pri-
orities identified by the regions and the state agen-
cies, continuation funding demands and priority
problem areas identified by crime commission sub-
committees. The plan is then reviewed by the various
subsystem subcommittees of the commission, the
subcommittee on plans and priorities and the full
commission. Final approval is the responsibility
of the full commission.

Previous state plans (through FY 1975) have only
partially identified specific projects, subgrantees
and amounts. The executive director of the commis-
sion estimates that the FY 1975 plan is approxi-
mately 50 percent project-specific, with the remain-
der of the funds allocated to general program areas.
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The reasons for the lack of specificity appear to be
two-fold: a lack of sufficient and detailed informa-
tion on proposed projects in the regional plans and
a reticence on the part of the commission to give
the appearance of making a commitment to fund
any given project. The planning director indicated,
however, that the commission is moving in the
direction of a more specific plan. Guidelines for the
development of the FY 1975 plan, which was being
prepared at the time of the field team’s visit to Min-
nesota, state that, “the projects anticipated to be
funded with each region’s 1976 allocation will be
specified in the State plan, provided that specific
subgrant data was provided by the region, along
with an appropriately prioritized list of 1976 action
projects.”5

Although local and regional involvement in plan-
ning has increased significantly in the last three
years, the crime commission retains a great deal of
control and all ultimate decision-making authority.
Although the staff utilizes material submitted by
the regions and the state agencies if this material
meets the established guidelines and criteria, it
nevertheless actively influences the plan develop-
ment process. [t is the commission’s belief, as voiced
by the executive director, that the Safe Streets pro-
gram is the governor’s program and that ultimate
responsibility and authority should rest with the
state, although there should be substantial local
input.

Some of the regional and local officials inter-
viewed believe that the crime commission should
make mini-block awards based on approved regional
and local plans. Although there does not appear to
be any consensus as to the precisg¢ nature and form
of the mini-block approach advocated by these
individuals, essentially it would entail regions and
major localities submitting plans to the crime com-
mission based on the commission’s policies and
statewide priorities. Each region would be allocated
a specific portion of block funds according to a
formula. Plans meeting both Federal and state
guidelines would be approved. Upon approval of
the state plan submitted to LEAA, each region
would receive a mini-block award to carry out the
projects outlined in the regional plan. Each region,
then, would assume responsibility for grant admin-
istration for those projects within its region. In
contrast to the present procedure, regional and
local applications would no longer have to be sub-
mitted to the state for review and approval. The
region and/or the coordinating council would have

Table 6

Part B Allocations to Minnesota
Regional Advisory Councils
FY 1976

Regional
Adyvisory Council

Amount of
Part B Funds

64,712
70,445
64,986
70,100
65,5634
79,507
132,216
$547,500

OMMOoOOm>»

TOTAL

*Based on 12 months.

Source: Minnesota FY 1976 planning grant application.

authority to act on applications and make actua
grant awards. The crime commission’s role wouls
be redefined and limited to setting statewide policie
and priorities, reviewing and approving regiona
and local plans, submitting a state plan, plannin,
and administering grants for state agency project
and evaluating programs. State legislation man
dating the mini-block approach as well as othe
changes in the program was before the Minnesot:
State Legislature at the time of the field visit
Although it is impossible to assess what degree o
support the legislation, and the mini-block concep
in general, has at this time, some proponents thin}
that even if the legislation is not adopted, it ma
well encourage changes in the present operation o
the program.

Planning Funds

Minnesota received $1,008,000 in FY 1976 Part [
planning funds. The crime commission in turr
passed through to the seven regional councils 5(
percent of the state’s total Part B award, 10 percen
more than the minimum pass-through required by
the Safe Streets Act. Each RPU received a base
award of $60,000, plus a percentage of the remaining
funds available to the regions; this percentage cor-
responded to each region’s percentage of the state’s
population (see Table 6). This formula, plus the
decision by the commission to pass through half o
the Part B funds, insures that each region, including
those in outlying and predominately rural areas



has a minimum staff complement of four persons —
three professional and one clerical. The two local
coordinating councils are supported by Part C
grants at a 90/ 10 matching ratio.

The Part B funds retained by the commission are
used primarily to support 36 authorized state staff
positions. The executive director, however, stated
that the present amount of Part B funds is inade-
quate to provide for all the necessary functions
and activities of his agency. Consequently, he has
augmented his Part B resources for agency opera-
tions by obtaining a variety of Part C and LEAA
discretionary grants. For example, the commission’s
evaluation unit is supported by a Part C grant of
approximately $150,000.

Responses to ACIR’s regional questionnaire
indicated dissatisfaction with the division of Part B
funds between the state and the regions. Four of the
five RPUs replying thought that a greater portion of
the funds should be allotted at the regional and
local levels, and that the current amount of Part B
funds available to the regions was inadequate. All
five stated that the amount of Part B funds retained
by the state was excessive. Interviews with three

regional staff directors, however, did not reveal any’

serious disagreement with the method by which the
crime commission distributed the Part B funds
among the regions. Apparently, there is consensus
on the need to provide a minimum dollar level to
each region, regardless of population.

SAFE STREETS ACT FUNDING

In FY 1975, the total block award to Minnesota
(Parts C and E) was $9,853,000 (see Table 7). This
amount represented about six percent of the total
non-Federal expenditures for criminal justice in the
state.

Each year the crime commission makes approxi-
mately 150 grants to state and local government
from its fiscal year block award. These grants,
ranging in dollar amounts from about $5,000 to
$700,000, support a variety of crime reduction
and system improvement projects.

In order to determine the distribution and use
of Safe Streets funds in Minnesota, the field team
reviewed all Part C grants awarded by the commis-
sion in calendar year 1974.* Table 8 shows the to-

*For a discussion of the methodology employed in the grant
analysis, see Chapter VI.

tal number of grants and amount of Safe Streets
funds awarded to different types of recipients.

As shown in Table 8, grants to local units of
government accounted for 69 percent of the total
grants and 65 percent of the total funds awarded.
Conversely, grants to state agencies represented 31
percent of the total grants and 34 percent of the
total funds awarded. Several grants classified as
“state,” however, were actually for projects on
Indian reservations. In addition, as in other states
studied, some grants to state agencies were for
projects of direct benefit to localities, but were ad-
ministered at the state level. Examples of these
projects include the program to upgrade law enforce-
ment radio communications in accordance with a
statewide master plan, expansion and improvement
of forensic laboratory services, and the maintenance
of a law enforcement resource center in the attorney
general’s office.

Data from LEAA’s Grants Management Informa-
tion System (GMIS), although including Part E as
well as Part C funds, are generally consistent with
the findings of the grant sample analysis. GMIS
records show that of FY 1974 block monies, 30
percent was awarded to state agencies, 31 percent to
cities and 37 percent to counties.*

A recurring issue throughout the Safe Streets
program has been whether or not local governments,
particularly those with high crime rates and high
populations, receive a fair share of block grants.
Under the variable pass-through provision of the
Safe Streets Act, the state is required to make avail-
able to localities a percentage of Part C funds equal
to their proportion of criminal justice outlays—
about 74 percent in Minnesota. Part E funds are
not covered by the variable pass-through and, al-
though available to both state and local govern-
ments, are usually awarded by the crime commission
to the state department of corrections. The state
accounts for 64 percent of all non-Federal outlays
for correctional purposes.

Counties and municipalities responding to the
ACIR questionnaire overwhelmingly expressed
their dissatisfaction with the amount of funds
passed through to localities. Out of 49 responses

*For a discussion of the limitations of the GMIS data, refer to
Chapter V. Although GMIS does not have complete data for
all states, as of August 1975 it included a fairly high percentage
of Minnesota awards for the three most recent fiscal years:
97.7 percent for FY 1972; 100.1 percent for FY 1973; and 97.0
percent for FY 1974,
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Table 7

Part B, C and F Awards to Minnesota
FY 1969-1975

Fiscal Part Part Part
Year B C E
1969 $ 340,300 $ 438,770 $ 0
1970 380,000 3,302,000 0
1971 480,000 6,307,000 462,000
1972 645,000 7,639,000 900,000
1973 920,000 8,866,000 1,043,000
1974 920,000 8,866,000 1,043,000
1975 1,008,000 8,816,000 1,037,000
Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data.
Table 8
Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Number of Percent Amount Percent Amount of
Recipient Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds Average Grant
State 47 31 3,255,553 34 $69,267
County 63 41 3,450,584 36 54,771
City 43 28 2,788,156 29 64.840
Other 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 153 $9,494,293
Table 9
Primary Activities Supported with Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample
Primary Number of Percent Amount Percent
Activity Grants ot Grants of Funds of Funds
Equipment 6 4 1,536,760 16
Construction 0 0 0 0
Services 136 90 7,252,647 76
Training 9 6 625,530 7
Personnel 2 1 78,356 1
TOTAL 153 $9,494,293




Functional Number of
Component Grants
Police 45
Courts 27
Corrections 52
Juvenile delinquency 25
Drug and alcohol 0
Combinations 4
TOTAL 153

Table 10

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount ot Percent
of Grants Funds of Funds
29 3,291,223 35
18 1,191,685 13
34 3,324,124 35
16 1,164,000 13
0 0 0
3 523,261 6

$9,494,292

to the question, “Do you feel that the amount of
funds ‘passed-through’ is equitable and reflects a
balance between State/local needs,” 38 (77 percent)
answered “no”” and said that more dollars should
be given to localities and 11 (23 percent) answered
“yes.”

Similarly, 30 out of 48 (63 percent) local govern-
ments indicated that they believed they were not
receiving a fair share of Part C funds compared with
other jurisdictions in their region. The major factors
accounting for this inequity, according to the re-
spondents, were the inadequate allocation formula
utilized by the SPA and the weak political position
of their jurisdiction. The greatest dissatisfaction
with the amount of funds received seems to be con-
centrated in the more rural areas.

GMIS data are useful in assessing relative equity
in the distribution of funds to the state’s major
urban jurisdictions. Minneapolis and St. Paul to-
gether have 17 percent of the state’s population and
38 percent of its total 1973 reported index crimes.
According to GMIS, they have received 28 percent
of the total Part C monies awarded to local gov-
ernments by the crime commission during FY 1972-
1974. Therefore, these two cities have received a
greater percentage of funds than their population
alone would warrant, but a smaller percentage than
they would receive if the allocations were based
solely on their share of total crimes. It should be
remembered, however, that cities normally have
primary responsibility for only one aspect of the
criminal justice system—the police, while county
governments have a major role in the courts and
corrections functions. In interviews, the mayors
of both these cities indicated that, although their

jurisdictions were in need of additional resources,
they were receiving a generally equitable portion of
the available Federal dollars.

In an attempt to determine the kinds of activities
supported with Safe Streets funds, each grant was
classified in one of the five general categories shown
in Table 9.

Like the other case study states, Minnesota used
a majority of its block grants to support service
activities, with 76 percent of the total funds awarded
for activities of this type. This emphasis is consistent
with the crime commission’s policy of not funding
projects that merely add personnel, purchase routine
equipment or construct facilities.

Sixteen percent of the Safe Streets funds were
used to acquire equipment. These equipment pur-
chases were predominantly to upgrade law enforce-
ment communications. Two grants to the Twin
Cities to modernize their police radio communica-
tions systems accounted for over $1 million of the
total equipment awards. The non-routine nature of
the equipment grants is also suggested by the rela-
tively high dollar value of the average award.

Training activities received seven percent of the
funds, or $625,530. “Minnesota Crime Watch”
accounted for nearly half of the total training funds.
This statewide crime prevention project is adminis-
tered by the crime commission and provides training
and technical assistance to local law enforcement
agencies.

Minnesota does not award a large number of
grants of relatively low dollar value. Only 15 of the
153 grants reviewed were for less than $10,000 in
Federal funds. By awarding relatively few grants, the
crime commission avoids many of the administrative
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Year

1968

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

Source: GMIS data.

Subgrant

Part C
PartE
TOTAL

Part C
Part E
TOTAL

Part C
Part E
TOTAL

Part C
Part E
TOTAL

Part C
Pant E
TOTAL

Part C
Part E
TOTAL

No.
22

22

40

40

58

58

69

69

64

64

43

43

48

48

38

38

41

40

40

38

37

35

30

27

Police

$ Amount

251,336
0
251,336

1,352,162
0
1,352,152

3,793,719
0
3,793,719

2,773,198
0
2,773,198

3,650,145
0
3,650,145

3,021,289
0
3,021,288

58

58

41

41

51

48

35

33

41

36

35

31

Table 11

Functional Distribution of Part C and E Funds
FY 1969-1974

No.

[~ =T )

(24}

(=1

23

23

21

21

24

24

%

13
0
13

13
12
12
11
16

15

Courts

$ Amount

40,637
0
40,637

158,304
1}
158,304

184,358
0
184,358

827,785
0
827,785

675,557
0
675,557

1,122,031
0
1,122,031

wow &R

»O D

13

1

No.

37

42

43

50

37

46

29
13

Corrections
% $ Amount
17 69,700

0 0
17 69,700
16 475,880

[} 0
16 475,880
26 1,839,450

100 381,056
29 2,220,506
25 2,426,364

100 568,457
27 2,994,821
21 1,968,403

100 1,043,000
25 3,012,403
20 1,862,801

100 1,043,013
26 2,905,814

16

16

14

14

24
100
28

31
100
35

22
100
30

21
100
30

No.

w o o

30

26

26

12

12

19

19

15

15

Combinations

%
17

17

28

28

18

28

$ Amount

59,156
0
59,156

1,075,802
0
1,075,802

1,073,869
0
1,073,869

662,090
0
662,090

1,413,205
0
1,413,205

1,219,152
Q
1,219,152

%

13
0
13

33
0
33

14
0
13

8
0
7

15
0
14

14
0
12

Non C-J Agencles

No.

1
0
y

13
0
13

10
0
10

25
0
25

30
0
30

32
0
32

%

2
0
2

12
]
12

7
0
6

14
0
13

17
0
16
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0
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0
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1,174,066
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1,174,066

1,345,289
0
1,345,289
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problems associated with making small awards.
Training and equipment activities, which in other
states are often funded with small grants, are not
supported, are large projects or are operated on a
statewide basis in order to facilitate coordination
and to avoid the costs involved in processing several
very small grants. The crime commission’s ability to
manage the grants process is also enhanced by its
practice of awarding almost all grants from a fiscal
year’s block award at one time.* If not all funds are
obligated, however, or if unexpected monies become
available, additional grants may be awarded at a
later date by the executive director, if the grant is
under $25,000, or by the commission, if the grant
exceeds $25,000.

To determine which functional components of
the criminal justice system received funds and in
what proportions, grants were also. classified ac-
cording to the categories listed in Tabie 10.

Minnesota awarded 70 percent of its Safe Streets
action funds to police and corrections, with each
function receiving 35 percent of the total Part C
allocation. It should be noted, however, that more
than half of the monies in the police category were
for communications and information systems. Min-
nesota awarded a higher percentage of its funds to
corrections than did any of the other case study
states, an emphasis that can be attributed, at least
in part, to the state’s community corrections thrust
in the past several years. With the moratorium
placed on funding residential community correc-
tions centers that resulted from a crime commission
staff evaluation, it is quite possible that this empha-
sis will decrease.

Although no grants were classified in the “drug
and alcohol” category, it should be noted that the
categories used are not mutually exclusive and that
a number of the juvenile delinquency and correc-
tions grants deal with drug and alcohol problems,
even though their overall functions warrant a more
generalized classification.

GMIS records of the functional distribution of
block grants tend to verify the grant sample analysis,
although it should be kept in mind that the GMIS
data is incomplete and uses a different classification
system. Moreover, GMIS deals with fiscal year
funds, while ACIR examined calendar year awards.

*Subsequent to the Minnesota field work, the crime commission
abandoned the once-a-year funding procedure.

Table 11 shows that, according to GMIS, in FY
1974 the police received 35 percent of the Part
C funds, compared to 58 percent in FY 1969.
Corresponding changes can be seen in the courts
and corrections categories. The amount of Part C
funds allocated to courts increased from nine per-
cent in FY 1969 to 13 percent in FY 1974; correc-
tions awards climbed from 16 percent of Part C
funds in FY 1969 to 21 percent in FY 1974. Thirty
percent of the total Part C and E block funds were
allocated to corrections. Non-criminal justice
agencies also received an increasing share of the
monies, with 15 percent of the FY 1974 Part C
funds going to agencies of this type.

To determine the extent to which Safe Streets
funds were used to support innovative rather than
routine activities, grants were classified according
to two additional sets of categories. The first set,
shown in Table 12, reflects the degree to which the
activities had been attempted at the state or local
level prior to Safe Streets funding.

As Table 12 indicates, 75 percent of the funds
were used to support activities new to the locality.
Twenty-five percent were awarded to activities that
had been previously attempted in the recipient local
jurisdiction, fourth highest among the 10 case study
states. This figure seemed surprisingly high to the
ACIR field team, given Minnesota’s stated empha-
sis on innovation, and may be due in part to the
generally progressive nature of the state’s criminal
justice system. In addition, it may be attributable
to the difficulties inherent in classifying the grants.

The second set of categories used to assess the
innovative nature of activities supported by Safe
Streets funds is shown in Table 13. Again, the over-
whelming majority of funds (74 percent) was used
for new activities and only a very small amount
(one percent) for routine activities.

The emphasis on innovation seems to reflect the
executive director’s view that the major purpose
of the Safe Streets program is to initiate and test
new and different approaches to reducing and con-
trolling crime. Some state and local officials inter-
viewed, however, believe, that the state has placed
too much emphasis on innovation and not enough
emphasis on providing resources to meet basic needs
and to sustain funding for projects once they have
been initiated. County and municipal government
questionnaire responses indicate that, although
many local officials agree with the view that innova-
tion is the primary objective of Safe Streets assist-
ance, the majority believe that the most important
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Number of
Grants

Never attempted

anywhere 4
Never attempted in

state 41
Never attempted in

locality 76
Had been attempted

in locality 32

TOTAL 153

Table 12

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
3 438,223 5
27 2,249,897 24
50 4,414,682 47
21 2,391,491 25
$9,494,293

objective is either to provide funds to supplement
local budgets or to give localities greater flexibility
in the use of Federal aid (see Table 14).

To sum up, based on an analysis of grants award-
ed in 1974, Minnesota allocates a larger percentage
of its funds to corrections than do all other case
study states. In addition, most funds are used for
service projects. Very few Safe Streets dollars are
used to support activities that are routine.

Grant Processing

As stated earlier, the state plan does not really
dictate specific funding decisions, although it does
provide general guidance. All final decisions are
made by the crime commission during the funding

process, subsequent to LEAA’s approval of the
state plan.

Minnesota awards grants once a year. The com-
mission establishes a review schedule that insures
that all applications from units of local government
are acted upon within 90 days of receipt. The sche-
dule also makes it possible to fund grants in May,
thus allowing projects to become operational on a
fiscal year basis.

The process for local applicants is generally as
follows: (1) the development of an application by
the local unit, frequently with the assistance of
regional or coordinating council staff; (2) a review
and endorsement of the application by the local
governing body and the chief executive officer; (3) a

Degree of Number of
Innovation Grants
New 115
Expansion 30
Update 3
Routine 5
TOTAL 153

Table 13

Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
75 7,023,444 74
20 1,986,855 21
2 399,387 4
3 84,607 1

$9,494,293




review and recommendation by the RPU board or
advisory council:* (4) a review by the designated
A-95 clearinghouse if the A-95 clearinghouse is not
the same as the regional council; (5) a review and
recommendatior by the staff of the crime commis-
sion; (6) a review by the appropriate commission
subcommitice and (7) a review and approval or
disapproval by the full commission.

The crime commission cacourages the regions to
establish the same deadlines as the commission,
so that applications can be reviewed jointly. A-95
review is generally concurrent with the regicnal and
state review. State agency applicaticns are submitted
directly to the crime commission and. in addition, to
the Minnesota state planning agency for A-95 review.

Becausc ail applications are reviewed and acted
upon as a whole under the annual funding method.
they are, within the parameters set by the plan, in
competition with each other for a limited amount
of dollars: thus, priority-setting is very important.
Priorities for local applications are established at a
number of review levels. Applications from juris-
dictions within the Twin Cities areas are first prior-
itized by the appropriate coordinating council.
Subsequently, all applications from Region G
(which includes Twin Cities area and five other
counties) arg ranked by the Criminal Justice Advi-
sory Committee of the Metropolitan Council.
These rankings may or may not reflect the prior-
ities established by the coordinating councils. State
agencies submitting more than one application are
also asked to submit their priorities to the commis-
sion.

The staff of the crime commission reviews all local
(local review is carried out jointly with the regional
advisory councils) and state applications, with each
subsystem team prioritizing applications within its
functional category. Copies of the application, staff
recommendations, together with the recommenda-
tions of the regions and the coordinating councils,
applicant responses, and any supplementary infor-
mation, are then transmitted to the appropriate
functional section of the commission’s grant com-
mittee: policing, adjudication, corrections, juvenile
justice or “‘cross-system.” Each grants committee
section reviews applications in its area and recom-
mends funding or denial to the full commission. The

*Applications from localities in the Twin Cities area are reviewed
by the appropriate coordinating council before they are sub-
mitted to the region.

Table 14

Rankings of “Most Important”
Safe Streets Act Objective by
Minnesota Municipalities and Counties

October 1975

Possible Objectives Number

Provide state and local governments with a

comprehensive criminal justice planning

capacity 7
Provide funds to supplement state and

local criminal justice budgets 11
Provide funds to support innovative

pilot and demonstration criminal

justice programs 12
Replace existing criminal justice expendi-

tures by state and Iocil governments 0
Give state and local governments greater

latitude and flexibility in the use of

federal funds for law enforcement and

criminal justice 10

TOTAL 40

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets Survey.

commission, in an all-day session, then makes the
final decisions. In general, only those applications
over which there is some disagreement or contro-
versy are specifically discussed.

All regional and local coordinating council staffs
interviewed, and the mayor of St. Paul, expressed
dissatisfaction with the multiple levels of review for
grant applications; they claimed that the process is
duplicative, unwieldy and unnecessary. They be-
lieved that once regional and local plans are ap-
proved and incorporated in an approved state plan,
the regional or local councils should be able to
award grants on the basis of those plans without fur-
ther and, as they view it, overlapping, reviews by the
crime commission. Although they acknowiedge that
regional priorities were generally followed by the
commission, they believed that this was more the
result of coincidence than actual reliance on the
regional or local councils. A recent study by the
crime commission staff indicates that the commis-
sion does accept regional recommendations in most
instances (see Table 15).

According to the interviews, the staff of the crime
commission exercises the most influence in the fund-
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ing process. The two coordinating council directors
both indicated that the staff relationship was crucia
and that they made an effort to informally negotiate
with appropriate commission personnel prior tc
submitting applications in order to insure that pro-
jects were tailored to the interests and priorities
perceived by the staff.

The Minnesota system differs from that of the
majority of SPAs in that grant awards are generally
made at only one time during the year. There is
apparent disagreement within the state as to the
efficiency, fairness and effectiveness of such an
approach. Those in favor of one-time funding point
out that it enables staff to spend more time planning
and less time reviewing and processing applications.
In addition, they claim, it allows the commission to
look at all applications at once and to decide what
to fund and what not to fund on a merit basis,
rather than on first-come, first-served basis. Thirdly,
it enables the commission staff to better track the
award and expenditure of fiscal year funds, and thus
to reduce the amount of unutilized monies. State
agency interviewees generally favored annual fund-
ing, as long as funds could be requested during the
interim for emergency situations.

Other interviewees, particularly regional and local
staff, indicated that one-time funding unduly re-
stricts their ability to respond to emergency situa-
tions or to initiate projects when the time and
opportunity is right. They believe that the decision
to only fund annually is primarily for the adminis-
trative convenience of the crime commission staff,
and ignores the realities of developing and imple-
menting projects at the local level. In addition, they
point out that the process has been set up so as to
allow projects to operate on a fiscal year, while
most local government budget cycles are on a cal-
endar year.

Of the 41 localities responding to the question
““Have you experienced any major delays since
1973 in the grant award process?,”” 12 counties and
municipalities answered affirmatively and 29,
negatively. The major factor contributing to these
delays, in the view of the respondents, was the time
lag between the preparation of the regional and local
plans and the annual award of grants by the crime
commission. The five regions responding to the
RPU questionnaire estimated that the length of the
grant process, from the development of the applica-
tion through the receipt of funds, ranged from a
minimum of 23 weeks to a maximum or 52 weeks.



Continuation Funding

In 1973 the crime commission adopted a policy
governing continuation funding that allows up to
three years of Safe Streets support: the first two
years at a 90/10 ratio and the third year at 60/40
ratio. According to the interviews, local govern-
ments believe that projects should be supported for
a ‘“‘reasonable period” at the 90/10 ratio, in order
to demonstrate their effectiveness. One agency speci-
fically mentioned that the three-year limit was too
short to test new and innovative activities. Some
interviewees also stated that they were increasingly
hesitant to start new projects because of the long-
term impact on their budgets.

The crime commission appears to be very success-
ful in encouraging the assumption of project costs
by state and local government. A few years ago,
the crime commission staff conducted a survey to
determine the status of Safe Streets-funded projects.
This study revealed that 86 percent of the long-term
projects that were initiated with Safe Streets funds,
but which no longer received Federal support, are
continuing to operate with state and local resources.
Based on responses to the ACIR county and muni-
cipal questionnaire, the major considerations in
determining whether or not a project will be con-
tinued by a local unit of government after the
termination of Safe Streets funding are the proven
success of the project and the financial condition
of the grantee. Factors that were viewed as “very
important” were as follows: the “‘ability of the gov-
ernment to support the project” —46; the “‘proven
success of the project” —36; the ‘“‘functional area
of the project’”’ —17; the ‘“project’s innovativeness”
—six; the “non-controversial nature of the activity”
—five; and the “project’s political strength” —five.

Buy-In

The buy-in provision of the Safe Streets Act re-
quires the state to pay for one-half of the required
non-Federal share of local programs supported by
Part C funds—normally five percent of the total
project costs because the required match is usually
10 percent. During the interviews, the Hennepin and
St. Paul coordinating council staff directors voiced
objections to the state’s interpretation of this re-
quirement and contended that the state buy-in
should increase as the local share of the cost of an
individual project rises, because the act states that
the *“. . . State will provide in the aggregate not
less than one-half of the non-Federal funding.”

The staff directors’ position regarding the inter-
pretation of the buy-in provision is also supported
by the National League of Cities—U.S. Conference
of Mayors. The Minnesota Governor’s Commission
on Crime Prevention and Control, however, has
adopted a policy that the state will provide only
one-half of the 10 percent match regardless of
whether or not the actual amount of non-Federal
funding is more than the minimum required by the
Safe Streets Act. In other words, under the crime
commission’s continuation policy, a local project
in its third year of funding would be eligible to
receive up to 60 percent in Federal funds; 35 percent
of the costs would be borne by the locality, but the
state buy-in would remain at five percent.

This issue was raised by the two coordinating
councils with the LEAA regional office, which in
turn requested a legal opinion by the LEAA Office
of General Counsel. This opinion, issued in May
1974, sustained the crime commission’s policy and
stated that *“. . . buy-in must be calculated against
the total Part C pass-through, not against the local
fund share, which may vary from grant project to
grant project because of voluntary adjustment of
the projects’ sizes or State supervisory board re-
quirements.”’ 6

Unused Funds

In FY 1973, Minnesota reverted to the Federal
government no Part B or C funds and only $23,290
in Part E funds. Thus, it appears that the crime
commission has developed an extremely efficient
system for awarding its block grants and monitoring
their expenditures so that unused funds may be
reawarded and expended prior to the two-year ex-
piration date. At one time almost all reverted
money was reallocated to radio communications
projects, but the state radio communications plan
is now nearly completed.

Although the reallocation of reverted funds to
some extent offsets some of the inflexibility of the
state’s once-a-year awards session, no formal proce-
dures seem to exist for awarding unused funds. The
executive director is empowered to make grants of
up to $25,000 without the prior approval of the
commission and can therefore award at his own
discretion monies that otherwise might revert.

Evaluation

The crime commission established an evaluation
unit in 1972 using Part C action funds. This unit
now consists of about nine persons supported by a

363



364

$151,824 Part C grant and is responsible for evaluat-
ing crime-commission-funded projects, reviewing
grant applications to insure that projects can be
evaluated, establishing minimum data requirements
for projects and providing technical assistance. The
crime commission has recently received a one-year,
$251,149 discretionary grant from LEAA that will
enable it to vastly expand its technical assistance
role through the training of personnel, the loaning
of evaluation staff and establishing demonstration
evaluation units in selected operational criminal
justice agencies.

The crime commission staff believes that the
activities of the evaluation unit have had consider-
able impact on the grants review process, particular-
ly by specifying the kinds of special conditions that
should be placed by the state on grants in order to
insure that project achievements can be assessed
objectively. In addition, evaluation information is
used by state planning staff in developing programs
and priorities for the state plan.

Minnesota’s approach to evaluation is highly
centralized, as is its approach to planning and fund-
ing. Although the crime commission appears to
believe that centralization assures both consistency
and quality and is the most efficient use of limited
resources, the present evaluation system, according
to five interviewees, has some drawbacks from a
regional and local perspective. The most significant
appears to be that information is not received in a
manner and at a time that enables it to be used by
local governments and regional and local councils
in developing and reviewing applications. These
councils believe that since it is local governments
that bear the fiscal burden of continuing projects
as Safe Streets funds decline, local governments
should have evaluation reports available to them in
a more timely and usable fashion. As a result, local
and regional councils favor developing their own
evaluation capability. Previous planning grants
awarded by the crime commission to these agencies,
however, have specifically prohibited their use to
support evaluation activities. Although current
planning grants no longer have this prohibition, it
appears unlikely that the present level of funding
could adequately support a regional and local
evaluation effort.

The Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordi-
nating Council (HCCJC) has adopted a formal policy
statement encouraging tlie crime commission to
grant Part B and C funds to regional and local
criminal justice planning units for evaluation and

monitoring purposes. The HCCJC contends that
evaluations by crime commission staff ‘. . . have
not always been provided to local government of-
ficials. Further, when this information has been
made available, it has addressed not the concerns
of local government; but rather, the concerns of
Crime Commission staff.”7

Responses to the county and municipal question-
naires were mixed in their assessment of the state’s
evaluation system. No local officials viewed it as
“excellent.”” However, 1l respondents (24 percent)
rated the evaluation system as ““good;” 14 (31 per-
cent) as “fair;” 13 (29 percent) as ‘“‘poor:” and
seven (16 percent) said that the system “‘should be
abolished.”

There was also criticism of the evaluation pro-
gram from a state Department of Corrections staff
member who questioned the objectivity and reliabil-
ity of a staff evaluation on residential community
corrections projects—a comment made by at least
two other persons interviewed.

IMPACT OF THE SAFE STREETS ACT

Since 1969 Minnesota has received approximately
$48 million of Safe Streets block funds, yet its crime
rate has increased by about 74 percent. As in other
case study states, interviewees indicated that the
impact of the Safe Streets program could not be
measured simply in terms of crime reduction and
that perhaps, given the causes and dimensions of
crime, it is unrealistic to expect the Safe Streets
program to control crime.

A number of persons cited improvements in the
state’s criminal justice system resulting from the
Safe Streets Act, including improved pre-trial ser-
vices for misdeameanants, the development of
alternatives to incarceration, the increased diver-
sion of juveniles from the criminal justice system,
the expansion of volunteer programs, and the ‘m-
provement of management and planning capabilities.
A major improvement, in terms of systems inte-
gration, was the establishment of a statewide radio
communications network.

As in other states, the Safe Streets program in
Minnesota has for the first time created a forum for
criminal justice and other governmental officials to
exchange information and ideas, but as vet it has
not brought about comprehensive systemwide plan-
ning. As the crime commission’s executive director
stated, that kind of planning and coordinating
function is nearly impossible unless an agency is



granted authority and resources far greater than
those presently possessed by the crime commission.

The Minnesota crime commission has emphasized
efficient planning to achieve the maximum impact
for Safe Streets funds rather than truly comprehen-
sive planning for the criminal justice system. The
executive director views the agency’s role primarily
as one of granting funds to support projects de-
signed to test different approaches to reducing crime
and improving the criminal justice system, evalu-
ating these approaches and disseminating the re-
sults. Thus, the crime commission has stressed
innovative programming, planning, research and
evaluation. As mentioned previously, however, some
state and local agencies question not only the em-
phasis on innovation but also the degree to which
the crime commission has as yet failed to develop a
planning and evaluation capability. Nevertheless,
based on the interviews, it would appear that in
general there is agreement with the executive direc-
tor’s position. Some officials interviewed stressed
that the commission should become even more
involved in setting policy, encouraging legisiative
action to improve the criminal justice system, and
provid: 'g¢ technical assistance and less involved in
processing and administering grants.

Whether or not the crime commission would
continue to exist in the absence of Federal support
is difficult to assess. Interview responses generally
indicated that the agency would probably continue,
but at a drastically reduced level. The executive
director stated that it was likely that the crime com-
mission would contine to operate in some capacity
without Safe Streets funds, but that it would have
substantially less support and would be of low
priority in the state government. Responses regard-
ing the continuation of regional planning units
were mixed. but it is possible that those RPUs that
have merged with the regional development councils
may be more wviable, since the RDCs have other
sources of financial support. The Metropolitan
Council in Region G, of course. has the soundest
financial and structural base. It is also unclear
whether or not the two local coordinating councils
would continue, although both are =2lready sub-
stantially involved in activities not rclated to the
Safc Streets program. both receive financial support
other than Part B planning funds and either are,
or are in the process of becoming, permanent
agencies of the City of St. Paul and Hennepin
County, respectively.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

Based on the field interviews and the survey data,
it appears to ACIR that the overriding issue in
Minnesota is the role and authority of the different
levels of government—state, regional or local—in
administering the Safe Streets program. The regional
and local view is that the state should delegate its
present control over funding and grant administra-
tion to the regions (or coordinating councils) and
redirect its resources to evaluation. planning, legisla-
tion and technical assistance. Most regional and
local officials interviewed advocate that the crime
commission assign to the regions (or coordinating
councils) authority to review and approve project
applications based on state-approved plans. They
believe that if the crime commission decentralized
the grants process in this manner, the program
would become more efficient and responsive (o
local needs. Basically they contend *“. . . that pro-
jects are implemented at the local level, that they
are soon paid for by local taxes, and that meaning-
ful planning for effective and efficient programs
can best be done locally . . . The State should ap-
prove the local plans that are consistent with and
demonstrate solutions to thé identifiable problems.
The role of the State would become that of monitor
—to insure that the ongoing local programs con-
form to the submitted plan. The State can provide
important technical assistance such as research and
examples of sucessful new approaches, but it cannot
readily adjust its planning outlook to reflect differ-
ing local needs, problems, and capabilities.”’¢ In
essence, the regional and local perspective is that
there is presently an imbalance between decision-
making authority in the Safe Streets program and
responsibility for providing and financing criminal
justice services.

The crime commission, on the other hand, sees
the program as the state’s responsibility and has
made a determined effort to retain decision-making
authority at the state level while providing oppor-
tunities for regions and local governments to express
their needs and priorities. The crime commission’s
executive director asserts that responsibility and
accountability rest with the governor and, therefore,
that authority and control must also . rest with the
governor.

Minnesota has some of the characteristics of a
decentralized state: its regional planning units pre-
pare annual plans; target allocations are made on
the basis of a formula; and regional recommen-
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dations are, for the most part, adhered to in the
awarding of grants by the commission. Despite
these factors, however, decentralization in Minne-
sota is more apparent than real. The allocation of
funds to the regions is for planning purposes only;
it is not a guarantee of funding. Furthermore, only
three-fourths of the available local monies are
included in the allocation. Twenty-five percent of
the local Part C funds and all of the Part E award
are allocated at the crime commission’s discretion.
In recent years regions have submitted annual plans,
but it is difficult to assess the degree to which
these plans have formed the basis of the state plan,
because the state plan only identifies specific- pro-
jécts about half of the time. Actual funding deci-
sions are made on the basis of individual grant
applications and can be made only by the crime
commission or, under certain circumstances, by its
executive director. Thus, it is the state that has
primary control over the use and distribution of
Safe Streets funds.
Other major issues include:

1. The relationship between the Metro-
politan Council (Criminal Justice Re-
gion G) and the two local coordinating
councils. The degree of responsibility
and authority in the Safe Streets pro-
gram is unclear between the regional
and the local councils in the Twin
Cities area. Coordinating council staff
directors think the region should only
focus on truly regionwide programs and
the five outlying counties, and leave
planning and application review for
Hennepin/Minneapolis and Ramsey/St.
Paul to the local councils. The regional
criminal justice program director, on
the other hand, believes that the Metro
Council has a responsibility to look at
the entire region and set priorities ac-
cordingly. He believes that local coun-
cils should focus on developing county-
wide comprehensive criminal justice
plans, irrespective of Safe Streets funds,
and leave the job of Safe Streets plan-
ning and grant processing to the region.
At present, the lack of definition as to
regional and local responsibilities seems
to lead to needless duplication of effort
and to conflict, in the opinion of these
officials.

2. Responsibility for evaluation. The crime

commission has established an evalua-
tion system that is seen by regions-and
the CJCCs as generally not useful for
their needs. Regional and local councils
believe that they should be allowed to
establish their own evaluation capabil-
ity, but the state has given them neither
the resources or the authority to do so.
On the other hand, the crime commis-
sion thinks that by keeping responsibil-
ity for evaluation at the state level they
are better able to insure consistency
and quality and to effectively use limited
evaluation resources.

Continuation funding and buy-in poli-
cies. The crime commission limits fund-
ing to three years. A number of officials
think there is a need for more sustained
funding due to the economic plight of
local governments and the need to dem-
onstrate program effectiveness. The
three-year limit, however, helps to insure
that a significant number of new pro-
jects can be initiated each year. In addi-
tion, it appears that state and local gov-
ernments are assuming most of the
projects initiated with Safe Streets
funds. Some local officials believe that
the state buy-in share should increase
as the local match increases, but the
crime commission views the increased
local share as an incentive to encourage
project assumption and thus does not
increase the state buy-in. The crime
commission’s  interpretation of the
state’s buy-in obligation is supported
by an LEAA legal opinion.

. Annual funding. The crime commission

awards grants once a year; this allows
greater time for planning and expedites
fund flow. However, some recipients find
that annual funding limits their flexibil-
ity, minimizes the ability of crime com-
mission members to review applications
due to the heavy volume and is out of
phase with local budget cycles. They
also believe that annual funding is more
tailored to the administrative conven-
ience of crime commission staff than to
the real needs of grant recipients. '



5. The degree of immovation. The crime

commission emphasizes innovative pro-
jects, because it believes that is the most
effective way to use the relatively limited
amount of Safe Streets funds coming
into the state. However, recipients do
not always see innovative activities as
their primary need. They believe that
there is a limit to the numbers and kinds
of innovative projects that can be devel-
oped and implemented. In addition,
some think that Minnesota is a progres-
sive state with a fairly modern and
sophisticated criminal justice system
and that what is needed is more resour-
ces, not more ideas.

. The role of the executive director.
Because of the strong relationship of the
executive director to the governor and
the apparent desire by the governor to
delegate almost total autonomy to the
executive director, the Minnesota Safe
Streets program largely reflects, both
in style and substance, the personality
and policy choices of the current execu-
tive director. He is by far the most cen-
tral and dominant influence in the pro-
gram and has considerable latitude and
authority, both formal and informal.

While his relationship with the gov-
ernor offers many advantages to the
administration of the program, it also
raises the question of what will happen
when a .new governor is elected. Once
before, in 197], in the transition from
the administration of Harold Levander
to that of Wendell Anderson, the pro-
gram was seriously disrupted; almost
all staff and commission members re-
signed, the executive director post re-
mained unfilled for about six months
and virtually all activity ground to a halt
for almost a full year. Although the pro-
gram is far more routinized and institu-
tionalized today (most staff have civil
service tenure), the same kind of dan-
gers, though perhaps to a far lesser
degree, might be present if a change in
the governorship should occur. It also
seems likely that without the strong
central leadership that now exists, the

program would be much more subject
to the pressures already being exerted
from regional and local interests.

7. The role of staff. Crime commission
staff appear to have more influence in
decision-making than do the members
themselves, primarily due to the strong
role exercised by the executive director.
Complaints have been raised by some
state, regional and local officials that
staff are inexperienced and arrogant.

8. The role of the state legislature. Minne-
sota, like several of the other case study
states, is currently grappling with the
issue of the role of the state legislature
in the Safe Streets program. At present,
the legislature is primarily involved
through the Legislative Advisory Com-
mission, which makes recommendations
to the governor concerning matching
funds. However, there appears to be an
increasing interest in the Safe Streets
program by members of the legislature
and a desire by some to establish a
stronger degree of legislative control
over the program. This interest seems to
be the result of legislators wanting more
influence over the initiation of state
agency projects, which they are later
asked to continue, and also of lobbying
efforts of some regional and local offi-
cials who advocate decentralizing the
program.

In conclusion, Minnesota is an example of a
state with strong, highly centralized administration
of the Safe Streets block program; most authority
is retained at the state level. Although local govern-
ments play an important role in financing and de-
livering criminal justice services, regional and
local criminal justice planning units exercised only
limited influence in planning and funding decisions
of the Safe Streets program. The crime commission
has emphasized innovative and efficient program-
ming, and participants point to a number of posi-
tive system improvements that are a direct result
of Safe Streets funds. Nevertheless, the crime com-
mission views its role as primarily administering
a Federal grant-in-aid program and does not seek
to broaden its role in relation to other components
of the state-local criminal justice system.
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APPENDIX 1
Minnesota Site Visits

In addition to interviewing state officials in St.
Paul, the field team visited three of the state’s crim-
inal justice regions. These were selected, with the
help of the crime commission’s executive director,
in order to provide for both a geographic and an
urban-rural balance. Region C is a predominantly
rural, nine-county region in the western part of
the state with a total population of approximately
184,000. Region F is a primarily rural, twenty-
county region in the southern part of the state with
a total population of approximately 634,000. Most
of the field work concentrated on the Twin Cities
area, however, because of its dominance in the
state in terms of population and crime problems.
The Twin Cities are encompassed by Region G, a
seven-county area with a total population of about
2,000,000. Together, these three regions account
for approximately 72 percent of the state’s total
population. Hennepin County, including the City
of Minneapolis, has a population of 960,000—
25 percent of the total state population —and 44 per-
cent of the state’s index crime. Ramsey County
(including the City of St. Paul) has a population of
476,000 — 13 percent of the state’s total population—
and 22 percent of the state’s index crime. Each
of these city-county areas has a fully staffed and
operating criminal justice coordinating council.

Interviews Conducted in Minnesota

State

SPA Staff

Robert E. Crew, Jr., Executive Director

Cynthis Turnure, Planning Director

William Lucas, Grants Administrator

Timothy Hennessey, Director, Evaluation Unit
Elizabeth Reveal, Director, Standards and Goals
Stanley Lebsack, Accounting Officer

State Budget Office

Douglas Watnemo, State Program Management
Coordinator for Protection, Regulations, and
Economic Development

Thomas Lee, Program Analyst

Richard Manthey, Program Analyst

State Legislature

Rep. Gordon Voss, District 47B, Member House
Appropriations Committee

Rep. Anne Carlson, Member, House Crime Preven-
tion and Corrections Committee, District 58B

Rep. Pete Petrafeso, District 41B, Member, House
Crime Prevention and Corrections Committee

Sen. Bill McCutcheon, District 67, Senate Judiciary
Committee

Gail Hansen, Chief of Staff, House Crime Preven-
tion and Corrections Committee

Rep. Donald Moe, District 65B, Chairman, House

Crime Prevention and Corrections Committee 369

State Agencies

Warren Spannaus, Attorney General

Robert Sheran, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of Minnesota

Richard Kline, State Court Administrator

Betsy Buckley, Grants Administrator, Department
of Corrections

Paul Tschida, Superintendent, Bureau of Criminal
Apprehension, Department of Public Safety

Regional and Local

Mayor Albert J. Hofstede, City of Minneapolis

John O’Sullivan, Director, Hennepin County
Criminal Justice Council

Peter Franklin, Director, St. Paul-Ramsey County
Criminal Justice Advisory Committee

Mayor Lawrence D. Cohen, City of St. Paul

John R. Jensen, Chief of Police, City of Minnea-
polis

William Mavity, Program Manager, Criminal Jus-
tice Metro Council, St. Paul, Minnesota

Kenneth Young, Director of Court Services,
Hennepin County, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Everett Rollie, Director Crime Commission,
Region C

Dean Doyscher, Director, Region 9, Regional Devel-
opment Commission

Ronald Wiborg, Director, Criminal Justice
Advisory Council, Region F

Charles Alexander, Chief of Police, Mankato,
Minnesota



APPENDIX 2
Responses to Local Questionnaires”
Minnesota
1975
Counties Cities
Number Number
Population Group Surveyed Responding Surveyed Responding
No. % No. %
Over 500,000 1 1 100 0 0

250,000-500,000 1 1 100 2 2 100

100,000-249,999 3 1 33 1 1 100

50,000- 99,999 4 1 25 2 1 50

25,000- 49,999 21 9 43 17 10 59

10,000- 24,999 46 14 30 35 14 40

TOTAL 76 27 57 28
370
*The distribution of counties and cities by population grouping was derived from the 1975 Municipal Year Book and the 1975 County
Year Book, both of which use 1970 Census of Population figures. Discrepancies between the total number of counties and cities indi-
cated above (76 and 57, respectively) and the number actually surveyed (75 and 54, respectively) can be attributed to efforts by the
International City Management Association's Urban Data Service to update its records.




APPENDIX 3
Governor's Commission on
Crime Prevention and Control

September 1975

Rosemary Ahmann, Commissioner, Olmsted County

Charles D. Alexander, Chief of Police, Mankato

Keith Brownell, County Attorney, St. Louis County

Willis Eken, State Legislator, District 2B

William B. Farrell, Mayor, Shoreview

Viola Foldesi, Counselor, American Indian Fellow-
ship Association, Duluth

Ronald Haskvitz, Attorney, Minneapolis

Calvin F. Hawkinson, Chief of Police, Plymouth

C. Paul Jones, State Public Defender

Francis Judge, Worthington

Robert F. Labathe, Deputy Chief of Police,
St. Paul

Jonathan Lebedoff, District Court Judge, Hennepin
County

David P. Loftness, Director, Scott & Carver, County
Govt. Services

Calton Mortensor, Sheriff, Ottertail County

Richard T. Mulcrone, Minnesota Corrections
Authority

Gail Murray, Judge, St. Louis County

Elmer C. Nordlund, Captain, Minneapolis Police
Department

Dean O’Borsky, Chief, Hutchinson Police Depart-
ment

Loraine Rehder, Probation Officer, Goodhue
County-Wabasha

Robbert Ridder, Chairman of the Board, WCCO,
Minneapolis

Kenneth F. Schoem, Commissioner, State Depart-
ment of Corrections

Linn Slattengren, County Attorney, Chisago County

Warren Spannus, Attorney General

Jose Trejo, St. Paul Chamber of Commerce

Paul Tschida, Superintendent, State Bureau of
Criminal Apprehension
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Missouri

Missouri is a mid-continental state with a popula-
tion of 4,757,000. Most of the inhabitants reside in
urban communities; about one-fourth live in rural
areas.

Missouri is the 14th most populous state in the
nation, according to 1972 U.S. Census Bureau sta-
tistics. It has the 19th highest crime rate, with
4141.4 reported index crimes per 100,000 inhabitants,
according to the FBI's 1973 “Uniform Crime Re-
ports.”

The distinguishing characteristic of the State of
Mssouri’s participation in the Safe Streets program
is decentralization. Seventy-six percent of the state’s
total criminal justice funds are spent by counties and
cities.

ORGANIZATION OF STATE
GOVERNMENT

Under the 1945 constitution, the Missouri General
Assembly was established as a bicameral body con-
sisting of a House of Representatives elected on a
population basis and a Senate elected on a geo-
graphic basis. Legislators serve two-year terms and
meet for alternate annual sessions of six months
and four months. ‘

Missouri’s judicial branch consists of the Supreme
Court, an appeals court having three districts and
115 - courts of general trial jurisdiction grouped
into 43 circuits. The Supreme Court is primarily an
appellate court but also has superintending control
over all inferior courts. The Court of Appeals, which
has general "appellate jurisdiction, is divided into
three districts: St. Louis, Kansas City and Spring-
field. Under provisions of the “Missouri plan,”
vacancies on the Supreme Court and appeals courts
are filled by appointment of the governor, who
chooses from a list of three names submitted by a
nonpartisan Appellate Judicial Commission. Appel-
late judges serve twelve-year terms.

Six elected officials, led by the governor, make
up the executive branch of state government. Since
passage of the Omnibus State Reorganization Act
of 1974, every state agency must be attached, if
only for administrative purposes, to one of the
foliowing 14 departments: agriculture; conservation;
consumer affairs, regulation and licensing; elemen-
tary and secondary education; higher education;

highways; labor and industrial relations; mental
health; natural resources; public safety; revenue;
social services; and transportation.

Missouri’s local government is centered in 114
counties, one of which is the City of St. Louis. The
major county executive officer is the presiding judge,
who is elected.

According to the 1972 “Census of Governments,”
there are approximately 894 incorporated munici-
palities in Missouri, 82 percent of which have a
population of less than 2,500. The largest jurisdic-
tions—St. Louts, Kansas City, Springfield, St.
Joseph and Columbia—are the hubs of the only
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs)
in Missouri, Cities are largely independent of state
and county governments.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

State-Local Criminal Justice Organization

The Omnibus State Reorganization Act of 1974
created the Department of Public Safety (DPS)
*“to provide overall coordination in the State’s public
safety and law enforcement program, to provide
channels of coordination with local and federal
agencies in regard to public safety, law enforce-
ment and with all correctional and judicial agencies
with regard to matters pertaining to its responsi-
bilities as they may interrelate with the other agencies
or offices of state, local or federal governments.”!
The Department of Public Safety is divided into
eight major units. These include three planning or
support units for public safety activities, four law
enforcement units and the Adjutant General’s Of-
fice. The director of public safety is appointed by
the governor (with senate confirmation).

The planning and support units are the Division
of Staff Services, the Missouri Council on Criminal
Justice and the Division of Highway Safety. The
Division of Staff Services is responsible for overall
coordination and budgeting within the DPS. The
Missouri Council on Criminal Justice (MCCJ) is the
designated supervisory board of the Missouri Safe
Streets state planning agency (SPA). The Division
of Highway Safety administers Missouri’s compre-
hensive highway safety program. ,

The law enforcement activities of the Department
of Public Safety are carried out through four divi-
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sions. The Missouri Highway Patrol is primarily
responsible for enforcing laws on the state’s high-
ways. The Division of Liquor Control and the Divi-
sion of Water Safety ensure compliance with the
liquor and waterways statutes. The State Fire
Marshal’s Office is concerned with fires and arson.
The Office of the Adjutant General of the Missouri
National Guard assists the director of public safety
in matters relating to disaster planning and emer-
gency coordination.

All division heads are directly responsible to the
director of public safety. The superintendent of the
Highway Patrol, the supervisor of the Division of
Liquor Control, the boat commissioner and the
adjutant general are appointed by the governor;
all other division heads are employed by the director
of public safety.

The only general law enforcement agency at the
state level is the Missouri Highway Patrol, which
has 800 commissioned officers. Its jurisdiction is
highways and state roads. Functioning at the county
level are 115 sheriffs, 540 full-time deputies and
5,000 part-time deputies. City police departments
vary in size from one officer to 2,220 (in St. Louis).
Both the Kansas City and St. Louis police depart-
ments are governed by a board of police commis-
sioners who are appointed by the governor. In all
categories, there is a total of 7,473 commissioned
law enforcement officers in Missouri.

The major divisions of the Missouri corrections
system are located within the newly created Depart-
ment of Social Services, the department responsible
for all state programs in the fields of health, wel-
fare, corrections, probation and veterans services.
As a result of the 1974 reorganization, the director
of corrections is appointed by the director of social
services. The largest institution in the state correc-
tions system is Missouri State Penitentiary, which
has 1,500 inmates. Other correctional facilities in-
clude the Missouri Training Center for Men, the
Missouri Intermediate Reformatory for Young Men
(ages 17 through 25), the Fordland Honor Camp,
Church and Renz Farms and the State Correctional
Center for Women.

A three-member, bipartisan Board of Probation
and Parole, appointed by the director of social
services, oversees Missouri’s probation and parole
services, with their six regions, 25 districts and four
institutional parole offices. The state has seven
halfway-house programs, which provide transitional
assistance to about 350 parolees. In 1974, the gen-
eral assembly provided funds to expand probation

and parole services to the criminal courts and to
implement innovative projects.?

County sheriffs supervise corrections functions
at the local level. The 3,000 persons who comprise
the average daily population of the 144 county and
city jails in the state are either awaiting trial or
serving short terms.

The state judiciary’s unifying agent is the Supreme
Court. The state’s 43 circuits have a court in each of
Missouri’s 115 counties. These courts have jurisdic-
tion over all criminal cases and juvenile proceedings.
Courts of special jurisdiction include two common
pleas courts and the St. Louis Court of Criminal
Correction. In 92 of the 115 county magistrate
courts, the probate and magistrate functions have
been combined. A lack of basic judicial management
statistics for the state court system prompted the
establishment of the State Courts Administrator’s
Office in 1970.3

The Missouri Public Defender Law of 1972 re-
quires a circuit public defender for indigents accused
in felony cases. There is no such provision for
indigents in misdemeanor cases or for juveniles —
nor is there provision for state administration of
the public-defender program.

The Missouri Juvenile Code of 1957 dictates
the structure of the Missouri juvenile justice sys-
tem. The Juvenile Court has exclusive, original
jurisdiction over children unaer 17 years of age who
are neglected, dependent or delinquent. Juvenile
Court judges are the chief administrative officials
of the Juvenile Court. In 40 of the 43 judicial cir-
cuits, there is at least one full-time, court-appointed
juvenile officer. Throughout the state, there are
328 full-time and 11 part-time Juvenile Court per-
sonnel, 39 group homes and six local, juvenile cor-
rectional facilities.

The Missouri Division of Youth Services (a divi-
sion of the Department of Social Services) is the
only state agency devoted to treatment of juvenile
offenders. The division has assumed the responsi-
bilities of the State Board of Training Schools and
operates 10 group homes, two training schools and
six after-care offices.

The breakdown of total criminal justice expen-
ditures in Missouri during fiscal years 1972-1973
(see Table 1) reveals a primarily local criminal
justice system. The state spent $49,587 on criminal
justice; counties and municipalities, $38,744 and
$115,308, respectively. The largest state outlay was
for police protection (37 percent); the smallest was
for public defense (two percent). Both counties and
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municipalities spent the largest amounts of their
criminal justice dollars on police protection—39
percent and 83 percent, respectively.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

The Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Coun-
cil (MLEAC), created in 1969, operated as the state
planning agency under the Safe Streets Act uatil
the 1974 reorganization. Because of the consistently
negative relationship between the Missouri General
Assembly and the MLEAC, the governor provided a
fresh start for the Safe Streets program under the
reorganization by abolishing the MLEAC and trans-
ferring its powers and duties to the Department of
Public Safety.4

The Reorganization Act authorized the director of
public safety to appoint such advisory bodies as
required by Federal laws or regulations. Since the
Safe Streets Act provides that the governor desig-
nate the state planning agency, Governor Chris-
topher S. Bond issued an executive order naming
a state committee on criminal justice, to be estab-
lished by the director of public safety, as the SPA.
The director created the Missouri Council on Crim-
inal Justice (MCCJ) and appointed its chairman
and members. The council advises the director of
public safety on matters pertaining to criminal
justice and acts as the supervisory component of
the SPA called for by the Safe Streets Act.

To insure some continuity, the director of public
safety appointed many members of the MLEAC to
the MCCJ. Currently, the council is composed of
20 members, none of whom is ex officio. Table
2 indicates that citizen representatives constitute
the largest single category of membership. Only
four members are elected officials —a judge, a sheriff,
a mayor and a state legislator. Eight members repre-
sent state agencies. Two MCCJ members also sit on
their respective regional crime councils.

The MCCJ has six standing committees: priori-
ties, police, adjudication, corrections, juvenile justice
and criminal justice information systems. The chair-
man of each committee is appointed by the chair-
man of the MCCJ and the director of public safety
from the council membership. Chairmen of all
standing committees sit on the Priorities Committee,
which acts as the coordinating body for the standing
committees. Each standing committee has 10 to 15
members, recommended for appointment to the
committee by the chairman.

Although the MCCJ has no bylaws, it has adopt
ed resolutions covering such items as standing com
mittee structure and operating procedures fo
planning and grant review. The council usua!l
meets monthly at locations throughout the state.

Most interviewees thought that the major role o
the MCCJ and its predecessor, MLEAC, had bee:
to rubber-stamp local applications and regiona
plans. In fact, the MCCJ has almost total forma
authority over all aspects of the Safe Streets pro
gram, including the allocation of Part B funds
Although this authority is rarely used, severa
regional and local officials expressed resentment
that this potential for state dominance of the pro-
gram existed.

When the Safe Streets program began in 1969,
the MLEAC staff was part of the Department ol
Community Affairs, but by July 1970, the SPA
staff had begun to function independently of this
agency. During the reorganization of state govern-
ment in 1974, the Department of Public Safety
planned to integrate the SPA staff into a Division
of Planning and Program Development, which was
to be responsible for developing statewide priori-
ties for all public safety expenditures and for coor-
dinated criminal justice planning at the state level.
The personnel, organizational and operational
changes required to accomplish this goal, in addition
to the problems facing the Safe Streets program,
were of such magnitude that the plan was impos-

Table 2

Missouri Council on Criminal Justice
1975 Membership

By Function
Citizen
Adjudication
General Government
Corrections”
Juvenile
Police

By Level of Government
Public
State
Local 5

WNWN OO

[ RN |

“Also includes some members who have juvenile-justice-related
functions but are not included under the juvenile justice category.

Source: FY 1976 Missouri planning grant application.




sible to implement. Instead, the director of public
safety created the MCCJ staff and a separate Divi-
sion of Staff Services, which performs all admin-
istrative functions for the Department of Public
Safety. The MCCJ staff carries out the day-to-day
operations of the Safe Streets program and serves as
the staff to the supervisory board. The executive
director of the MCCJ is selected by the director of
public safety and is responsible to him.

In 1969, the MLEAC staff consisted of 10 auth-
orized positions. Prior to the reorganization, the
executive director was employed by the council, and
staff members were not covered by the state’s merit
system. The first executive director served from
1969 to 1973; his successor served until the reorgan-
ization. Leadership changes, reorganization uncer-
tainties, lack of coverage under the merit system and
other difficuities contributed to an SPA staff turn-
over of 36 persons in the 32-month period prior to
July 1975. According to state and regional offi-
cials familiar with SPA operations at that time, the
high rate of turnover decreased the staff’s efficiency,
effectiveness and credibility. Stability appears to be
returning as the reorganization takes effect.

The size of the MLEAC staff and the necessity
of Part B matching funds to support the SPA have
been persistent and perplexing problems. Since
1969, the general assembiy has usually appropriated
less than the amount needed to match the 60 per-
cent Part B monies available for support of the
SPA. More than the 40 percent minimum has been
earmarked for use in the regions.

The first executive director though that his staff
size was insufficient to accomplish the council’s
mission and sought a way around the general assem-
bly’s inadequate appropriations. Many of the func-
tions the limited SPA staff was unable to perform
were related to regional and local operations. The
executive director created a TECH TEAM to carry
out these functions and funded the venture through
the regional crime council (RCC) of the capital area.
In effect, the TECH TEAM was a part of the SPA,
but it was financially supported by the RCC, which
received an increase in its Part B allocation to
accommodate the additional personnel.

Mid-Missouri Regional Crime Council officials
became concerned when the size of the tech team
exceeded that of the MLEAC and forced the
SPA to remove the group from the regional pay-
roll. The LEAA regional office said that a 1973
audit of SPA operations had revealed this prac-
tice. The MLEAC, which at this time was having

difficulty obtaining matching funds from the general
assembly, simply shifted the funding of the team to
an RCC willing to include the staff on its payroll.
The new executive director terminated RCC funding
of the TECH TEAM in 1974, shortly after his ar-
rival, because he though that it was a subversion
of the intent of the general assembly. The general
assembly finally appropriated the funds needed for
SPA support of the TECH TEAM in 1975.

At the time of the field reseurch, the SPA staff
consisted of 23 professionals and eight clerical
staffers, supported with Part B funds. In addition,
an evaluation unit to receive Part C funds was being
staffed. Most of the professional staff members had
both advanced degrees and professional experience
1n their respective fields.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

Missouri has 19 regional crime councils (RCCs)
across the state. Their legal authority derives from
an agreement among participating units of local
government pursuant to state statute (Section
251.020 RS Mo. 1969). Only six RCCs were estab-
lished in time to receive FY 1969 Part B funding.
By FY 1970, Part B monies were being allocated to
nine RCCs, and by FY 1971, such funds were
awarded to 18 RCCs. Since FY 1972, all 19 RCCs
have received Part B dollars.

The boundaries of the RCCs are coterminous
with those of the state’s multi-county planning
districts. Four RCCs are part of regional planning
commissions, which are multipurpose planning
units and A-95 clearinghouses. The importance of
the regional planning commissions varies widely
throughout the state. Some are actively involved in
planning and implementing substantive programs;
others act only as coordinating bodies. The remain-
ing RCCs have entered into a memorandam of
agreement with their respective regional planning
commissions, pursuant to Office of Management
and Budget Circular A-95.

Composition of RCC supervis... .
varies. Each region has its own bLiiowe, wnwl in-
clude the method for selection and appointment
of members. Bylaws were adopted by the partici-
pating units of local government when establishing
the RCCs and have been revised as needed. Under
legisiation approved by the Missouri General As-
sembly, the presiding judge of a county must be a
member of any region:! council encompassing that
county if the councii deals with manpower plan-
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Table 3

Functional Composition of the Regional Crime Councils
1975

General
Local Total
] Citizen

Region Police Courts Correcti
1 2 4 0
1} 5 10 0
m 5 8 1
v 14 10 0
v 2 3 2
Vi 6 1 2
vl 5 1 0
viig 12 5 1
1X 4 3 1
X 3 5 0
Xi 13 5 0
Xu 6 5 0
b (1] 3 1 1
Xiv 10 3 0
xXv 7 6 1
xvi 8 3 0
Xvii 14 2 1
xvil [ 1 0
XIX 8 2 0
TOTAL 136 (31%) 78 (18%) 10 (2%)
*Does not include county sheriffs.
Source: FY 1976 Missouri planning grant application.

Government Membership

15
29
22
42
15
30
19
34
28
19
27
18
16
20
23
15
21
23
19
435 (100%)

w
-

-

DN NNRNDRNWWNWOAON RWLARWHRN
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~

6
3 2
52 (12%) 60 (14%) 99 (23%)

ning, aging, health planning, law enforcement
assistance, community action, countywide sewer
districts, solid waste management, county planning
and zoning, or the University of Missouri extension
program.

Table 3 presents functional composition and
total membership of the 19 RCCs. Council sizes
range from 15 to 42 members. Overall, corrections
appears to have little representation; however, the
figures in Table 3 for this function do not include
sheriffs who operate the county jails. The police
function has the most representation on all RCCs
combined, but a plurality is held by representa-
tives of the courts on two RCCs, of the general
public on one RCC and of general local government
on four RCCs. Police representatives make up a
plurality on eight RCCs and a majority on two
RCCs. While citizen representatives usually ac-
count for a major part of an RCC’s composition,
two councils have no such members. Elected of-
ficials—law enforcement specialists, local chief
executives and legislators —constitute a majority
on all 19 RCCs.

Table 4 presents representation of elected of-
ficials, which ranges from 51 percent of membership
in Region II to 81 percent in Region XIII. RCCs

have an average of 59 percent elected officials, 40
percent of whom represent general local government.

Several representatives of the courts expressed a
great deal of concern about inadequate judicial
representation on RCCs. They pointed out, how-
ever, that the separation of powers doctrine could
be violated by their participation on these primarily
executive-branch bodies. The problem is exacerbated
by the boundary variations between judicial circuits
and the statewide planning districts, even though
both are based upon the county unit.

When the Safe Streets Act was amended in 1973
to require that regional planning units be composed
of 50 percent elected officials, many Missouri RCCs
had to reconstitute their supervisory bodies. Reac-
tions to the amendment were mixed. Several local
interviewees were pleased because they thought
that elected officials should be responsible for policy
and funding decisions. Others, including some
regional planners, expressed concérn that many
important elected officials would not have the time
to participate in RCC activities.

Table 5 summarizes the reactions of county and
city officials to the elected composition requirement,
as reported in the 1975 ACIR survey of city and
county experience under the Safe Streets Act. The



Table 4
Representation of Elected Officials on the Regional Crime Councils
1975
General Criminal
Local Justice Total Percent

Region Total Elected Elected Elected of Total
| 15 4 4 8 53
11 29 3 12 15 51
Hi 22 2 11 13 59
v 42 8 17 25 59
v 15 3 5 8 53
Vi 30 11 6 17 56
Vil 19 7 3 10 52
vili 34 8 10 18 53
IX 28 12 3 15 53
X 19 2 8 10 52
X1 27 6 11 17 63
X1l 18 3 9 12 66
X1t 16 8 5 13 81
Xiv 20 3 9 12 60
XV 23 5 11 16 69
XVl 15 1 7 8 53
XvH 21 3 12 15 71
XVil 23 8 7 15 65
XIX 19 4 6 10 52

TOTAL 435 101 156 257 59
Source: FY 1976 Missouri planning grant application.

responses of Missouri officials were mixed: 25 per-
cent saw “no effect” and 21 percent reported
“increased the influence of chief executive and
legislative members.”” When asked the same ques-
tion in the commission’s survey of regional plan-
ning units, one-third of the Missouri RCC direc-
tors indicated that the change had had no effect,
and one-half said it had increased the influence of
chief executive and legislative officials.*

The RCCs are an important component of the
Safe Streets program in Missouri, according to

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to all criminal
justice regional planning units in the country. By October, re-
sponses had been received from 17 of the 19 Missouri RCCs
and from the only criminal justice coordinating council in the
state, for a response rate of 90 percent. In addition, in order to
probe the attitudes of local elected officials, questionnaires were
sent to all cities and counties of 10,000 or more population.
By October, 24 of 51 Missouri cities and 24 of the 84 counties
to whom the survey was mailed had responded, for a response
rate of 47 percent and 29 percent, respectively.

most interviewees. The strength of regional coun-
cils is attributable, in part, to the limitation of SPA
staff size, the concentration of financial resources
for criminal justice at the local level, and the decen-
tralization of responsibility for planning and alloca-
tion decisions. According to the FY 1976 planning
grant application, the basic functions of the RCCs
are as follows:3

1) Study and assess the problems of crim-
inal activity within the regions’ area of
legal jurisdiction;

2) Assist local and state agencies with the
development of programs which will re-
duce crime by increasing the efficiency
of the components of the criminal jus-
tice agencies within the region;

3) Establish new and innovative programs
that will:

a) Increase the probability of the ap-
prehension of persons who violate
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4

3)

6)

7

the criminal statutes of the State of
Missouri,

b) Assist the expedition of the adjudica-
tion process of those charged with
criminal offenses, and

¢) Improve the rehabilitation process
with more effective methods to re-
duce the probability that convicted
offenders will not commit further
violations of the statutes of the State
of Missouri;

Be knowledgeable of those practices and
procedures which will improve the effec-
tiveness of the criminal justice system;
Establish and maintain a mechanism
that will insure a flow of information on
local problems of crime and to recom-
mend to the state and Federal govern-
ments alternative strategies in addressing
those problems;
Assist the State and Federal govern-
ments with the development of aware-
ness within the local communities of the
needs and problems of the criminal jus-
tice system; and
Assist the State Council in providing the
legislative bodies of state and federal
governments with the best possible in-
formation to assist them in legislation
that will improve the effectiveness of the
criminal justice system.

Regional staffs are supported with Part B fund:
but are employed by and responsible to the region:
councils. Throughout the state there are 34 ful
time and 18 part-time RCC professional staff memr
bers. The largest RCC staff (12 professionals) i
located in Region V, which includes St. Louit
Several regions employ only one part-time profes
sional. RCCs that are part of regional plannin
commissions are able to provide full-time staff sug
port for criminal justice planning functions. A
RCC executive directors have degrees from institu
tions of higher education, commensurate experienc
or both. Since May 28, 1971, the MCCJ has re
served the right to approve the employment of al
full-time RCC executive directors and to reviex
RCC staff salaries and qualifications. Staff turn
over has not generally been a problem at th
regional level; in the three regions visited, staf
members had considerable tenure. They said the
had been called upon by the SPA for plannin,
assistance during the period when it was experienc
ing a high degree of turnover in its professiona
ranks.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

Safe Streets planning activities in Missouri are
characterized by emphasis on funding and regiona
control.

Table 5
Views of County and City Officials on the Effects of the 1973 Amendment to the Safe Streets

Act That a Majority of RPU Board Membership Consist of Local Elected Officials
October 1975

" Increased the influence of

chief executive and legis-
lative members

Reduced the influence

of criminal justice
functional representatives

More realistic programming
No effect

Other

No response

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Cities Counties Total
4 6 10
3 2 5
1 2 3
10 2 12
1 0 1
5 12 17




The Planning and Decision-Making Process

The seven-month process used to develop the
1975 comprehensive plan followed the planning
pattern used by the SPA since the beginning of the

program:®

b

2)

.3)

4)

3)

Standing committee meetings must be
scheduled to discuss standards and
goals that would be desirable for im-
plementation in Missouri. From a state
level perspective, the Standing Com-
mittees then determine the problems
with regard to implementing the goals
or standards and what action must be
taken to alleviate the problem.

Within the same time frame as the
above actions, the SPA staff must sche-
dule a meeting with regional planning
personnel to distribute, for comment,
an existing systems questionnaire. This
questionnaire was distributed by the re-
gional staff among criminal justice
agencies to determine basic inventory
data, time flows, workload, and opin-
ions on legislative or policy programs.
After comments were received from
the regional planners, questionnaires
were- revised and data collection was
implemented.

Standing Committees meet to develop
goals, program descriptions, and pro-
gram guidelines to be recommended
for inclusion in the Annual Action
Plan.. Regional appeals were heard and
final proposals submitted to the Priori-
ties Committee.

Priorities Committee will serve as the
second level of appeal for dissatisfied
regional agencies. After hearing ap-
peals, the priorities Committee can re-
view standing Committee action on
goals, program descriptions, and pro-
gram guidelines. Alterations can be
made if necessary, and the Priorities
Committee will recommend approval
by the Council at large.

The State Council formally adopts
goal statements, program descriptions,
and program guidelines. This action
provides constraints within which re-
gional planners could begin to formu-

late project proposals consistent with
the planned development of the State
criminal justice system.

6) A potential applicant must submit a
preliminary project proposal to the
Regional Planning Agency responsible
for criminal justice planning in the ap-
plicant’s geographic area.

7) The Regional Planning Agency reviews
the project proposal to determine whe-
ther or not the proposal is consistent
with State council action and will con-
tribute to the alleviation of a previously
identified problem within the region.
After review, the region formulates a
priority ranked list of project proposals
(including cost estimates).

8) Within the same approximaie time
frame as #7 above, informal discussions
between regional and State planning
councils concerning the possibility of
cooperative program and funding ef-
forts occurs.

9) Funding recommendations are then
developed by the MCCJ Priorities
Committee based on their knowledge
of State funding requirements, region-
al requests, and federal distribution
formulas and guidelines.

10) Regions are advised of Committee ac-
tion and given the opportunity to ap-
peal directly to the Priorities Commit-
tee. After hearing appeals, the Com-
mittee finalizes funding recommenda-
tions to the Missouri Council on
Criminal Justice.

11) After hearing final appeals from re-
gional agencies concerning the action
taken by the Priorities Committee, the
Missouri Council on Criminal Justice
approves the final planning document
and requests the staff to submit it to
LEAA.

Throughout the life of the Safe Streets program
in Missouri the annual planning process has in-
cluded: the development of regional plans based
upon guidelines set forth by the SPA, the inclusion
of preliminary project proposals in priority order
in the regional plans, and the compilation of the
regional plans and state agency needs into. a state
comprehensive plan. In short, the state plan is a
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listing of programs and projects to be funded in the
coming year.

Annual regional plans vary widely despite the
SPA planning guidelines. After an investigation
of the SPA, conducted in August 1974 for the
period August 1968 to June 1972, LEAA auditors
made the following statement:7

Our evaluation of seventeen regional plans
disclosed that only two plans complied with the
SPA’s guidelines. There was no evidence avail-
able indicating that the SPA returned these
plans to the regions or that an attempt was
made to obtain additional information from the
respective Regional Planning Councils. We
were advised by the SPA research section that
the staff did not actually have the authority to
disapprove and/or return regional plans which
did not comply with SPA guidelines due to the
Supervisory Board’s attitude on regional auto-

- nomy. Consequently, the SPA staff could not
take the steps necessary or enforce its own pro-
cedures to assure a uniform approach to the
Statewide planning effort.

Although regional compliance with SPA guidelines
has improved since the audit, several RCC plans
continue to contain only preliminary project pro-
posals listed in priority order. RCCs that received
Part B money in FY 1969 are usually better able to

. meet SPA guidelines than those RCCs not support-

ed until 1971. The amounts of funding allocated to

many regions in 1971 were not large enough -
provide immediate planning capability in most
the newly formed councils.

The 1975 state planning process not only expan
ed the procedures used in comprehensive pla
development, but also attempted to increase us
of data collection and analysis as planning tool
Step two in the planning process was designed t
increase available data by asking the regions t
collect basic criminal justice information—a neces
sary step because of a general lack of statewid
data collection. Uniform crime reporting is a locz
option throughout Missouri; the state does not ac
as a central repository for crime information. I:
1973, uniform crime reporting was done by 9
percent of the Missouri law enforcement agencie
in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 7!
percent of the nonmetropolitan cities and 49 per
cent of the rural jurisdictions.8 Inadequate crims
data poses a difficult problem for Missouri crim
inal justice planners.

The FY 1975 Missouri comprehensive plan re-
veals that the regions did not provide all the in-
formation requested; some regions did not supply
any data for the planning -process. The SPA stafi
admitted poor questionnaire design and thought
that many regional planners had been unable to
obtain and analyze the requested information.
Although the MCCJ scrutinized the 1975 regional
plans more carefully than before, they accepted
all the plans submitted.

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Table 6

Views of County and City Officials on the Extent to Which the State Comprehensive Plan
and Regional Plans Reflect and Incorporate the Criminal Justice Needs and Priorities of
Their Jurisdiction
October 1975

Very Not at No
Significantly Adequately Little All Response
State Plan
Cities 0 5 13 3 3
Counties 2 3 3 10
Total 2 11 16 6 13
Regional Plan
Chtles 3 7 8 3 3
Counties 7 1 2 10
Total 10 11 9 5 13




The goals, program descriptions and program
guidelines developed by the standing committees
of the MCCJ are usually broad enough to encom-
pass all proposals eligible for funding under the
act. While developing the 1975 plan, the council
began to set policy in broad areas, such as pro-
hibiting the funding of equipment (vehicles and
weapons). However, the MCCJ continues to allow
the RCCs to make the basic decisions on proposals.

City and county responses to the ACIR survey
question probing the degree to which state and
regional plans reflected and incorporated the
needs and priorities of the respondent’s jurisdic-
tion indicated that local officials feel excluded from
the state planning process (see Table 6). Twenty-
two of 48 respondents noted that their needs and
priorities were reflected ‘‘very little” or *‘not at
all” in the state plan. However, 21 of the 48 respon-
dents believed that the regional plans “significantly”
or “adequately” reflected their needs and priorities.

The MCCJ supervisory board and staff are more
active in determining funding for state programs
than for regional projects. Missouri’s criminal
justice agencies submit to the SPA a list of needs
for Part C grants in priority order, with cost esti-
mates. The priorities of the state agencies are
usually respected. The staff makes recommendations
to the appropriate MCCJ standing committee and
to the Priorities Committee about which state
agency priorities should be included in the state
plan. The MCCJ makes all final decisions; staff
recommendations and the needs of the state agencies
are the most influential factors in their determina-
tions. Most state agency requests are funded.

The courts were the only functional component
at the state level to express dissatisfaction with the
process used to plan for state agency needs. Reflect-
ing concern about inadequate representation on the
MCCJ and violation of the separation of powers
doctrine, courts spokesmen did not think that the
executive branch has the right to plan judiciary
priorities. Courts spokesmen favored development
of . judicial planning capacity and submission of a
special plan to the SPA, based upon funding allo-
cated in advance and not subject to MCCJ re-
view or approval.

Because of its importance to funding, the decision-
making process that establishes the priorities of
the state comprehensive plan is of concern to of-
ficials at all levels of government in the state. Most
interviewees thought that their function was under-
represented on the MCCJ and the amount of poten-

tial funding for appropriate projects thus limited.
A great deal of regional concern was expressed
about the power of the MCCIJ, even though the
council normally defers to the RCCs on all plan-
ning decisions. Regional planners and local officials
in urban regions noted an absence of urban-oriented
members on the MCCJ, particularly representatives
from large cities and counties having substantial
public service delivery responsibilities.

Funding Adequacy

Many interviewees drew attention to the increasing
involvement of RCCs in the Missouri Safe Streets
program. Table 7 shows Part B allocations to the
regional crime councils since 1969, when only six
of the eventual 19 had been established. When new
RCCs were formed, a minimum amount of funding
was usually provided. Most RCC planners and
SPA personnel thought that Part B funds for plan-
ning in the regions had not been adequate, especially
during the early years of the program. In contrast,
only seven of the 48 cities and counties that re-
sponded to the ACIR survey thought that their
RCC had inadequate planning capacity. Both
regional and state staffs judged that the SPA had
received adequate support, despite its difficulties
in obtaining matching funds. In the ACIR regional
survey, more than 80 percent of the respondents
indicated that Part B funds for the SPA were “ex-
cessive” or ‘‘adequate,” while 75 percent of the
respondents thought that the same funds for the
regions were ‘“‘inadequate.”

The inadequacy of Part B monies in the regions
resulted in the award of Part C grants in FY 1971
and FY 1972 for RCC administration. The regions
argued that if government agencies, universities
and private organizations could charge overhead
costs to an action subgrant, they should be able to
use Part C support for RCC functions related to
subgrant administration. The recent audit disallowed
these grants and, after a legal opinion by the Office
of General Counsel, LEAA’s regional office began
negotiation with the SPA to recover the several hun-
dred thousand dollars involved. The action was
taken despite LEAA’s approval of the comprehen-
sive plans that included these grants in 1972 and
1973. The LEAA regional office stated that the
audit revealed an attempt to disguise the use of
Part C monies for regional planning operations.

Each region is informed of the amount of Part C
funds tentatively available to it for the coming
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Region

n
in
v

vi
VH
Vil

X1
X
XiH
Xiv
Xv
XVi
Xvil
xvin
XiX

Source: Missouri Council on Criminal Justice, July 1975.

1969

$41,939
10,000
6,692
2,231
74,506
7,138

1970

$58,262
10,385
9,249
7,503
66,540
10,308
7,500
7,500
7,500

Table 7

Part B Allocations to Missouri Regions

1971

$ 54,778
16,336
18,609

9,474
105,035
9,133
7,500
6,139
7,748
7,466
3,600
3,600
3,600
7,466
7,466
3,866
7,466
7,466

FY 1969-1975

1972 1973 1974
$108,122 $145,000 $ 85,968.45
19,373 25,000 42,635.00
28,831 22,000 30,457.00
9,353 15,000 35,126.08
137,213 170,000 135,722.00
9,620 14,000 16,816.00
7,500 9,000 11,577.13
10,417 13,000 26,643.79
8,174 12,000 21,904.00
14,966 9,000 4,909.17
7,500 9,000 11,968.22
7,500 9,000 8,284.00
7,500 9,000 10,724.18
7,500 9,000 11,339.11
11,100 12,750 10,000.00
11,100 10,000 10,526.37
7,500 9,000 10,476.10
9,231 9,000 9,757.00
14,966 11,000 22,857.00

1975

$108,830
35,573
28,293
36,629
229,341
20,075
7,748
17,669
17,023
6,222

6,046
11,916

10,566
14,029
11,212
10,918
14,910

Total

$602,899.45
159,302.00
303,433.00
115,316.08
918,357.00
87,090.00
50,825.13
81,368.79
74,346.00
42,563.17
32,068.22
34,430.00
42,740.18
35,305.11
51,882.00
49,521.37
45,654.10
46,372.00
63,733.00




Region

n
1]
v

Vi
Vit
vill
X
X
Xi
Xit
p (11
Xv
Xv
XVi
xXvil
Xvill
XiIX
TOTAL
Percent of Part C
award

1969

101,789
30,426
16,241

7,335

138,293

17,325

$311,409

55

1970

761,923
213,469
168,589
129,325
1,452,440
140,543
41,905
100,373
107,323

$3,115,890

75

Source: Missouri Council on Criminal Justice, July 1975.

Table 8

Part C Allocations to Missouri Regions

1971

1,601,847
416,917
334,545
241,787

3,030,530
249,689

90,452
188,618
197,700

$6,352,085

82

FY 1969-1975

1972

1,483,651
484,778
385,232
282,957

3,126,167
272,730
105,683
241,366
231,820

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
203,866
$7,043,250

75

1973

1,662,257
543,142
432,558
318,213

3,504,096
305,424
105,644
269,315
259,535

65,000
65,000
65,000
65,000
65,000
65,000
65,000
65,000
65,000
227,940
$8,213,394

75

1974

1,702,520
510,085
348,088
232,210

3,590,418
279,979

89,814
238,366
283,741

68,021

89,594

74,236
153,778

73,077

85,122
153,340

96,787

77,732
303,958

$8,450,866

78

1975

1,658,281
510,079
348,070
232,206

3,427,492
279,968

89,819
238,351
267,136

68,029

87,079

74,249
163,778

73,084

85,134
153,348

96,796

77,748
229,782

$8,150,429

76

Total

8,972,538
2,708,896
2,033,323
1,444,033
18,269,436
1,545,658
523,317
1,276,389
1,347,255
226,050
266,673
238,485
397,556
236,161
260,256
396,688
283,583
245,480
965,546
$41,637,321

68¢
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year before it selects priority preliminary project
proposals for inclusion in the regional plan. In
1975, the state passed through 76 percent of the
Part C block grant to local projects. Because no
adequate crime information exists, the regional
allocation formula is based on population figures.
Eighty-five percent of the pass-through is distri-
buted among all RCCs, according to each region’s
percentage of total state population. The remaining
15 percent is allocated to the regions that encompass
SMSAs, in proportion to the state’s SMSA popula-
tion in each region, in order to provide additional
resources to high crime areas. Regional and local
officials interviewed from the metropolitan regions
indicated that if the crime rate were a specific vari-
able in the formula, they would receive even more
money. Some thought that urban areas were being
penalized for the lack of crime reporting in non-

-urban areas.

Table 8 shows the distribution of Part C fund
to the regions from 1969 to 1975. Ten of the re
gions did not receive Part C funds until FY 1972
most regions received funding at a flat rate untj
FY 1974, Compared to Part B awards, Part (
allocations show a lag of about one year, attribut
able to prior planning requirements of the SPA
The distribution of Part C funds on a statewid
basis according to population was not a realit;
until FY 1974 and FY 1975.

Table 9 illustrates the relationship between the
amount of Part C and Part B furiding and the per.
centage of the state’s population found in recipien
regions. In order to account for the gradual involve-
ment of regions in the planning funds allocation
process, this table only includes Part C funding since
1972 and Part B funding since 1971. Most of the
regions that were late to participate in the Safe
Streets program received less than their share of

Table 9
Missouri
Comparison of Regional Allocations to Population
Percent
Part C Part B of State
Region (1972-1975) (1971-1975) Population
$ % $ %
1 6,506,979 .20 502,698 .20 .19
] 2,048,084 6 138,917 6 5
m 1,497,707 5 287,492 12 5
v 1,065,586 3 105,582.08 4 4
v 13,648,173 .43 777,311 .31 .39
Vi 1,138,101 3 69,644 3 3
vil 390,960 1 43,325 2 1
Vil 987,308 3 73,868 3 3
I1X 1,042,232 3 66,846 3 3
X 226,050 1 42,563.17 2 1
X1 266,673 1 32,068.22 1 2
X1l 238,485 1 34,430 1 1
X1 397,556 1 42,740.18 2 2
XIv 236,161 1 35,305.11 1 1
XV 260,256 1 51,882 2 2
Xvi 396,688 1 49,529.37 2 2
xvit 283,583 1 45,654.10 2 2
XVt 245,480 1 46,372 2 2
XIX 965,546 3 63,733 3 3
TOTAL $31,841,798 $2,509,960.06

Source: FY 1976 Missouri comprenhensive plan, p. 10.




Populationa
Number® 2
Percent of state poptulationa 5
Index crime?
Percent of state index crimeP 6
Part C awardP
1972-1975
Percent of Part C to state
to localities 4

Part C funds to all localities = $12,510,786°
Population of Missouri in 1973 = 4,757,0002
Index crimes in Missouri in 1973 = 197,008

St. Louis and Kansas City.

Table 10

Funding Distribution Among Large Cities in Missouri

Cities of
100,000-250,000¢

242,582

12,270

$526,062

a. Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reports
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974).

b. Source: LEAA’s Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data. For a complete discussion of GMIS data, see chapter V.

¢. Missouri Cities in the 100,000-250,000 population range are Springfield and St. Joseph; those with populations in excess of 250,000 are

Cities of Cities Over
250,000 & Over® 100,000

1,045,805 1,288,387

2 2

22 27
96,198 108,468

49 55
$3,613,064 $4,140,126

29 33

Part C and/or Part B funds. The converse is true
of early regional participants. Primarily urban
regions, such as Region [ (which contains Kansas
City) and Region V (which contains St. Louis),
were awarded more Part C funds than their popula-
tion would appear to warrant. (At the same time,
Region V received less than its share of Part B
funds.) The large percentage of Part B funds, as
compared to population, awarded to Region III
(Mid-Missouri) reflects the use of regional Part B
funds to support the SPA staff.

While the distribution among the regions appears
equitable, the percentage of action funds awarded to
large cities in the state is disproportionate with
metropolitan crime indexes and population figures.
Although cities of more than 100,000 population
received proportionately more funds than their
percentage of the state’s population would warrant,
they received substantially less than their proportion
of the state’s index crime could justify. Table 10
shows a comparison of index crime, population and
Part C funding, using information derived from
the “Uniform Crime Reports” and the LEAA
Grants Management Information System (GMIS).
The Impact Cities program displaced some of the
Part C funding for St. Louis, thus reducing the

total amount awarded to cities of more than 250,000
population (see below). Because the region that
contains St. Joseph, a city between 100,000 and
250,000 population, did not participate until FY
1972, the funding now awarded to cities of that
size in Missouri is probably more in direct propor-
tion to crime and population.

A Planning Controversy

Several major controversies relating to the Safe
Streets planning process and regional planning
capacities arose during the period immediately
prior to the 1974 reorganization, when the attorney
general of Missouri was chairman of the MLEAC.
Dissatisfied with the planning process, the attorney
general commissioned a management consultant to
study the operations of MLEAC and recommend
alternative approaches. The final report contained
two controversial recommendations. The first sug-
gested consolidation of the 19 regional staffs into
seven or eight to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of the use of Part B funds. (Only the

regional staffs would have been affected, leaving’

the RCCs intact.) The second recommendation,
known as “mandating,” suggested that the MLEAC
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require that a percentage of regional funds be used
for state priority programs. (RCCs would have
been allowed to determine the use of the remaining
regional dollars.) Mandated funds were to have
been awarded to programs such as probation and
parole, operated by local and regional offices of
state agencies.

Lack of forethought about the diptomacy required
to implement such recommendations caused the
failure of the proposals and stirred a controversy
that extended to the general assembly. According
to several interviewees, the recommendations were
made to the MLEAC without any consultation with
the regions. Presentation of the two recommenda-
tions .as a package reduced the chances that either
would be adopted. In general, the RCCs viewed
the recommendations as an attack by the SPA,

Although the MLEAC did not adopt either
recommendation, regional planners and local of-
ficials complained to their respresentatives in the
general assembly about an SPA attempt to usurp
regional authority. The controversy contributed
to the assembly’s unwillingness to provide Part B
matching funds to the SPA.

The impact of an Impact City

In 1972, LEAA initiated an Impact Cities pro-
gram aimed at reducing burglary and stranger-to-
stranger crimes in cities of 500,000 to one-million
population. LEAA planned to provide $20 million
to each of eight Impact Cities over a five-year period.
Elements unique to the program emphasized crime
analysis, planning toward the goal of reducing speci-
fic crimes and evaluation of the impact of programs
and projects funded.

Selected as one of the eight Impact Cities, St.
Louis had to designate an official planning staff
to prepare an Impact plan. The city was part of the
Region V RCC created in 1969, the same year the
mayor of St. Louis had established a crime com-
mission to advise him about the workings of the
criminal justice system. The Region V staff, aware
of the impending Impact Cities program, began
related data collection and analysis before formal
announcement of St. Louis’ selection. Encouraged
by LEAA and the SPA, the Region V staff, in con-
junction with the crime commission staff, became
the planners for the St. Louis Impact City pro-
gram. The Mayor and the crime commission re-
sented the decision, even though the executive dir-

ector of the crime commission had participate
in selection of planners for the program.

City officials had believed for some time that the
lacked a real voice in the Safe Streets program
despite the fact that, in their judgment, the crim
problem was concentrated in cities. Part of thei
frustration reflected the nature of the criminal jus
tice system in St. Louis. Alarmed by political cor
ruption of the police more than a century ago, the
general assembly had established a Board of Police
Commissioners appointed by the governor to operate
the St. Louis Police Department. The board sub-
mits the police budget to the city, which must accept
it and appropriate the required amount. The circuit
court in St. Louis also operates under this budgetary
structure, although it is a part of the state court
system. Under that century-old law, the only major
criminal justice functions controlled by the city
are the detention of defendants and incarceration
of convicted offenders sentenced to short terms.
Some interviewees thought that city efforts to obtain
control over the Impact City program reflected
city hall’s desire to regain some authority over the
local criminal justice system. Other interviewees
thought that the City of St. Louis wanted to con-
trol the program’s vast funds.

The contest for control of planning and adminis-
tration of the program continued after submission of
the first plan. For the first two years of the program,
decisions were made by a policy committee com-
posed of the director of the crime commission, the
executive director of the Region V RCC, the deputy
LEAA regional administrator, and the MLEAC
executive director. In 1973, a change in city adminis-
tration and a new executive director of the crime
commission, as well as LEAA’s desire to institution-
alize the crime analysis team concept in the Impact
Cities, again raised the issue of which agency would
operate the program. All planning, administrative
and policy functions of the program were turned
over to the St. Louis Crime Commission in June
1974. A year later, LEAA began to phase out the
Impact Cities programs. The St. Louis Crime Com-
mission staff was reduced from 24 to six people.

Many interviewees thought that the Impact
Cities experience reduced coordination between St.
Louis and adjacent jurisdictions. Despite evidence
to the contrary, the localities thought that a spill-
over of crime from the city of St. Louis into their
territory was caused by the program. The Impact
Cities program affected allocation of block grant
funds to the region. Some interviewees noted a



Amount of

Part C Funds

Allocated to
Region V'

1971 $3,030,530
1972 3,126,167
1973 3,504,096
1974 3,590,418
1975 3,427,492

"From Table 7.

data for cities over 500,000 in Missouri referred to St. Louis.

Table 11

Amount of Regional Awards to City of St. Louis
FY 1971-1975

Amount of Part C

**From GMIS. Since the City of St. Louis is the only city in Missouri with a population exceeding 500,000, it was assumed that the GMIS

Funds in GMIS

,e

Percent of Regional

to St. Louis Award
$1,937,907 63.94
951,370 30.43
1,371,640 39.14
1,290,090 35.9
980,572 28.6

decrease in city participation on the Region V
RCC board.

Several persons at both regional and local levels
suggested that the city did not receive block grant
funds proportionate to its population because of
the large sums allocated for the Impact Cities pro-
gram (see Table 11). St. Louis comprises approxi-
mately one-third of the population in Region V,
and, according to the data in Table 11, the alloca-
tion of action funds to the city appears to be in closer
proportion to its population since the program
began.

According to the 1973 “Uniform Crime Report,”
St. ‘Louis accounted for approximately 12 percent
of the state’s population and 32 percent of its index
crime. In 1973, 197,008 index crimes were com-
mitted in the State of Missouri and 63,852 index
crimes were committed in the City of St. Louis.
Table 12 reflects the GMIS data comparing non-
state awards (cities, counties and private agencies)
with the awards made to St. Louis. The figures
reflect a drop in the percentage of funding to the
city from 1971 to 1972 and an overall proportion
for the five-year period shown of 22 percent, which
is also the average of the 1973 population percent-
age and index crime percentage in St. Louis. Al-
though the Impact Cities program in St. Louis
appears to have reduced Part C funding to the city,
the city has received its ‘share of block funds, as
measured by crime incidence and population.

The final assessment of the Impact Cities pro-
gram in St. Louis has not been completed. Because
of the demise of the program and the budget crunch

facing the city, city officials have asked the RCC 3g9

to fund many of the projects initially supported with
Impact Cities funds. The RCC has agreed to provide
some continuation funding. It is apparent that the
poor relationship between the city and the region
was, in part, a result of the pressures generated by
Impact Cities. The disruption in overall planning
and the fiscal impact of Impact Cities funds still
appear to have influence over the Safe Streets pro-
gram in Region V.

Plan Implementation

The use of preliminary project proposals at the
regional level insures that almost all of the activities
described in the annual action plan are implemented.
All local project applications are submitted- to and
approved by the RCCs. According to an MCCJ
resolution effective Sept. 26, 1974, all grant
applications must be received “60 days in advance
of the project starting date.”® The council must
officially approve every grant award, but the actual
decisions about individual projects are made during
the development of the plan. Applications for pro-
jects not described in the annual action plan are
not approved; those included are reviewed only for
technical competency and conformity to the annual
action plan description.

By using the preliminary project proposals, the
MCCJ knows, once the plan is completed, which
applications to expect and the amount of funding
required. Therefore, the amounts listed for each



390

Comparison of Part C Funding to All Missouri Localities and to Missouri
Cities Over 500,000 Population
FY 1971-1975

Table 12

Source: GMIS data.

Total Part C Non-State
in GMIS in GMIS
1971 9,930,423 6,698,615
1972 8,974,736 4,687,371
1973 11,028,169 5,853,703
1974 11,252,386 6,433,273
1975 9,686,201 5,624,971
TOTAL $50,871,915 $29,297,933

Part C to Cities Percent Non-State to

Over 500,000 Cities Over
in GMIS 500,000
1,937,907 28.9

951,370 20.3
1,371,640 23.4
1,290,090 20.0

980,572 17.4

$6,531,579 22.3

program in the annual action plan rarely are altered
during implementation.

Once an award is made to a subgrantee, the
region assumes most monitoring responsibilities.
The depth and efficacy of monitoring efforts vary
greatly. In some regions, monitoring activity is
limited to facilitating communication between sub-
grantees and the MCCJ staff and making program
and financial progress reports for the subgrantees.
Because most funding decisions are made by the
RCCs, some monitoring is conducted for use in
their planning and allocation decisions.

Region V’s field review is considred so complete
that LEAA permits the MCCJ staff to accept the
reviews in lieu of any direct, state-level monitoring.
Region V officials said that information developed -
from the field reviews had caused the RCC to ter-
minate several grants prior to completion and not
to renew several others. Reliance on monitoring
data reflects a high degree of confidence in the entire
field review process. However, the extensive use of
monitoring information, with emphasis on overall
performance during the project period, is the excep-
tion rather than the rule in Missouri’s program.

The MCCI staff is in the process of beginning an
evaluation program and creating an evaluation
unit related to standards and goals efforts. How the
information will be used is not yet clear, but
there is some intention to make evaluation an inte-
gral part of the planning process. At a minimum,
the evaluation results will be used in refunding
decisions at state and regional levels.

The Federal Role

LEAA has played an important role in the ad-
ministration of the Safe Streets program in Mis-
souri. The relationship between the SPA and LEAA
has ranged from interdependence to altercation.
The LEAA-MCCIJ relationship is not unusual in
Missouri, a state that historically discourages Fed-
eral intervention. The Safe Streets program has
engendered more disfavor in the general assembly
than have many other Federal programs. Legislators
resent two provisions of the program in particular:
the governor’s legal control of the administration
of the Safe Streets program and the necessity for
legislative appropriation of matching funds without
commensurate control over the allocation of Safe
Streets funds.

From an historical perspective, many of those
interviewed believed that the problems that surfaced
when the attorney general was chairman of the
MLEAC were largely the result of LEAA inter-
ference. Consolidation of regional staffs to improve
their quality was and continues to be supported by
the LEAA regional office. During the period when
the recommendations relating to regional consoli-
dation and ‘“mandating” caused the general assem-
bly to approve a match amount to support 10 SPA
staff members, the LEAA regional office recom-
mended that the SPA have a staff complement of
45 to insure adequate implementation of the Safe
Streets program in Missouri. The MLEAC request-
ed increased appropriations in order to match the



amount of Part B funds needed to support a larger
staff, using the LEAA recommendation as justifi-
cation. After the regional complaints, the general
assembly reacted negatively to this request and to
what it regarded as unwarranted Federal intrusive-
ness. At the time of the field team’s visit, the SPA
had an authorized complement of 31. The resigna-
tions of the executive director of the MLEAC and
the attorney general as chairman of the group are
attributed to the problems surrounding the appro-
priations process.

State and SPA officials still perceive LEAA inter-
ference. Although LEAA denies it, state officials
thought that the LEAA regional office tried to dis-
courage the reorganization of the SPA into an
operating department by putting administrative
stumbling blocks in their way. Because the decision
has been made to attach all agencies to the 14 um-
brella departments, officials believed they could not
justify superseding statewide policy to accommo-
date Federal preferences.

Two other issues were further aggravating the
relationship between state and Federal officials of
the Safe Streets program at the time of the field
research—‘dedicated” computers and organized
crime. Both are related to the use of Federal funds.
The U.S. Department of Justice requires that crimi-
nal justice information systems funded with Safe
Streets monies must have computers that are “dedi-
cated” only to criminal justice purposes. The use of
a computer belonging to a non-criminal justice
agency for a criminal justice information system is
prohibited. State officials thought that a non-dedi-
cated computer would not prevent compliance with
security and privacy regulations and would be the
more efficient use of state resources.

The second issue involved the failure of the
MCC]J to allocate funds for programs to reduce and
control organized crime. Based upon the findings
of a Department of Justice Federal Strike Force
Against Organized Crime in Kansas City and St.
Louis, the LEAA regional office staff considers
organized crime a major problem in Missouri, which
should not be ignored by the MCCJ. On the other
hand, SPA staff sees several legal obstacles to effec-
tive control of organized crime, such as the failure
of the general assembly to pass a witness immunity
law and to create a Bureau of Criminal Investiga-
tion.

As instances of alleged Federal intrusion grow,
friction between the LEAA regional office and the
state increases. In an interview with the field team,

Governor Bond stated that issues of Federal in-
fluence raise the question of who will run the State
of Missouri—"‘a Federal bureaucrat or the offi-
cials elected by the people of Missouri.” Despite
such protestations, the LEAA regional office dis-
agrees with Missouri officials’ interpretations of
these issues.

The findings of a recent LEAA audit and manage-
ment review and the issuance of 1976 LEAA plan-
ning guidelines also have heightened tensions be-
tween the MCCJ and the LEAA. As previously
mentioned, the audit disallowed the award of Part
C funds to regions for functions relating to grant
administration. The LEAA management review ex-
amined calculation of the state buy-in. According
to the 1971 Safe Streets Act amendments, the states
are required to supply at least 50 percent of the
match required for action funds at the local level.
Some states provide five percent of the total cost
of every local project. In Missouri, the method
of calculation of state match was not so clear cut.
The MLEAC staff counted as buy-in any increase
in appropriations for primarily local projects that
were also being supported with funds passed
through under the Safe Streets program. For ex-
ample, Safe Streets funds could be allocated by an
RCC to a project operated by a regional or local of-
fice of the State Board of Parole. Increased appro-
priations by the general assembly for this project
would be counted toward the state buy-in. Despite
the fact that both the previous LEAA regional
administrator and the current one had approved the
Missouri planning grant applications in which this
procedure was described, the state was held in non-
compliance to the Safe Streets Act because the
match and buy-in were not considered to be appro-
priated in the aggregate for buy-in purposes. The
MCC]J staff awaits a decision from the LEAA Office
of General Counsel on the use of a certification from
the general assembly stating that the funds were
appropriated for the purpose of state buy-in. If the
decision is adverse, the LEAA regional office has
recommended that the state be required to supply
the needed state buy-in for the past three years
—a sum of approximately $430,000 per year. Such
a request could jeopardize the current normaliza-
tion of relations between the MCCJ and the general
assembly.

Confusion about LEAA guidelines added to the
frustration of SPA and some state criminal justice
officials. Unclear lines of communication between
the LEAA regional office and the MCCJ staff com-
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Table 13

Part B, C and E Grants Awarded to Missouri
FY 1969-1975

Fiscal
Year Part B Part C Part E
$ $ $
1969 408,150 564,485 0
1970 564,485 4,155,000 0
1971 568,000 7,760,000 565,000
1872 770,000 9,391,000 1,107,000
1873 1,085,000 10,897,000 1,282,000
1874 1,08£,000 10,897,000 1,282,000
1975 1,189,000 10,789,000 1,270,000

Source: Missouri Council on Criminal Justice, July 1975.

pounded the problem. In a few instances, the state
officials contacted the LEAA central office when
they could not get responses from the regional of-
fice. The LEAA regional office has communicated
directly with state and local officials on such issues
as the availability of discretionary funds without
consulting the MCCJ or the Department of Public
Safety, an action described as ‘‘treasonous” by an
official at the department.

In a Feb. 20, 1976 letter to ACIR, Governor
Bond said that he was opposed to Federal programs
“which undermine and impair Missouri’s ability
to assess its crime problems and to formulate rea-
sonable solutions to those problems.” However, the
governor also said that the 1974 reorganization of
state government has had a positive impact on
relations with the LEAA regional office and that
he looked forward to “‘increased support from
LEAA in our efforts to prevent and reduce criminal
activity and improve the administration of criminal
justice in Missouri.” '

Although the situation has improved, two major
factors contributing to friction and frustration be-
tween LEAA regional office and the SPA persist:
Missouri continues to distrust Federal programs and
fear Federal intrusiveness, and the Federal over-
sight function will always conflict with a state’s
desire to implement a block grant program.

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Safe Streets block grants to Missouri have in-
creased substantially since 1969—from $564,485
in Part C (action) funds in 1969 to $10,789,000

in 1975, and from $565,000 in Part E (corrections)
funds in 1971 to $1,270,000 in 1975 (see Table 13).
The peak reached in FY 1973-1974 and the de-
creases experienced in FY 1975 reflect leveling off
and reductions of block grant appropriations by
Congress on a nationwide basis.

The fluctuation in the numbers of Part C and Part
E grants awarded can be seen in Table 14 below.
The substantial number of action grants reflects the
many small equipment grants awarded each year,
a trend now reversing under a new MCCJ policy of
not funding basic equipment grants. Most of the
grants under the Part E block have been awarded
to state agencies, which administer most of the
state’s correctional functions.

In order to determine the nature of the activi-
ties supported by Safe Streets funds in Missouri,
the field team examined a sample of Part C sub-
grants awarded by the MCCJ from Jan. 1, 1974 to
Dec. 31, 1974. A review of the 561 subgrants made
during this period revealed that 288 of the total
number funded were under $5,000. In order to

Table 14

Number of Grants Awarded in Missouri
FY 1970-1974

Number of Number of
Fiscal Year Part C Grants Pant E Grants
1970 181 0
1971 460 15
1972 614 16
1973 745 49
1974 530 24

Source: Missouri Council on Criminal Justice, July 1975.

insure that the sample adequately reflected the
SPA’s subgranting practices, an equal number of
subgrants over $5,000 and under $5,000 was select-
ed, resulting in 111 being included in the subgrant
sample.

During calendar year 1974, counties received more
than two-fifths of the subgrants awarded and nearly
one-third of the action funds (see Table 15). This
proportion of subgrants to counties reflects the
concentration of certain criminal justice responsibili-
ties, such as detention, at the county level. In addi-
tion, awards made to a county court, regardless of



Table 15

Reciplents of Action Funds

1974 Grant Sample

Number Percent Amount Percent
of of of of Amount of
Recipient Grants Grants Funds Funds Average Grants
State 12 11 288,288.82 26 $24,024.06
County 47 42 353,337.93 32 7,517.82
City 34 31 175,766.18 16 5,169.59
Other 18 16 300,638.41 27 16,702.13
TOTAL 111 $1,118,031.34
Table 16
»
Distribution of Part C Funds by Recipient
FY 1971-1975
Fiscal Total
Year State City County Private In GMIS
$ % $ % $ % S % S %
1971 3,231,808 32 2,867,610 28 3,313,829 33 517,176 5 9,930,423 100
1972 4,287,365 47 1,973,065 21 1,882,447 20 831,829 9 8,974,736 100
1973 5,174,466 46 2,025,788 18 2,115,729 19 1,712,186 15 11,028,169 100
1974 4,819,113 42 1,810,638 18 2,703,089 24 1,919,546 17 11,252,386 100
1975 4,061,230 41 1,403,944 14 2,286,130 23 1,934,897 19 9,686,201 100
TOTAL 21,573,982 42 10,081,045 20 12,301,254 24 6,915,634 13 50,871,915 100
Source: GMIS data.
Table 17
Primary Activities Supported With Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample
Percent Percent
Primary Activity Number of Grants of Grants Amount of Funds of Funds
Equipment 37 33 138,136.23 12
Construction 10 9 50,457.01 5
Services 41 37 765,640.00 69
Training 14 13 94,429.32 8
Personnel 9 8 69,368.78 6
TOTAL 111 $1,118,031.84
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its respective circuit, were considered county sub-
grants.

While the 1974 grant sample reflected a concen-
tration of funds to counties, GMIS data reveal an
emphasis on state projects. Table 16 presents GMIS
figures on the distribution of Part C action funds,
by recipient. The GMIS data appear to be incor-
rect because Missouri is required to pass through
to units of local government a minimum of 75 per-
cent of the action funds. In reality, the regions often
request grants for local offices or district head-
quarters of state agencies (for example, for local
boards of probation and parole), which are funded
out of the regional rather than the state award.
Table 8 indicates that Missourt has usually passed
through more than 75 percent of its action funds to
the regions (see p. 385).

Forty-one of the 111 action subgrants in the
sample (37 percent) were used to provide services
(see Table 17). Awards to the services category,
including projects for juvenile delinquency preven-
tion and treatment alternatives, police and court
manpower, and offender rehabilitation, accounted
for a majority (69 percent) of the funds. One-third
of the subgrants were for equipment purposes,
amounting to 12 percent of the funds. (During the
1974 calendar year, the MCCJ made 138 awards
under $5,000 for the purchase of equipment.) Most
small equipment grants in the sample were for police
communications projects. Accounting for only nine
percent of the subgrants and five percent of the
funds, the construction activities included in the
sample generally financed jail and court renovation.

Table 18 presents a breakdown of the 111 sub-
grants sampled by functional area. The largest num-
ber and percentage of subgrants were made in the

police area. Of the 58 subgrants awarded in this
category, 30 (totaling $111,407) were for communi-
cations and information systems projects. These
subgrants represented 10 percent of the total funds
awarded in the sample. Although the court area
received only 18 percent of the subgrants, it received
the largest percentage (32.1 percent) of funds grant-
ed to functional areas. These monies were used for
court renovations and legal assistance (for example,
law clerks for judges and prosecutorial services).

A slightly different view of the expenditure pat-
tern is provided in Table 19, developed from GMIS
data. The police function has received less funding
since 1969, while the courts and corrections have
been awarded more monies. The funding of com-
bination grants fluctuated greatly between 1969 and
1975. Compared with the other case study states,
Missouri awarded a relatively high percentage of
its total block grant to non-criminal justice func-
tions. This percentage may not be actually higher,
since many states require that a criminal justice
agency be the primary subgrantee even though a
non-criminal justice agent may be the ultimate
recipient. .

Table 20, prepared with the aid of the MCCJ
staff, indicates that more than 56 percent of the
funds awarded in 1974 were used for activities that
had not been attempted by the recipient locality
prior to the initiation of the Safe Streets program.
Twenty-four percent of the funds awarded sup-
ported activities that had never been attempted in
Missouri. Only one dollar in twenty was spent for
activities that had already been tried in the recipi-
ent jurisdiction—usually training, equipment and
manpower services. The findings presented in Table
21 indicate that in the judgment of the MCCJ staff

Number of
Functional Component Grants
Police 58
Courts 21
Corrections 11
Juvenile delinquency 20
Drugs and alcohol 1

TOTAL 111

Table 18

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Amount Percent of
Grants of Funds Funds
52.2 286,767.82 25.7
18.9 361,749.96 32.3
9.9 203,065.81 18.2
18.0 241,785.95 21.6
0.9 29,701.00 2.7

$1,118,031.84




more than 55 percent of the funds awarded in the
1974 sample supported new activities. Only 19 per- -
cent of the funds were used for routine undertak-
ings, representing 55 percent of the total number of
subgrants.

Missouri has divided its funds between state and
private agencies, and localities. Grants to local gov-
ernments were generally small (under $5,000), al-
though the average size in 1974 was under $15,000.
More than half of the funds supported service pro-
jects; one-third was awarded for equipment projects.
Funds have been fairly evenly distributed among
the police, courts and corrections functions. Com-
pared with other case study states, Missouri spends
more funds on routine activities and ranks fifth
among the states studied in the percentage of pre-
viously attempted activities it supports.

3
9
7
7
3
5

8,007
33,027
311,958
853,803
828,356

884,852
362,663

$3,282,716

Non-Criminal
Justice

13
16
1
9
31
13
21
8

Combinations
129,845
640,952
1,378,066
919,879
3,436,199
1,653,417
2,118,104
$10,176,462

6
39
23
23
2
23

14
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Fiscal Issues

The most important fiscal issues facing the Safe
Streets program in Missouri concern the findings of
the LEAA audit and recent management review,
indicating that a substantial reimbursement of mis-
spent funds should be made to LEAA (Part C grants
for planning and state buy-in).

All state, regional and local officials were asked
if they thought that they had received their *‘fair
share” of Missouri’s Safe Streets funds. No re-
spondents expressed complete agreement with the
amount of funding their jurisdiction or agency had
received. Most respondents thought that other
groups received much more funding than they de-
served, prohibiting them from receiving their fair
share. Most contended also that the total amount of
Safe Streets funds is too small to permit any one
jurisdiction or agency to meet its needs. A plurality
of the Missouri cities and counties responding to R
the ACIR local survey believed they did not receive
a fair share of funding within their region (see Table
22). Eleven of the 18 regional directors who re- hd
sponded to the ACIR regional survey said that their
regions had not received a fair share of funds; the
remaining seven indicated the opposite.

Until recently, the assumption of project costs
had not been a big problem for most jurisdictions,
because of the absence of multiyear programs and
the lack of a continuation policy at the state level.
The emphasis on equipment purchases and one-
time projects in the past kept requests for continua-
tion funding to a minimum. But the recent adoption

Corrections
67,032
604,312
3,907,686
2,093,550
1,576,239
2,809,624
2,286,232
$12,859,788

Table 19
Distribution of Funds in Missouri by Function of Recipient
FY 1969-1975*

9

9
12
26
24
24
2
22

Courts
89,496

745,133
1,286,676
2,419,658
2,737,793
2,904,246
2,389,951

$12,572,953

70
4
3
29
22
3
26
30

Police

691,243
1,839,191
3,046,037
2,687,846
2,449,582
3,585,134
2,529,251

TOTAL $16,828,284

Fiscal

Year

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975
“The percent of the annual Part C and E awards in GMIS for Missouri are as follows: 1969 to 1971 - Unknown; 1972 - 95.7; 1973 - 100.9; 1974 - 96.3; 1975 - 88.7.

Source: GMIS data.

1



396

Table 20

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample

Number of Percent Amount Percent
Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
Never attempted
anywhere -0- -0- -0- -0-
Never atiempted
in state 17 6.3 269,104.00 24 .1
Never attempted
in locality 66 59.5 633,672.95 56.7
Has been attempted
in locality 38 34.2 215,254.39 19.2
TOTAL 111 $1,118,031.84
Table 21
Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample
Degree Number of Percent Amount Percent
Innovation Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
New 26 23.4 623,460.64 55.8
Expansion 18 16.2 218,232.56 19.5
Update 8 7.2 59,166.41 5.3
Routine 59 53.2 217,171.73 19.4
TOTAL 111 $1,118,031.84
Table 22

Views of Missouri County and City Officials Surveyed on Whether Their Jurisdiction
Received a “Fair Share” of Safe Streets Part C Action Funds as Compared with Other

Cities
Counties
TOTAL

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

Juridsictions in Their Region

October 1975

Yes

No

11

18

No Response

6
11
17




of policies limiting equipment funds and establish-
ing the number of years of funding permitted has led
many state, regional and local officials to become
more concerned about assuming the costs of pro-
grams. The new MCCJ continuation policy, adopted
for initiation in FY 1975, allows for 90 percent
Federal/10 percent local match for the first two
years and 50/50 match in the third year, with no
further Federal funding unless there are extenuat-
ing circumstances.

Officials at all levels are concerned about assum-
ing project costs in an environment of decreasing
tax revenues. Several officials said that continuation
of projects initiated without concern for long-range
fiscal impact could substantially affect their bud-
gets, Officials are currently re-examining their grant
policies in light of long-term fiscal consequences
prior to making formal application. Because fiscal
conservatism characterizes government at all levels
in the state, the field team was not surprised to find
a growing reluctance to get involved with Federal
matching programs. Jurisdictions already facing
severe financial crises expressed less concern about
long-term fiscal impact.

Most officials interviewed were more interested
in a special revenue-sharing approach to law en-
forcement and criminal justice funding than in the
current block grant method. Reasons given includ-
ed: -the absence of a match requirement; the direct
allocation of funds to the state and localities; de-
creased Federal, state and regional bureaucracy;
direct local control of funds; broad flexibility in the
use of funds. Several state officials thought that an
approach such as that used under the Comprehen-
sive Employment and Training Act (where local
prime sponsors receive funds directly and the state
only coordinates planning) would be adequate for
law enforcement and criminal justice in Missouri.
Officials in several localities indicated that they
prefer a revenue-sharing approach because the law
enforcement needs of their jurisdictions involve
basic equipment, facilities and personnel for which
Safe Streets funds are no longer available:

Many respondents criticized the Safe Streets pro-
gram for its fiscal impact and administrative dup-
lication, but no one wished the flow of funds to end
completely. Almost 70 percent of the Missouri
respondents to the ACIR local survey indicated that
Safe Streets funds had had at least moderate suc-
cess in reducing crime or slowing the growth of
crime in their jurisdiction (see Appendix 3, p. 403).
Of the 18 regional-survey respondents, 16 (88 per-

cent) thought that Safe Streets funds had had great
or moderate success in reducing crime or slowing
the crime rate. Local respondents had fairly high
expectations for the program. Sixty-eight percent of
the local respondents expect at least moderate re-
duction in crime as a result of the Safe Streets pro-
gram (see Appendix 3.1, p. 403). More than 25 per-
cent of the regional respondents anticipate a slight
decrease. Both regional and local respondents
thought that crime would have been greater with-
out Safe Streets funds (see Appendix 3.2, p. 403).
One-third of the regional respondents thought that
crime rates would have been far higher; one-half,
that they would have been moderately greater.
Fifty-eight percent of the city and county respon-
dents thought that crime would have been substan-
tially or moderately greater in the absence of the
program; 21 percent, that the crime rate in their
jurisdiction would have been at least slightly greater.

Most interviewees had held high hopes for im-
proving the criminal justice system under the Safe
Streets program. The attorney general’s office cited
a four-fold increase in its productivity as an example
of the impact of Safe Streets funds. Grants sup-
porting computerized information systems for the
state court system and large police departments
were mentioned as major system improvements
in a state where criminal justice data had not been
previously collected. Other officials cited similar
instances of system improvement. Many said that
before Safe Streets projects, no major improvements
had been made in Missourt’s criminal justice system
since the 1930’s. Elected officials agreed that crime
was a major issue with voters throughout the state

and that the rapid increase of the crime rate in rural |

and suburban areas had stirred voter concern. How-
ever, many elected officials believed that the “sys-
tem” and governmental institutions could not sig-
nificantly reduce crime, which they viewed as a
symptom of societal breakdown. Because of the evi-
dent improvement in the state’s criminal justice
system and a growing concern about crime, almost
all of the officials interviewed emphasized the need
for continued Federal assistance for law enforce-
ment and criminal justice efforts at the state and
local levels.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

Analysis of the major problem issues in the opera-
tion of the Safe Streets program in Missouri-the
roles of the state legislature, the regions and the
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Federal government-can advance understanding
of the dynamics of the block grant approach in
general.

As mentioned frequently in this study, the Mis-
souri General Assembly has never reacted with
much favor to the Safe Streets program. Most of
those interviewed attributed this attitude to a per-
vading dislike for Federal programs, the manner in
which Safe Streets issues had been presented to the
general assembly and the lack of involvement of the
legislature in the deciston-making process surround-
ing funding.

Although’ the relationship between the general
assembly and the MCCIJ and its staff has improved
since the 1974 reorganization, a recent attempt by
the general assembly to force the council to fund a
particular program reflects the legislature’s grow-
ing concern that the body which has the appropriat-
ing function should also make the decisions con-
cerning the allocation of Safe Streets funds. During
the most recent legislative session, the state senate’s
Committee on Appropriations threatened to with-
hold a vote on the requested match until the MCCJ
either gave the committee the funds or itself ap-
proved the amount required to fund a specific pro-
ject for continuation. The project was approved for
continuation by the MCCJ by a 7 to 6 vote. Many
interviewees thought the MCCJ would have voted
unanimously to continue the project’s funding if
there had been no pressure from the general as-
sembly. After the approval of this project, the senate
voted to allocate the full match requested.

Many state-level officials indicated that Con-
gress had made a grave error by requiring that state
legislatures provide appropriations to match Part
B and Part C funds, because this function only
confused their role in the program: Were the legis-
latures to apply their appropriation authority in a
rubber-stamp manner? Were they to exercise de-
tailed oversight and make line item project approv-
als? Or, was Safe Streets solely the governor’s pro-
gram?

Some respondents suggested that the decision-
making process concerning the distribution of funds
should rest with the general assembly. Although
they felt that legislative control was preferable,
they admitted that partisan politics and constitu-
ency demands would run the program. Several state
officials expressed a desire to eliminate the buy-in
and hard-match provisions of the Safe Streets Act
because of the difficulties encountered with the gen-
eral assembly. They argued that Congress intended

to encourage innovative approaches to crime con-
trol which, if successful, would be assumed into the
state’s regular operating budget. Therefore, the
legislature did not need to become involved with the
program until the time when proven projects were
to be included in the state budget. The general as-
sembly’s stand forcing the funding of particular
programs (or withholding the approval of the
match) was cited as evidence that the match pro-
visions of the act were causing legislative inter-
ference in a manner not intended by Congress.

The proper role of the Missouri General Assembly
in the Safe Streets program has not yet been ade-
quately defined. If relations between the general
assembly and the MCCJ and its staff continue to
improve, and if the general assembly is adequately
informed about the hard-match and state buy-in
requirements, the role definition process will be
easier for both. The basic question remaining for
Congress to decide is whether or not state legis-
latures should appropriate Federal funds in a block
grant program.

The growth of strong regional councils has aiso
had a dramatic effect on the program in the state.
The MCCJ’s movement toward a more active review
and goal-setting role may affect regional power,
but the gradual pace with which this shift is taking
place suggests general movement in the direction of
quality control and accountability. MCCJ relations
with the regions have improved greatly since re-
organization, according to several regional and local
officials interviewed. The increasing stability of the
MCCIJ staff, its desire to increase accountability in
the program throughout the state, and the positive
personal relationships the executive director and the
director of public safety have established with re-
gional personnel have been welcomed by the re-
gions. Reliance on the RCCs for decision-making
and administration and the emphasis on criminal
justice at the local level in Missouri will probably
continue to be strong elements in the program.

As discussed above, the role of the Federal gov-
ernment in Missouri’s Safe Streets activities has
been perceived as a negative force. How much the
tension in this relationship has cost the program in
terms of effectiveness is unknown. Federal-state
relations have created several problems at the state
level, and, according to some state officials, con-
troversies with LEAA have threatened to end the
Safe Streets effort in Missouri. Although the fric-
tions and frustrations that characterize this rela-
tionship have been lessening, the future impact of



the LEAA on the Safe Streets program in Missouri
may not be totally positive. As long as Missouri of-
ficials distrust Federal programs and fear Federal
intrusiveness, and LEAA retains its oversight role,
potential conflicts will exist.

The potential of the Safe Streets program in
Missouri has yet to be determined. The role of the
general assembly, the regions and the Federal gov-

ernment will continue to make an impact on the
program. Further role definition and increased
MCCJ credibility could greatly improve the opera-
tion of the Safe Streets program in Missouri. On
the other hand, the pressures exerted on the pro-
gram in the past by the general assembly, the regions
and LEAA could re-emerge and possibly lead to
its end.

FOOTNOTES

lMissouri, Omnibus State Reorganization Act of 1974, pp. 35-36.
2The Missouri 1975 Comprehensive Plan for Action, p. 282.
3Missouri, Omnibus State Reorganization Act of 1974, p. 236.
“1bid., p. 36.

Spy 1976 Missouri Planning Grant Application, Attachment
C, sec. I.C.

OIbid., sec. ILA.

7U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, Office of Inspector General, Audit Report
Number: GAR-S0-74-2, August 13, 1974, pp. 9-10.

SUAS., Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Crime in the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reports
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 70.

9FY 1976 Missouri Planning Grant Application, Exhibit F.
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APPENDIX 1
Missouri Site Visits

Much of the information in this case study -was
developed during a field trip to Missouri from July
3, 1975 through July 16, 1975. The field team inter-
viewed 50 persons at the Federal, state, regional and
local levels. St. Louis, the largest urban area in
Missouri and a component of LEAA’s Impact Cities
program, was used as an example of an urban re-
gion, county and city. Two other regions, three
other counties and one other city were included
in the field work. A complete list of the interviews
conducted is presented below,

Interviews Conducted in Missouri
State

Office of the Governor

Christopher S. Bond, Governor

Perry Roberts, Aide

Charles Valier, Chief Counsel
Missouri General Assembly

Joseph Holt, State Legislator
Missouri Supreme Court

Robert E. Seiler, Chief Justice

Jim Parkinson, Court Administrator
Attorney General

Alexander Netchvolodoff, Chief Assistant
Office of Administration

Neil Neilsen, Commissioner

Mark Edleman, Director, Office of Budget
Department of Public Safety

Michael D. Garrett, Director

Gene Voigts, Chairman, MCCJ

Col. Sam Smith, Superintendant of the Highway

Patrol

Jay Sondhi, Executive Director, MCCJ

Curt Musgrave, Planner

Mike Hodge, Chief Law Enforcement Planner

Patrick Rackers, Chief Corrections Planner

Curtis Marsh, Chief Monitor

Gene Vaughn, Chief Auditor

Ron Yates, Grants Administrator
Department of Social Services

Edward Haynes, Director, Division of Correc-

tions

Regional and Local

Region V Crime Council
Floyd Richards, Executive Director
Dodey Horstman, Assistant Director
Martin Braeske, Assistant Director
Bob Taylor, Program Analyst
Don Joyner, Fiscal Officer
Judy Busby, Accountant
Obbie A. Charles, Program Analyst
City of St. Louis
A.J. Wilson, Executive Assistant to the Mayor
Col. Sutton, Police Commissioner, Board ol
Police Commissioners
Otto Heinecke, Executive Director, St. Louis
Commission on Crime & Law Enforcement
Gary Gertner, Judge, 22nd Judicial Circuit (St.
Louis) and Region V Chairman
St. Louis County
Ned Tadeucci, Executive Assistant to the County
Supervisor
Jefferson County
Gilbert Long, Juvenile Officer (Vice Chairman
of Region V Council)
Other
Del McClennan, Co-Chairperson, Women’s Cru-
sade Against Crime
Mid-Missouri Regional Crime Council (Region III)
Perry Winget, Executive Director
City of Columbia
Terry Novak, City Manager
Bob Black, Assistant City Manager
Dave Walsh, Chief of Police
Cole County
Wyman Baysinger, Sheriff
Donald Cline, Director, Juvenile Attention Center
Boone County
Frank Conley, Judge, 13th Judicial Circuit and
Chairman of Mid-Missouri Regional Crime
Council
Show-Me Regional Planning Commission (Region
XIII)
Frank Schwarzer, Executive Director
Pettis County
Emmett Fairfax, Sheriff



Other

Tony Heisberger, Executive Director, Missouri
Association of Counties

Jay Bell, Executive Director, Missouri Muni-
cipal League

LEAA Federal Regional Office - Region VII

Marvin Ruud, Regional Administrator

Al Vanderstaay, Director of Operations

A. Marc Dreyer, Director of Technical Assis-
tance

Harold Smith, Missouri State Representative

Ron Brown, Chief Fiscal Officer
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APPENDIX 2

Responses to Local Questionnaires

Missouri
1975
Counties Cities
Population Group Number Surveyed Responding ‘No. Surveyed
No. %
Over 500,000 2* 2 100 2
250,000-500,000 0 0 - 0
100,000-249,999 3 1 33 2
50,000- 99,999 6 2 33 3
25,000- 49,999 20 6 30 10
10,000- 24,999 53 13 24.5 34
TOTAL 84 24 28.5 51

"Does not include the city of St. Louis, which is also a county but is considered a city for this study.

Responding
No. %
0 0
0 0
2 100
1 33
4 40
17 50
24 47




APPENDIX 3

Views of Missouri County and City Officials Concerning the Degree of Success
Safe Streets Funds Have Had in Reducing Crime or Slowing the Growth of the
Crime Rate in Their Jurisdiction”

October 1975

Great Substantial Moderate Little No No
Success Success Success Success Success Response
Cities 1 2 Co 7 2 6 6
Counties 0 4 6 2 0 12
TOTAL 1 6 13 4 6 18
Percent
of respondents 3 20 43 13 20
APPENDIX 3.1

Views of Missouri County and City Officials About the Kind of Reduction in Crime
That Should Reasonably Be Expected as a Result of the Safe Streets Program, .
Considering the Nature of Crime and the Amount of Safe Streets Funds Involved

October 1975

Great Substantial Moderate Slight No No
Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction Response
Cities 0 2 9 2 4 7
Counties 0 1 7 3 0 13
TOTAL 0 3 16 5 4 20
Percent
of respondents 2l 57 18 14
APPENDIX 3.2
Views of Missouri County and City Officials About the Extent the Crime Rate in
Their Jurisdiction Would Have Been Greater Today If Safe Streets Act
Funds Had Not Been Available Over the Past Six Years®
October 1975
Substantially Moderately Slightly No No
Greater Greater Greater Greater Response
Cities 2 8 2 6 6
Counties 4 3 4 ) 13
TOTAL 6 11 6 6 19
Percent
of respondents 21 37 21 21

“Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.
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New Mexico

New Mexico is geographically large, sparsely
populated and economically poor; it is the only
Southwestern state included in the ACIR Safe
Streets field work.

New Mexico is 37th among the states in popula-
tion, with 1,076,000 inhabitants. Its 1973 reported
index crime rate was 4,707.9—12th highest in the
country. The state has 32 county governments and
89 cities, towns and villages. Many of these localities
are quite small: twenty of the counties have fewer
than 25,000 residents, and 60 of the municipalities
have 2,500 or fewer inhabitants. The state is domin-
ated by the Albuquerque-Bernalillo County Stand-
ard Metropolitan Statistical area, which encom-
passes about 30 percent of New Mexico’s total popu-
lation.

New Mexico illustrates the operation of the block
grant instrument in a small rural state where the
criminal justice system is largely state-financed and
administered.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Police protection in New Mexico is predominately
a local responsibility, with cities and counties ac-
counting for approximately 68 percent of all expendi-
tures for this purpose. Of the local law enforcement
agencies, 32 are county units and 68 are municipal
units. The six Class I cities in New Mexico, those
with populations over 25,000, average 57 full-time
sworn personnel, excluding Albuquerque which has
408 officers.

County sheriffs enforce the law and maintain de-
tention facilities. Sheriffs are elected for two years
and may serve only two terms. The largest sheriff’s
department is in Bernalillo County, where there
are 114 personnel; the smallest is in Union County,
where there are two departmental staff.

The New Mexico State Police received full poli-
cing powers in 1935. From a small force of 12, the
department has expanded to include 310 uniformed
officers and 180 civilian employees. The five-mem-
ber Board of Supervisors of the State Police is ap-
pointed by the governor. State police responsibilities
include criminal law enforcement, training, scientif-
ic crime detection, education of citizens in public

safety and maintenance of a statewide communica-
tions systems.

Unlike law enforcement, the court system is large-
ly state-financed and administered, with the state
contributing about 86 percent of all judicial expendi-
tures in FY 1973. The state court system consists of
the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals (courts
of appellate jurisdiction); the district courts (courts
of general jurisdiction); and magistrate courts, muni-
cipal courts, county probate courts and one small
claims court in Bernalillo County (courts of limited
and special jurisdiction). Municipal courts are under
local control; the New Mexico Supreme Court has
supervisory control over all other inferior courts and
appoints the director of the administrative office of
the courts.

Another expense borne principally by the state is
prosecution. In FY 1973 the state spent $1,855,000,
or 68 percent of total state and local outlays for
this purpose. The chief law enforcement officer and
prosecutor in New Mexico is the attorney general.
Serving also as the head of the Department of Jus-
tice, the attorney general represents the state in
all criminal appeals to the Supreme Court and con-
ducts investigations in cooperation with the state
police when requested by local authorities to assist
in the prosecution of a case.

Each of the 13 judicial districts has an elected
district attorney. During his or her four-year term,
the district attorney is responsible for representing
the state, as well as the counties in his district. City
attorneys are responsible for prosecuting criminal
violations of municipal ordinances.

Defense of indigent persons is primarily a state
activity. In 1973, the legislature established a new
Public Defender Department in the state govern-
ment. A three-member Public Defender Board, ap-
pointed by the governor, names a chief public de-
fender to head the department. The chief, in turn,
appoints a district defender for each judicial dist-
rict who represents indigent defendants in any court
within that district. These district offices are being
established on a gradual basis, however, and until
they are fully operational throughout the state, de-
fense services are provided where necessary through
court-appointed attorneys who are reimbursed by
the Public Defender Department. The New Mexico
Public Defender does not represent defendants in
the Albuquerque Municipal Court.
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Corrections is predominately a state function. In
FY 1973, the state accounted for approximately 78
percent of the total state and local outlays for cor-
rectional purposes. The State Department of Correc-
tions is responsible for both adult and juvenile facili-
ties and services, and administers adult probation
and parole and juvenile parole. Almost all counties,
and 14 cities, maintain jails that are primarily hold-
ing facilities. In all counties except Bernalillo
County, the shriff is in charge of the jail. Albuquer-
que and Bernalillo County have a joint Department
of Corrections/Detention. Two counties — Bernalillo
and Santa Fe—operate juvenile detention houses.
Juvenile probation is administered by the district
court in each county.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

The first New Mexico state planning agency
(SPA) was created by proclamation of Governor Da-
vid F. Cargo on Nov. 18, 1968. The Governor’s
Policy Board for Law Enforcement, as it was ini-
tially named, consisted of 19 members appointed by
the governor. The primary function of this board
was to receive applications for crime prevention
and control activities and to recommend priorities
for the use of Federal funds. The staff arm of the
board was located in the State Planning Office, a
general purpose planning agency.

In 1971, a new governor, Bruce King, issued an
executive order establishing the Governor’s Council
on Criminal Justice Planning as the successor to
the Policy Board for Law Enforcement. This execu-
tive order made some changes in the council’s mem-
bership, but its primary role remained the same.

In July 1973, Governor King issued another execu-
tive order modifying the composition of the Gover-
nor’'s Council on Criminal Justice Planning once
again and increasing its total membership to 22.
In addition, the function of the council was expanded
to include advising the governor on criminal justice
matters. The executive director of the council was to
report to the Office of Manpower and Grants Ad-
ministration in the office of the governor, rather than
to the State Planning Office. Seven regional crim-
inal justice planning commissions were created.

In February 1975, the council was again reorgan-

ized to reflect the priorities of the new Governor,
Jerry Apodaca. Under Executive Order 75-4, the
council remained in the Office of the Governor, but
was placed under the governor’s secretary of justice.
This change reflected the movement of the Apodaca

administration to a modified-cabinet form of govern
ment. Under this system, the governor relies upor
a cabinet made up of eight department heads, whe
are also functional area secretaries and five advisors
Justice is one of the major functional areas includec
in the cabinet. All heads of criminal justice and pub
lic safety state agencies sit on the Justice Cabinet
which is headed by the secretary of justice.

The membership of the council also changed witl
the new executive order and now consists of the gov
ernor, who is represented by the secretary of jus
tice, five ex officio state agency officials, five repre
sentatives of local government and criminal justic
agencies and five citizen! representatives.

The major differences between the composition o
the new and old councils are the reduction in siz
of the council from 22 to 16 members, the elimina
tion of the regional commission chairmen and th
Metropolitan Criminal Justice Coordinating Counci
chairman as council members, the reduction in the
number of state agency representatives, the elimina
tion of legislative representation, and the addition o
five citizen members.

In addition to the organizational and membershij
changes, the new executive order also specifically de
lineated the duties and responsibilities of the counci
and its staff, authorized the creation of a juvenil
justice advisory group and, as discussed later, al
tered the membership of the regional commissions
According to council officials, the duties and respon
sibilities of the council and its staff were not actuall
altered but rather were more clearly defined.

Prior to the most recent council reorganization
the council utilized study teams as standing commit
tees to review applications and make recommenda
tions to the full council. Established in mid-1973
the study teams consisted of members of the counci
as well as non-members, and were organized alon;
six functional delineations—detection, deterrenc
and apprehension; rehabilitation; information sys
tems; adjudication and diversion; legislation; an
prevention. The Legislative Finance Committee rec
ommended abolition of the study committee in it
1975 report to the state legislature.

The reorganization by the Apodaca administratio:
resulted in the abolition of the six study teams. In
stead, the council has only one standing committee
the Executive Committee, which was provided fo
in Executive Order 75-4. Under the council bylaw
adopted on May 19, 1975, the Executive Committe
consists of the chairman of the council, his repre
sentative and such other members as the chairma



may appoint. Currently, the Executive Committee
consists of five members, including the governor’s
representative, the attorney general, the mayor of
Albuquerque and two citizen members of the coun-
cil. Because the council meets only quarterly, the
Executive Committee acts on day-to-day matters that
cannot wait until the next council meeting. In order
'o study specific issues that may face the council
from time to time, the chairman may set up ad hoc
committees. By mid-1975, three such committees
had been established —a policy committee to recom-
mend general policy guidelines to be adopted by the
council, a committee to study the regional commis-
sion system and a committee to review the several
ex-offender programs supported by the council. The
policy committee was disbanded after the council
adopted a policy manual and council bylaws in May
1975.

" The initial two years of the Safe Streets program
were marked by uncertainty. Three different staff
directors, and two acting directors were appointed.
{in November 1970, at the end of Governor Cargo’s
term, a fourth executive director was named. This
lirector headed the program until May 1975 and
served under three governors. Even though a staff
nad been authorized well before that time, the new
:xecutive director began his tenure prior to the as-
semblage of a full staff complement. In his view, at
the outset he was responsible for actually performing
most SPA functions himself, including writing the
annual comprehensive plan.

During the five-year tenure of the fourth execu-
:ive director, the council staff grew and, with the
council, began making progress in reaching both
criminal justice and internal management goals.
For example, the council and its staff became a na-
ional leader in the field of Indian justice, parti-
cipated in the establishment and operations of the
Governor’s Organized Crime Commission and laid
‘he groundwork for the creation of a full-time parole
board. Several organizational improvements, includ-
'ng the establishment of an auditing capability, were
Also made during this period.

Internal improvements were hampered by the lim-
ited size of New Mexico’s planning grant which,
according to both past and present council officials,
has resulted in insufficient staff. Table 1 shows the
total number of authorized staff positions since
1970. Growth in staff size was very modest during
the early years of the program. More recently, a
number of discretionary grants from the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to

Table 1

Authorized Council Staff Positions for
Governor’s Council on Criminal Justice

Planning
(All Financial Sources)
Fiscal Year Professional Clerical Total
1970 8 4 12
1971 8 ) 13
1972 12 2 14
1973 14 5 19
1974 19 6 25
1975 26 8 34

Source: Governor’s Council on Criminal Justice Planning, December
1975.

the council have provided staff positions for Indian
justice planning, the Statistical Analysis Center and
standards and goals planning. All of the positions
funded by discretionary grants were for new activi-
ties| outside {the normal operations of the SPA. Sev-
eral council officials indicated, however, that the
growth in staff size was inadequate to keep pace
with the continually increasing LEAA requirements
and requests for information.

In May 1975, the council’s fifth executive director
was appointed; the previous director resigned to take
an out-of-state position. By July 1975, the new di-
rector had reorganized the staff in order to facili-
tate expansion of the council’s role and to allow the
executive director more time for policy matters. Re-
sponsibility for day-to-day operations was given
to the deputy for administration and the deputy for
planning/programs. The only major function not
directed by either deputy is auditing, which is super-
vised by the executive director. The deputy for plan-
ning/programs is responsible for the development
of the annual plan, all monitoring and evaluation
activities, New Mexico’s standards and goals effort
and the state’s Statistical Analysis Center. All cleri-
cal and personnel matters, fiscal affairs and grants
management are the responsibilities of the deputy
for administration. .

With the exception of the executive director, and
the two newly created deputy positions, the council
staff has always been under the state’s civil service
system. Turnover has not been great within the or-
ganization, although several changes occurred with
the election of Governor Apodaca and the appoint-
ment of a new director. Both deputy positions were
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filled by promoting employees who had been with
the council for more than two years.

Under the present administration, the influence of
the governor on the Safe Streets program is con-
siderable. The governor appoints all council and
regional commission members, as well as the coun-
cil’s executive director. He also designates the coun-
cil chairman. Currently, the chairman is the gover-
nor’s top legisiative and legal aide and secretary of
the newly formed Justice Cabinet. The chairman acts
as the governor’s representative on the council and,
by virtue of his position within the administration,
is able to influence council decisions in accordance
with the governor’s policy choices.

According to the chairman, upgrading the status
of the council and increasing its criminal justice plan-
ning capabilities are major goals of the current gov-
ernor. The administration appears to believe that
in the past the council has served only as a mech-
anism for distributing Safe Streets dollars with lit-
tle regard for other criminal justice resources and
with insufficient participation by regions and locali-
ties. The governor, through his staff aide, is redirect-
ing the program by broadening the role of the coun-
cil and encouraging the delegation of greater authori-
ty to the regions. The council staff now also serves
as staff to the Justice Cabinet which is headed by the
council chairman, and becomes involved in review-
ing criminal justice legislative proposals. Eventually,
the chairman envisions the council as establishing

.statewide criminal justice priorities and becoming in-

volved in criminal justice legislative activities. Part of
the governor’s program for enhancing the council’s
stature and role is to seek increased legislative sup-
port. The administration plans to request additional
state funds for council operations in 1976. By 1977
the administration hopes to obtain legislation giving
statutory recognition to the council as a permanent
entity of state government.

At present, the main point of contact between
the council and the state legislature is the Legisla-
tive Finance Committee (LFC), a powerful joint
body, responsible for reviewing state appropriation
requests. Until recently, the legislature had little
knowledge of the amount of Federal funds received
by state agencies or the purposes for which these
funds were used. Because it was concerned about
possible distortion of legislative intent and implied
commitments to continue federally supported acti-
vities with state monies, the legislature authorized
a major study by the Legislative Finance Committee.
This effort resulted in new budget forms requiring

all agencies to provide details on the amount of
Federal funds received and the activities supported
by these funds.

The Legislative Finance Committee is an influen-
tial force in the council’s financial development. Its
members are more alert to the council’s activities
than are most of New Mexico’s legislators, many
of whom see the program only as a source of free
money. The governor is actively trying to change this
image and convince the legislature to financially
support the council’s staff and projects. A Legisla-
tive Finance Committee official interviewed admired
the governor’s future plans for the council, but doubt-
ed that the legislature would ever pick up the agen-
cy’s total costs, even though it has always provided
a greater match for the council than the legally
required 10 percent and has usually approved funds
to continue projects started with Safe Streets funds.
Probation and parole in the Department of Correc-
tions, for example, has had three major projects
assumed by the legislature.

At one time, the council played a strong role in
substantive criminal justice legislation, including the
proposals establishing a public defender system and
the Governor’s Organized Crime Commission. This
involvement largely reflected the interests of the
former executive director. At present, the council
does not propose or draft any legislation affect-
ing the state criminal justice system. Governor Apo-
daca has instructed his agency heads to be respon-
sive to legislative requests, but not to actively lobby
for agency interest during legislative sessions. This
mandate has considerably reduced the present execu-
tive director’s role in the legislative process. The
council staff does review legislative proposals in its
capacity as staff to the governor’s Justice Cabinet
and advises the legislature as requested.

The attorney general is an ex officio member of
the council. Although he is the chief law enforcement
official in the state, the attorney general has no
more power than any other member of the counci.
The present attorney general has a good relatior-
ship with the council staff and with the governor’s
office. He hopes to use his influence to increase
the direct involvement of council members, as op-
posed to staff, in setting policy and in making plan-
ning and funding decisions.

The heads of the other major state criminal jus-
tice agencies are also ex officio members of the coun-
cil. In addition, these agencies, with their own inter-
nal planning staffs, are heavily involved in the prep-
aration of the annual plan. In general, they view



their relationship with the council as positive, as
their priorities are usually accepted without change.
Nevertheless, for the most part they see the Safe
Streets Program as an outside source of financial
aid, and not as a true comprehensive planning ef-
fort. Although the council staff believes that these
agencies are increasingly looking to them for tech-
nical assistance, the agency officials interviewed in-
dicated that the advice of council staff in substan-
tive criminal justice areas was seldom sought, be-
cause the agency officials are well aware of their own
needs and problems.

Despite the plans of the present governor to ex-
pand the council’s role, the council is not now in-
volved in planning for or evaluating state agency
criminal justice activities other than those sup-
ported by Safe Streets dollars. On an informal basis,
however, the staff reviews all criminal justice agency
budgets and coordinates council activities with the
Department of Finance and Administration.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

Regional criminal justice planning in New Mexico
has undergone a variety of structural and proce-
dural changes since the Safe Streets program was
launched in 1968. Initially, the governor’s council
obtained local and regional participation in the pro-
gram through the seven state planning development
districts. By 1971, however, it was apparent to the
council that there were insufficient planning funds
to adequately staff all seven regions and, as a re-
sult, three single-purpose criminal justice regions
were established. In 1972, a separate Metropolitan
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (MCJICC)
for the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County
was created by executive order of Governor King.
Previously Albuquerque had been included in one
of the three regions but was surrounded by three
rural counties whose problems and needs were signi-
ficantly different from those of the Albuquerque
metropolitan area. The MCJCC is responsible for
the coordination of criminal justice programs within
the metropolitan area, the development of local
policies for the improvement of the criminal justice
system, the preparation of local criminal justice
plans and the implementation of specific local proj-
ects to reduce crime.

By a 1973 executive order, Governor King es-
tablished seven regional criminal justice planning
commissions that were coterminous with the state

planning development districts. Each regional com-
mission was to have at least 15, but not more than
21, members appointed by the governor. Governor
Apodaca’s 1975 executive order, the current legal
basis of authority for the regional commissions,
made only one major change—reducing the com-
mission membership to at least nine, but not more
than 15, persons.

These seven regional commissions, together with
the Albuquerque MCJCC, are primarily responsible
for gathering and submitting information to be used
in the development of the state plan and for re-
viewing and commenting on all applications for
action grants. In addition, regional commission
staff members play a key role, particularly in the
more rural jurisdictions, in assisting localities in
preparing applications and implementing projects.

1975 Reassessment

As mentioned earlier, as part of Governor Apo-
daca’s program to increase the credibility and ef-
fectiveness of both the council and the regional
commissions, a seven-member committee was ap-
pointed in March 1975 by the chairman of the coun-
cil .. . to study the efficiency of the existing re-
gional planning system in New Mexico and to form-
ulate recommendations to improve the system.”2
Composed of three council members, three regional
commission chairmen and the vice-chairman of the
Albuquerque MCJCC, this committee identified the
following problems:

1. The Council has not provided suffi-
ciently firm policy guidance to either the
regional commissions and staff or the
Council staff.

2. The comprehensive planning and plan
administration roles, duties and respon-
sibilities of the regional commissions and
their staff and the Council staff are not
adequately delineated.

3. The regional commissions have not been
provided sufficient opportunity to input
into the comprehensive planning, pri-
ority-setting and grant award processes.

4. The fiscal and administrative align-
ments of the regional commissions have
evolved with little preplanning or di-
rection. The result is a variety of ar-
rangements with the regions having no
legal status as units of government and
many problems in terms of employee
benefits and job security.
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5. The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration has raised the issue that
the New Mexico regional commissions
are not representative of local units of
government because the appointment
process used in the past has not suffi-
ciently documented local consent in de-
termining how and who should be rep-
resented on regional planning units.3

Out of this committee’s deliberations came a se-
ries of recommendations, subsequently adopted by
the council, that fundamentally changed the rela-
tionship of the regions to the state. Some of these,
such as the establishment of a provisional alloca-
tion of Part C funds to each region on the basis of
a formula, are discussed later in this case study.
Others, affecting the configuration, membership
and staff of the regional commissions, are described
below.

Regional Boundaries

The committee discussed at length whether or not
modifications should be made in the current re-
gional structure. The overriding consideration in
favor of change was the inadequacy of Part B funds
at the regional level, and the possibility that consoli-
dation would be more economical. Factors against
this action were pressures for maintaining the status
quo and the fact that the existing boundaries were
coterminous with other state planning regions. The
committee recommended, and the council approved,
the consolidation of Regions V and VII. This re-
alignment is now being effected.

Commission Membership

As noted earlier, all regional commission mem-
bers are appointed by the governor. Composition
of the commissions, however, must meet the criteria
initially set forth in Governor King’s 1973 execu-
tive order: ““Such membership will be representative
of the units of general local government, criminal
justice officials, governmental agencies in the re-
gion that maintain programs to reduce or control
crime, and members of general community inter-
est.”’4 In addition, a majority of regional commis-
sion members must be local elected officials, as re-
quired by the 1973 amendments to the Safe Streets
Act; regional commissions must also have “equita-
ble Indian representation.””5 In general, interviewees
believed that the requirement that there be a ma-
jority of local elected officials on the regional com-

missions had not had any effect because these of:-
ficials tend not to attend or actively participate.
One of the reasons for this low participation, in
the judgment of the interviewees, is the multitude of
Federal grant-in-aid programs requiring elected of-
ficials to serve on review boards, thus placing greal
demands on the time of city and county officials.

Although the former executive director of the
council stated that Governor King solicited, anc
generally honored, local recommendations for mem-
bership on the regional commissions, some officials
interviewed claimed that the former governor hac
paid little or no attention to the recommendations
he received. New Mexico’s method of appointing
regional commissioners has been challenged by the
LEAA regional office, which attached a specia
condition to the FY 1976 planning grant requiring
that an organization, such as the League of Cities
or the Association of Counties, give its consent tc
the governor’s appointees to the regional commis.
sions. This special condition reflected LEAA’s con:
cern that ““. . . the method and process employed ir
appointing regional planning unit members provide
adequately for local input and representative char
acter. .. .”’6

As a result of LEAA’s proddings, the Apodac:
administration has named local elected officials tc
the regional commissions on the basis of nomina
tions received from the New Mexico League o
Cities and from the Association of Counties. Nomi
nations for other appointees have been obtained by
consultations with these two local government in
terest groups, as well as with regional coordinators
professional organizations and council staff. The
mechanics involved in the nomination and appoint
ment process have delayed the formation of nev
regional commissions, although most members hac
been named by the governor by October 1975.

Staff

In mid-1975, each of the seven regions had onl
the equivalent of one full-time professional staf
member, a coordinator. The Metropolitan Crimina
Justice Coordinating Council, on the other hand
had a director and four functional area specialists

The committee assigned to study regional issue
found that benefits for regional coordinators wer:
inadequate or non-existent —salaries were disparat
and job security was slight. In addition, som
coordinators had experienced difficulty locating an¢
retaining units of government willing to serve a
fiscal agents for the region, because the sponsorin,



government becomes fiscally accountable even
though it may have little control over the actual
expenditure of Federal funds. In an effort to solve
these problems and to upgrade the status and cali-
ber of regional staff, the committee, with council
approval, recommended that coordinators be made
state employees entitled to all the benefits provided
in the state merit system. The council expressly
delegated to the regional commissions the right to
hire, supervise, evaluate and fire regional staff in
accordance with State Personnel Board rules.

Most state and regional officials interviewed
agreed that the continuity and stability provided by
state employment should help to upgrade the status
of the regional coordinators. However, some op-
position exists. One coordinator stated: “. . . my
position can be summarized as being against the
proposal because it will tend to diminish local/re-
gional control over the planning process by re-
moving from them basic control and responsibility
for the Part B funds. If, as the Governor [Apodaca]
so many times has said, local control is to be em-
phasized and encouraged, then this action is cer-
tainly a move in the wrong direction.”7 An Albu-
querque city official interviewed also complained
that coordinators would lose their “local flavor.”

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

As in most of the other case study states, the
Safe Streets Act provided the catalyst for the first
attempt at statewide criminal justice planning in
New Mexico. Since 1969, there has been a gradual
increase in the state’s level of planning sophistica-
tion. In the early years of the program, New Mexi-
co, like the other states studied, emphasized “‘get-
ting the money out,” rather than developing plans
based on objective analyses and assessments of need.
Plans had to be prepared in short periods of time,
planning funds were severely limited, data on the
criminal justice system was virtually non-existent
and staffs were not only few in number but also in-
experienced in criminal justice planning.

At first, most planning activities were carried out
by the state, with the former executive director of
the council and the chief planner playing major
roles in actual plan preparation. Gradually, how-
ever, regional planning commissions began to be
more involved, as they became organized and
staffed. Regional coordinators cooperated with state
staff in preparing the FY 1972 and 1973 state plans.
In FY 1974, the regions were asked to submit crimi-

nal justice plans for their areas. Although these
plans offered an opportunity for formal regional
input in to the state plan, council staff interviewed
said that regional participation was much more in-
formal than formal and was primarily a result of
regional influence on the deliberations of the council
study teams. At that time the council study teams
were responsible for setting priorities and dollar
allocations in the various functional areas.

On the whole, the council viewed the quality of
the regional plans as less than satisfactory, because
they tended to be oriented toward law enforcement
only and to lack a statistical data base. The present
deputy director for planning, however, pointed out
that when these regional plans were prepared, most
regional coordinators had been employed for less
than a year, because the state had only recently ex-
panded the number of regions from three to seven.
Further, she thought that the council had provided
little direction or assistance to the regions, in part
because of limitations on staff time.

FY 1974 was the only year that the regions were
asked to prepare plans. The Albuquerque MCJCC
still writes its own annual plan, however, because it
believes that the problems of the Albuquerque—
Bernalillo area are severe enough to warrant sep-
arate treatment in the state plan and because the
MCICC believes its local planners understand the
needs of the area more exactly than state-level
planners.

The FY 1975 state plan was essentially an update
of the FY 1974 plan, due to the early submission
date encouraged by LEAA. In FY 1976, however,
the council attempted to give greater structure to
the plan development effort and to emphasize the
role of the council members in setting overall policy.
The process was based on close working relation-
ships among council staff, regional coordinators
and other state and local agency planners. The ob-
jective was to integrate local, regional and state
perspectives by having the various staffs work as
a team with different data gathering and analysis
assignments. Meetings of these staffs were held
throughout the planning period in order to facili-
tate the development of an integrated set of recom-
mendations to the council regarding needs, priori-
ties and goals. Greater stress was placed on the col-
lection and analysis of criminal justice system and
crime data. The council staff prepared an analysis of
1974 Part | crimes, as reported to the state police
through the uniform crime reporting program.
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Categorical

Legislation $ 63,770
Planning, research and

information systems 176,700
Crime and delinquency

prevention 425,604
Detection, deterrence

and apprehension 666,850
Adjudication and

diversion 440,280
Institutional and non-

institutional

rehabilitation 672,396

TOTAL $2,446,000

Source: New Mexico FY 1975 state pian.

Allocations of
Action Funds

Table 2

Planned Distribution of Part C Funds by Plan Categories
FY 1973-1975

Percent of Percent of
1975 Part C 1974 Part C Part C
Total Total Percent in
Funds Funds 1973 Plan
2.6 3.2 2.3
7.2 7.5 11.2
17.4 15.2 10.2
27.2 28.1 48.4
18.0 18.0 6.6
27.5 28.0 21.3
99.9 100.0 100.0

Based on this analysis, the council designated 10
localities as high-crime areas requiring intensive
problem analysis and multi-year program develop-
ment by the relevant regional criminal justice plan-
ning commissions. Criminal justice system data were
collected from a variety of sources. Regional coor-
dinators gathered police and jail statistics from a
sampling of the state’s small communities, as well
as from the 10 high-crime localities. Council staff
collected offender-based information from four
district courts. '

In addition to the heightened emphasis on data
collection and analysis, the FY 1976 plan was also
characterized by an attempt to take a closer look at
the results of previously furided projects. Regional
codrdinators developed assessments of local grants;
council staff developed assessments of state activi-
ties. This information was then considered by the
council in weighing 1976 proposed programs and
dollar allocations. 7

State criminal justice agencies worked closely
with the council staff in preparing portions of the
plan. Most of the state agencies have their own
planning personnel—in some cases, obtained

through Safe Streets aid —and many literally plan-

ned with the council staff, aiding in writing the
multiyear forecasts and the annual action plan. For
example, the Committee on Children and Youth
had primary responsibility -for that portion of the
plan dealing with juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention.

Council members closely scrutinized staff recom-
mendations and made final decisions regarding
overall goals, priorities and allocations. When it
had been approved by the council, the plan was sub-
mitted to LEAA.

The FY 1976 plan is structured around six basic
categories: legislation; planning, research, evalua-
tion and information systems; crime and juvenile
delinquency prevention; detection, deterrence and
apprehension; adjudication and diversion; and in-
stitutional and non-institutional rehabilitation.
Within each broad program area, there are one or
more programs. For example, “‘special law enforce-
ment units’” is a program within the category ‘“‘de-
tection, deterrence and apprehension.” There are
a total of 29 programs. The annual action plan
describes the objectives of each program, the prob-
lems it addresses and its relationship to overall
goals and priorities. The plan also describes how




the program will be implemented, what technical
assistance will be provided, what special require-
ments will be enforced, the number and range of
grants anticipated, who is eligible to apply and
what funds are available for the program. In addi-
tion, the annual action section outlines the evalua-
tion requirements for each program. Funds are not
earmarked for specific projects but rather are al-
located by program. Although the council does not
have formal policies that restrict certain activities,
such as basic equipment, from being funded; the
plan does place some restrictions by allocating dol-
lars according to program and by defining who is
eligible to apply for particular activities.

The New Mexico planning effort is comprehen-
sive in that it addresses all elements of the criminal
justice system. Although almost all of the funds
went to law enforcement in the early years of the
Safe Streets program, the FY 1974 plan modified
the funding distribution “to reflect further the
Council’s determination to stimulate and direct
innovation and progress in improving the opera-
tional effectiveness of all components of this sys-
tem.”8 Table 2 indicates the planned distribution
of funds among plan categories for FY 1973-1975.

Although Safe Streets funds are allocated in a
comprehensive manner, the planning process is far
from comprehensive. Limited data, staff time and
council authority have impeded an overall assess-
ment of the needs and problems of the criminal
justice system. Like other SPAs studied, the council
has planned for the distribution of Safe Streets
funds only and has had very limited impact on the
allocation of other state and local criminal justice
resources. The Apodaca administration, however,
is moving the agency in the direction of compre-
hensive planning. It believes the council is at a
crossroads where it will either continue to function
as a dispenser of Federal grants or it will begin to
assume a broader role in terms of overall criminal
justice policy development and resource allocation.
The Apodaca administration believes that if the
purpose of the program is primarily to distribute
monies, then state staff should be reduced and the
funds given to local governments, as in revenue
sharing. If, on the other hand, there is a need for
a criminal justice planning capacity at the state level,
then steps must be taken to increase the council’s
credibility, status and authority. It is the latter
course of action that the governor and his aides are
pursuing.

Table 3

Part B Planning Funds Awarded
'to New Mexico
FY 1969-1975

Fiscal Year Part B Award
1969 $167,500
1970 176,000
1971 201,000
1972 245,000
1973 392,000
1974 392,000
1875 424,000

Source: LEAA Grants Management information System (GMIS) data.

Planning Funds

A pervasive issue in the New Mexico Safe Streets
program is the lack of adequate planning funds to
effectively carry out the mandates of the act. De-
spite the increases in Part B allocations since 1969
(see Table 3) and the overmatch provided by the
state legislature through 1975, these resources have
been insufficient to fulfill the various responsibili-
ties of the council and its regions, particularly in the
areas of planning, monitoring, evaluating and pro-
viding technical assistance. Results of ACIR’s
survey of regional planning units show that four of
the seven New Mexico regions responding believe
that Part B funds are “inadequate” at the state
level; two rated them as ‘“‘adequate;” and one as
“excessive.”* Five of the seven thought regional
Part B funds were “inadequate;” two said they
were ‘“‘adequate;” and none thought they were
“excessive.”” Not surprisingly, all but one of the
respondents thought that the state should make
available to the regions a greater portion of the
planning funds than the 40 percent that is currently
passed through.

Beginning with FY 1974 Part B monies, the coun-
cil allocated planning funds among the seven regions
on the basis of seven factors:

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to all criminal
justice planning regions in the country. By October responses
had been received from seven of the eight New Mexico regions
(including the MCJCC, a response rate of 88 percent.
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1. Population;

2. Number of localities with at least 24
Part I crimes per 1,000 population;

3. Square miles;

4. Centers with populations greater than
2,500;

5. Number of counties;

6. Population per square mile;

7. Council discretionary weight factor.

A 1975 staff analysis of the formula, however, ques-
tioned both the reliability and equity of the formula.
As resuit, the regional commission study committee
undertook a review of the method by which Part B
funds were allocated.. At about the same time, the
LEAA regional office notified the council that it
could no longer use Part C funds to support the
activities of the Albuquerque MCJCC that related
to the Safe Streets comprehensive planning process.
Previously, the council had funded the MCICC
entirely from Part C monies, based on the 1971
amendment to the act authorizing action funds for
criminal justice coordinating councils in localities
of 250,000 or more persons. By using Part C funds
for Albuquerque, the state was able to retain addi-
tional Part B monies for use by the seven regions.
The LEAA Office of General Counsel, however,
ruled that the act distinguished between the coor-
dinating functions of a CJCC and those planning
activities stemming from the CJCC’s participation in
the formulation of a required comprehensive state
plan. The legal opinion cited the House Committee
on the Judiciary Report on the 1971 amendments,
which stated: “The establishment of coordinating
councils of the type envisioned here will effectuate
recommendations made by the National Commis-
sion on the Causes and Prevention of Violence. Such
councils should serve as a catalyst to overcome the
pervasive fragmentation of police, court, and cor-
rectional agencies.”?

Based on this interpretation of congressional in-

. tent with regard to the CJCCs, as well as on the pro-

vision of the act requiring states to make Part B
funds available to local governments to allow them
to participate in Safe Streets planning, and on an
earlier legal opinion concluding that Part C funds
may not be used to supplement Part B activities,
the General Counsel stated:

*For a further discussion of the characteristics of a criminal
justice coordinating council, see Chapter IV.

The line of demarcation between appropriate
use of funds for planning under Part B and
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council’s activi-
ties under Part C is not well established when
the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council is
performing both functions. However, it is clear
that under Section 203 (i), the State Planning
Agency must assure that major cities and coun-
ties within the State receive Part B planning
funds to develop comprehensive plans at the
local level. It is also clear that the legislation
anticipates that those matters which relate to
local priority setting, support of the regional
supervisory board, grant development, grant
management, grant review, and grant-related
input into the State Planning Agency be
funded from Part B sources. Consequently, we
have concluded that a Criminal Justice Coor-
dinating Council performing both types of func-
tions must receive in an equitable pro rata man-
ner both Part C and Part B funds. The prora-
tion should take place on the basis of the
State’s best estimate of the Criminal Justice
Coordinating Councils’ functions which are
performed along the criteria specified in the Na-
tional Commission’s Report as compared to
those planning functions performed by the
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council which
relate to the administrative and grant applica-
tion requirements of the State Comprehensive
Plan.l0

Thus, only those activities of the MCJCC that
can be defined as coordination and evaluation or
monitoring, about 60 percent of the total effort,
can be funded from Part C monies. The overall ef-
fect of the ruling is to reduce even further the
amount of Part B funds available to the regions.

In order to remedy the deficiencies of the previ-
ous allocation formula as well as to address the Al-
buquerque situation, the regional commission study
committee recommended, and the council adopted,
a distribution formula that provided a fixed amount
($21,000) to each of the six regions and to the
MCIJCC, with the remainder of the available Part
B funds allocated on the basis of population and
crime. Further, the committee recommended that
the council negotiate with the LEAA regional office
to phase-in the change from Part C to Part B fund-
ing for Albuquerque over a three-year period in
order to minimize its impact on the regional plan-
ning effort. The LEAA regional office agreed to a



one-year transition period and said that, as of Oc-
tober 1976, it expected the MCJCC to receive a full
share of Part B funds, supplemented as required
by Part C monies. FY 1976 Part B allocations to the
regions, based on this agreement and on the new
distribution formula, are shown in Table 4. The
“adjusted total” column shows the distribution of
Part B funds based on the agreement to limit Albu-
querque’s Part B funding in FY 1976 to one-third
of the amount to which it would otherwise be en-
titled by formula, with the other two-thirds to come
from Part C monies.

LEAA Regional Office

The LEAA regional office (Region VI) is respon-
sible for reviewing and approving New Mexico’s
annual plan. Usually the regional office places spe-
cial conditions on its approval as a means of insur-
ing guidelines compliance without withholding the
state’s block grant allocation. A regional office
staffer interviewed said that in the past few years
the number of special conditions has been reduced
through more extensive negotiations between LEAA
and the state during the development and review of
the plan. The Council staff, however, believed that
the special conditions represented a “‘laundry list”
of requirements, few of which were more than bu-
reaucratic stipulations. Objections were raised by
the council to what it viewed as unwarranted inter-

ference by the LEAA regional office in the state’s
method of appointing regional commission mem-
bers. Although it did not disagree with the general
intent behind the requirement to obtain local input
in the appointment process, the council took issue
with the cumbersome procedures that had to be im-
plemented to satisfy the regional office. The council
believed that New Mexico was being unfairly dis-
criminated against.

The former cxecutive director characterized New
Mexico’s relationship with the LEAA regional of-
fice as exceilent, but some complaints were voiced
by incumbent state and regional staff. A few inter-
viewees commented that it was difficult for the state
to obtain cicar and consistent guidance from the
regional office, 2 problem exacerbated by a high
turnover of the LEAA state representatives assigned
to New Mexico. There were also complaints that the
regionai - office occasionaily circumvented the coun-
cil and dealt directly with discretionary grant recipi-
ents or other state, regional or local officials.

As in the other case study states, there was dis-
satisfaction with LEAA planning guidelines. In the
view of council stafl. these guidelines are frequently
late and seem designed to .satisfy bureaucratic re-
quirements rather than to serve a workable purpose.
There was some fear expressed that increasingly the
guidelines are limiting state discretion and flexibility
and imposing planning requirements that some
states, such as New Mexico, cannot meet.

Table 4
Part B Allocations to New Mexico Regions and to the Metropolitan Criminal Justice
Coordinating Councils (MCJCC)
FY 1976
Variable Variable Adjusted
Region Factor Amount Base Total Total
% $ $ $ $
1 8.28 2,832 21,000 23,832 26,950
2 13.73 4,696 21,000 25,69€ 30,953
3 4.57 1,563 21,000 22,563 24,243
4 7.15 2,455 21,000 23,445 26,183
5&7 11.03 3,772 21,000 24,772 28,971
6 15.73 5,380 21,000 26,380 32,396
MCJCC 39.51 13,512 21,000 34,512 11,504 (V5)
TOTALS 100.00 34,200 147,000 181,200 181,200
Source: New Mexico Governor’s Council on Criminal Justice Planning.
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Number Percent
Recipient of Grants of Grants
State 47 43
County 21 19
City 36 33
Other 6 6
TOTAL 110

Table 5

Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Amount Percent Average Amount
of Funds of Funds of Funds
$1,530,518 56 $32,564
655,208 20 26,438
524,731 19 14,575
126,881 5 21,146
$2,737,338

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Since the beginning of the Safe Streets program,
block grant awards to New Mexico (Parts C and E)
have climbed from $101,500 in FY 1969 to
$2,369,382 in FY 1975. In FY 1975 these funds ac-
counted for approximately five percent of the state’s
total expenditures for criminal justice.

In order to determine the uses of Safe Streets
funds in New Mexico, the ACIR field team reviewed
all Part C grants awarded by the council in calendar
year 1974.* As can be seen in Table 5, state agencies
received 47 of the 110 grants awarded during this
period and 56 percent of the funds. Conversely, lo-
calities received 57 grants and 40 percent of the
funds. It should be noted, however, that included
among the state grants is a major diversion project
for first offenders that directly benefits localities,
but is administered by the state. Private nonprofit
organizations accounted for the. remaining six
grants, or five percent of the funds. This pattern
of distribution is fairly consistent with the relative
proportion of state and local criminal justice ex-
penditures in New Mexico; state agencies account
for 53 percent of all direct outlays, and local gov-
ernments, for 47 percent.

Data from the LEAA Grants Management In-
formation System (GMIS) tend to corroborate the
findings of the ACIR  analysis.** According to
1GMIS, 57 percent of FY 1974 block monies (Parts

*For a discussion of the methodology used in this grant analysis,
see Chapter VIIIL.

**For a discussion of the limitations of GMIS data, refer to
Chapter V. As of August 1975, GMIS included 90 percent of
all FY 1972 New Mexico awards, 99 percent of FY 1973, and
88 percent of FY 1974.

C and E) was awarded to state agencies, 21 percent
to cities, 20 percent to counties, and less than one
percent to private organizations.

Almost all New Mexico cities and counties re-
sponding to the ACIR questionnaire* thought that
more funds should be directed to the local level.
All five cities responding, and seven out of the nine
counties responding, said that the amount of monies
passed through by the state to local government was
not equitable and did not reflect a balance between
state and local needs. Not surprisingly, these same
respondents indicated that localities should receive
a greater portion. A

Similarly, all five cities and seven out of the nine
counties said that their jurisdictions did not receive
a ““fair share” of Safe Streets Part C funds com-
pared with other localities in their region. Major
reasons for this inequity, according to the respon-
dents, were the lack of adequate representation on
the council and the weak political position of their
locality.

According to the council’s former executive di-
rector, there was some sentiment among the regions
that too much money was awarded to Albuquerque
at the expense of the state’s more rural areas. In his
view, however, Albuquerque received too few funds
compared with its share of the state’s population
and crime. GMIS data bear out this opinion. Albu-
querque has approximately one-third of the total
population of New Mexico and, in 1973, had 44 per-

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to the chief ex-
ecutive officer of all municipalities and counties of 10,000 or
more population. By October, responses had been received
from 40 percent of the municipalities and 41 percent of the
counties to whom the questionnaire had been sent in New
Mexico.



cent of its reported index crimes. Yet GMIS figures
show that the City of Albuquerque received only 18
percent of FY 1972-1974 Part C monies passed
through to New Mexico localities. The chief admin-
istrative officer of Albuquerque, however, claimed
that the city received a fair share of funds, but noted
that it was often difficult to convince the previous
council, which he saw as rurally dominated, of the
city’s needs.

When they were asked in the ACIR questionnaire
whether or not their area received an equitable por-
tion of Part C funds compared to other regions,
four regional commissions answered “yes’ and three
answered “‘no”. Most regional officials interviewed
thought that state agencies had the greatest voice
and influence in the funding process.

The allocation of FY 1975 funds among the re-
gions is shown in Table 6. As this table indicates,
almost all Part E funds are retained at the state
level, because the state has primary correctional
responsibility.

To determine the kinds of activities supported
with Safe Streets funds, each grant was classified in
one of five general categories, as shown in Table 7.

Like other case study states, New Mexico has
used the bulk of its action monies to provide serv-
ices. Unlike the others, however, New Mexico
awarded comparatively few funds (seven percent)

for the purchase of equipment, although these proj-
ects represented 21 percent of the total number of
grants. The 23 equipment projects were mainly to
acquire police radios, vehicles and investigative
equipment. Similarly, only a small amount of funds
(four percent) was awarded to training activities —
the lowest percentage in all of the case study states.
On the other hand, construction received 10 percent
of the funds ($262,605), mainly for the renovation
of several county jails—a higher proportion than
in any of the other case study states.

The distribution of awards by criminal justice
functional component is illustrated in Table 8.

On the whole, funding is fairly evenly balanced
among four of the five major components. No
grants were classified in the ‘“drug and alcohol”
category, but it should be noted that the categories
are not mutually exclusive and that some projects
do deal with substance-abuse problems, even though
their overall mission warrants a more generalized
classification.

Surprisingly, New Mexico allocated a smaller por-
tion of its funds (30 percent) to police than did a
number of other case study states. Although the po-
lice component received more grants than any of
the other functional areas, the state appears to have
succeeded in its attempt to de-emphasize police
funding in recent years. Another factor to be con-

Table 6
New Mexico Regional Distribution of Part C and E Funds
FY 1875
Percent of

Region Part C Part E 1875 Total Total Funds
1 $ 57,543 0 $ 57,543 2
2 197,983 0 197,938 8
3 83,672 0 83,672 4
4 63,127 0 63,127 3
5 9,977 0 9,977 .5
6 70,424 0 70,424 3
7 74,873 11,550 86,423 4
Metro 661,572 0 661,572 28
State agency 824,405 251,733 1,076,138 45
Indian 62,514 0 62,514 3

TOTALS $2,106,045 $263,283 $2,369,328 100
Source: New Mexico Governor’s Council on Criminal Justice Planning, awards of council meeting of March 26 and 27, 1975.
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Number

Primary Activity of Grants
Equipment 23
Construction 7
Services 68
Training 6
Personnel 6

TOTAL 110

Table 7

Primary Activities Supported with Action Funds
1974 Grant Sampie

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
21 $ 178,433 7

6 262,605 10

62 2,104,812 77

6 117,270 4

6 74,218 3
$2,737,338

sidered in interpreting the data in Table 8 is that
three percent of the total funds (about 10 percent
of the monies allocated for police) supported police
information systems. Similarly, a small portion of
the funds for courts and corrections supported in-
formation systems in those functional areas.

The significant percentage (28 percent) of funds
awarded to the juvenile delinquency area is also
somewhat surprising. Two hundred thousand dollars
of the total Part C funds awarded to this area sup-
ported a major state-administered program designed
to provide sentencing alternatives to adjudicated
first offenders. This project was designated an
“exemplary project” by LEAA, and the state is al-
ready planning to institutionalize this program and
support it with state revenues.

Once again, GMIS data serve to cross-check the
findings of the grant analysis. Table 9 indicates that
allocations of Part C funds to police have decreased
from 93 percent in FY 1969 to 31 percent in FY
1974. Conversely, court awards have increased from

no awards in FY 1969 to 22 percent in FY 1974,
The amount of funds granted to corrections has also
risen from zero in FY 1969 to 22 percent of the Part
C funds in FY 1974 and 26 percent of combined
Part C and E funds.

To determine the extent to which Safe Streets
funds were used to support innovative or new activ-
ities, grants were classified according to two addi-
tional categories. The first set, shown in Table 10,
reflects the degree to which the activities had been
attempted at the state and local levels prior to Safe
Streets funding. The second set, shown in Table 11,
assesses the innovative nature of the activities sup-
ported by Safe Streets funds.

As Table 10 indicates, 74 percent of the grants
and 82 percent of the funds were used to support ac-
tivities that had not been attempted previously in
the locality. This finding is reinforced by the data in
Table 11, which shows that 72 percent of the funds
was used for projects that were considered new, and
only one percent was awarded to routine activities,

Functional Number
Component of Grants
Police 39
Courts 21
Corrections 20
Juvenile delinquency 28
Drugs and alcohol 0
Combinations 2
TOTAL ‘ 110

Table 8

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
35 $ 818,205 30
29 484,967 18
28 548,928 20
26 751,477 28
0 0 0
2 133,761 5

$2,737,338




Fiscal Subgrant
Year

1969 Part C
Part E
Total

1970 Part C
Part E
Total

1871 Part C
Part E
Total

1972 Part C
Part E
Totai

1973 Part C
Part E
Total

1974 Pant C

Pant E
Total

Source: GMIS data.

No.

24

24

100

100

103

103

80

80

55

55

33

33

92

92

87

66

66

66

63

55

51

40

38

Police
$ Amount

114,049
0
114,049

907,636
0
907,636

831,259
0
831,259

1,106,601
0
1,106,601

1,242,721
0
1,242,721

702,947
0
702,947

93

93

87

87

51

51

57

53

51

47

31

30

T_able 9

Functional Distribution of Part C and E Funds
FY 1969-1974

No.
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21

21

16

16

14

14

15

15

Courts

% $Amount %
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13

13

13
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14

13

18

17

0
0
0
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0
2,880
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0
162,068

172,897
0
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0
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0
488,395

0
0
0
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0
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Corrections
% $ Amount
3 650
0 ]
3 650
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0 0
6 90,272
8 237,278
0 1]
8 237,278
8 343,686
100 136,486
11 480,172
18 637,809
100 216,812
24 854,621
24 488,705
100 121,785
29 610,490

14

14

17
100
23

26
100
32

22
100
26

Combinations
% $Amount %

3 7,308 5
0 0 0
3 7,308 5
4 39,839 3
0 0 0
4 39,839 3

8 346,034 21
0 0
8 346,034 21
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0 0 0
0 112,055 5
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0 0 0
2 121,499 4
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In summary, based on 1974 awards, it appears
that New Mexico grants a higher percentage of
funds to state agencies than all but one of the other
case study states. This finding is consistent with the
dominant role played by the state in financing and
delivering criminal justice services. Like other states
examined, New Mexico awards most of its funds to
service activities and to projects that probably would
not have been initiated without Safe Streets ‘‘seed”
money. Unlike other states, however, New Mexico
does not award the bulk of its funds to police.

Grant Administration

Once the state plan is approved by the LEAA
regional office, copies of the annual action section,
which outlines the types of programs that will be
considered by the council for funding, are sent to
all regions, including the MCJCC, local units of
government, state agencies and participating non-
profit organizations. Local and state applicants then
prepare project proposals based on the descriptions
and criteria set forth in the annual action section.

Applications from local governments are sub-
mitted to the appropriate regional commission for
review and recommendation and to the appropriate
council of governments for A-95 review. Once the
application is cleared by the council of governments,
a letter indicating what local action was taken and a
copy of the application is sent to the State Planning
Office for final A-95 sign-off. No application, state
or local, is considered complete by the council, and

therefore eligible for funding, until this review has
been completed.

The regional commission forwards the applica-
tion, along with its comments, to the Governor’s
Council where it is reviewed by staff for fiscal and
programmatic adequacy. The staff then prepares a
digest of each application, which includes the rec-
ommendations of both the regional commission and
the council staff, and outlines any special conditions
that are proposed by the staff. These digests are sent
to the council for final action. Although there has
been some discussion of the feasibility of delegating
to the executive director the authority to approve
grants of relatively small dollar value, at the present
time the council approves or disapproves each indi-
vidual application. Although the council makes the
final decision, it has in the past usually accepted the
recommendations of the staff.

State agency applications generally follow the
same process; however, they are submitted directly
to the Governor’s Council rather than to a regional
commission. State applications must also be sent to
the State Planning Office for clearance and, if a
project has impact on specific communities, copies
are also sent to those councils of governments af-
fected for their review.

Some interviewees claimed that the grant award
process under the previous administration was large-
ly a logrolling operation, with different factions on
the council jockeying for funds. According to the
former executive director, the regional commission
chairmen, who were council members at the time,
frequently formed a coalition to vote against projects

Number
of Grants
Never attempted
anywhere 2
Never attempted
in state 36
Never attempted
in locality 43
Has been attempted
in locality 29

TOTAL 110

Table 10

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
9 $ 212,000 8
33 1,231,261 45
39 797,242 29
26 496,835 18
$2,737,338




Number Percent
Innovation of Grants of Grants
New activity 71 65
Expansion 14 ‘ 13
Update 17 16
Routine 8 7
TOTAL 110

Table 11

Distribution of Action Funds by Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample

Amount Percent Average Amount
of Funds of Funds of Funds
$1,957,927 72 $27,576
242,717 9 17,336
506,390 19 29,787
30,304 1 3,788
$2,737,338

of state agencies and the Albuquerque MCICC.
The chief justice of the State Supreme Court said
the application award procedure was replete with
political bartering and claimed he had to *‘romance
everyone” to receive money. In part, this environ-
ment was the result of the council’s lack of formal
policies governing how projects would be funded or
action grants apportioned and of the regional co-
ordinators’ conception of their role as one of “hus-
tling” funds for their constituents.

The council staff estimates that the total award
process, from development of the application by the
grantee to the actual receipt of funds, takes from 14
to 21 weeks. Replies to the ACIR local questionnaire
revealed some dissatisfaction with the length of time
involved. Three of the eight county officials and four
of the five city officials responding said that their
jurisdictions had experienced major delays in the
grant award process since 1973. One reason cited by
the respondents for these delays was the changes in
guidelines and other requirements. In addition, both
interviewees and questionnaire respondents men-
tioned that delays had resulted from the changeover
in state administration.

Although the council receives applications and
awards funds on a quarterly basis, nearly 90 percent
of the fiscal year block monies are granted at an
annual award meeting held shortly after the ap-
proval of the state plan. The remaining 10 percent,
along with any deobligated monies, are awarded at
subsequent quarterly council sessions. In order to
comply with the 90-day rule requirement of the Safe
Streets Act, the council sets a specific schedule for
the submission of applications. This schedule insures
that all applications are received at least one full
month prior to their presentation to the council for
approval or denial. Applications can be returned by

the staff if they are not complete, if they do not con-
form to an approved annual action program or if
there are no available funds in the appropriate plan
category.

After the annual awards meeting, the council staff
holds post-award conferences in each region. All
grantees must attend. These meetings were initiated
by the former executive director to help grantees
understand the various fiscal and programmatic re-
quirements involved in administering a Safe Streets
grant.

Based on the recommendation of the committee
studying regional issues, the council has adopted a
process for the award of FY 1976 funds that differs
significantly from that followed in previous years.
For the first time, each region and the MCJCC will
receive a provisional allocation of Part C funds. This
allocation is based on a formula by which the re-
gion’s percentage of the total state population and
the total state crime is applied against the minimum
amount of Part C funds that must be made available
to localities. In addition, five percent of the funds is
set aside to be awarded at the council’s discretion,
with priority given to continuation projects that ex-
ceed a region’s allocation.

No functional limits are placed on this allocation.
In other words, the council does not require each
region to set aside a minimum portion of their total
allocation for police, courts, corrections or other
components of the criminal justice system. On the
other hand, the allocation is provisional largely be-
cause of the need to insure that overall funding is
consistent both with LEAA’s requirements for func-
tional balance and with the allocations to various
program categories in the plan. Under the provision-
al allocation system, Indian tribes will submit their
applications through regional commissions. Grants
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for Indian projects must come out of the regional
allocation.

For FY 1976 funds, each regional commission will
be required to review local applications carefully, to
reject those for which it does not have funds and to
prioritize the remainder within the limits of their
allocation and council-developed statewide goals and
priorities, as expressed in the plan. Applications will
then .be submitted to the council staff for review and
reconciliation with state goals, functional balance
and program category dollar amounts. Council staff
exceptions to regional priorities will be submitted
to a committee of all regional commission chairmen
for resolution prior to final action by the council.

Thus, the FY 1976 grant award process will neces-
sitate a much stronger priority-setting role on the
part of the regional commissions. Whereas previous-
ly the regions tended to endorse all local applica-
tions, they now will have to pick and choose, rec-
ommending some for inclusion within the region’s
allocation and some for denial. This process has yet
to be implemented, but regional officials interviewed
believed it represented a significant, positive step
toward strengthening the regions and making their
participation in planning and funding decisions more
meaningful. The MCIJCC staff, however, was some-
what concerned about the unanswered questions that
remained at the time of the ACIR field visit: will
there be a cut-off point beyond which all unawarded
funds will be open for general competition; how
much discretion will the regions actually wield; and
how will the five percent council discretionary fund
be distributed?

Continuation Funding

New Mexico previously had a policy encouraging
applicants to assume the costs of Safe Streets funded
projects, but it was not until 1975 that a policy was
adopted by the council specifically limiting the peri-
od of Federal support and calling for a phasing-out
of Safe Streets funds over three years. In the first
year, projects generally receive 90 percent Federal
funds and 10 percent matching monies. The second
year, Federal support decreases to 75 percent and
the matching share increases to 25 percent. In the
third year, Safe Streets funds contribute one-third
of the total project costs with the remainder provided
from state and/or local sources. Two major excep-
tions to this policy are training projects, which are
considered to be of a recurring nature, and grants for
the operation of the Albuquerque Metropolitan
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council.

Despite the absence, until recently, of a specific,
formal policy, New Mexico has a relatively low per-
centage of its block grant allocation committed to
continuation projects. The council staff estimates
that only 30 percent of FY 1975 funds supported pre-
viously funded activities. Conversely, however, it is
estimated by the staff that only about 30 percent
of all previously funded projects are continuing to
operate with state or local government support—a
fairly low rate of cost assumption. According to the
staff, the most important factors in determining
whether or not a project will be continued when
Safe Streets funding ends are the financial ability of
the governmental unit to support the project and the
project’s political appeal.

State Buy-In

New Mexico has adopted an unusual approach to
meeting the state buy-in provision of the Safe Streets
Act, which requires the state to contribute one-half
of the mandated non-Federal match for local proj-
ects. Suggested by the Legislative Finance Commit-
tee and approved by the LEAA regional office, this
approach entails the use of state cigarette tax reve-
nues, a portion of which is returned to the localities,
for meeting the state’s buy-in obligation. According
to the interviews, however, some local officials do not
favor this approach, believing that it makes it ex-
tremely difficult to track and account for the state
buy-in monies and also, that it unfairly commits
revenues that are returned by the state for local use.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Both monitoring and evaluation are activities that
have been significantly limited by the lack of ade-
quate planning funds and insufficient staff. Despite
earlier attempts of the former executive director to
obtain state support for an evaluation specialist, it
was not until 1975, when New Mexico received about
$30,000 in deobligated Part B monies, that the
council was able to hire an evaluation manager to
plan, administer and conduct evaluation and to co-
ordinate monitoring activities. Under his direction,
the council has developed an evaluation strategy, to
be supported with project funds, that will call for
more specific and quantified applications, a strength-
ened project reporting system, formalized project
performance monitoring and intensive evaluations in
selected program areas. Although the Albuquerque
MCJCC has for some time monitored all local



projects within its area, under the new council guide-
lines all regions will officially assume responsibility
for monitoring local activities and meeting the stand-
ards set by the council.

IMPACT OF
THE SAFE STREETS ACT

As in the other case study states, the Safe Streets
program in New Mexico has had little noticeable
effect in reducing or controlling crime. Since 1968,
the state’s reported index crime rate has more than
doubled. Nevertheless, most officials interviewed
believed that it was unrealistic and unfair to judge
the program strictly in terms of crime reduction,
given the limited resources available, the lack of
understanding of how to deal with crime and the
-general inability of criminal justice agencies to act
until after a criminal event has occurred.

Despite the rise in crime, the Safe Streets pro-
gram has helped to strengthen the state’s criminal
justice system. It has been instrumental in bringing
about a number of improvements to a system of
criminal justice that was in many instances under-
financed, under-staffed and ill-equipped. For exam-
ple, through the Safe Streets program, New Mexico
was able to establish a Law Enforcement Academy
that is now the main source of police training in a
state where most local departments are too small to
conduct their own basic, in-service or advanced
training activities. Other benefits include updated
equipment, a new public defender system, improved
forensic laboratory services, modernized and ex-
panded law enforcement communications, a revised
criminal code, increased training for judges, the
establishment of tactical law enforcement units,
such as narcotics squads and the creation of a full-
time parole board.

Another positive effect of the Safe Streets program
cited by the interviewees was the increased com-
munication among the various compouents of the
criminal justice system. The program has created
forums at the state, regional and local levels that
facilitate the exchange of ‘information and ideas
across functional and jurisdictional lines. All par-
ticipants believe that this heightened interaction has
led to greater mutual understanding, but it is difficult
to point out concrete examples of increased system
integration.

As of mid-1975, the council and its regional com-
missions had not yet established their credibility as

planning agencies responsible for more than the
distribution and administration of Safe Streets funds.
As a result, it seems unlikely that Safe Streets plan-
ning units would continue to function with state and
local government support if the block grant program
were discontinued. However, the coordinator of the
Albuquerque MCJCC thinks that the MCJCC would
continue to operate on local funds—though with a
much-reduced staff—if Federal funding stopped.
Although the present state administration envisions
a far broader role for the council—one involving
planning for all state criminal justice resources—
achieving this goal will depend greatly on continued
gubernatorial support, increased staff capability,
renewed legislative backing and heightened respect
for the council by other state and local criminal jus-
tice agencies.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

New Mexico is a state where the Safe Streets pro-
gram is in a period of transition. Prior to 1975, al-
most all authority and responsibility for planning
and funding decisions rested at the state level. Al-
though a system of criminal justice regional planning
units had been established, these units had little
authority or capacity. Under the new governor, how-
ever, the council has delegated additional responsi-
bility to the regions and upgraded the status and
caliber of regional staff. The provisional allocation,
although it has yet to be fully implemented, appears
to give to the regions a far greater voice in deter-
mining what projects will be funded in their area and
thus transfers some authority from the state to the
regional level. In addition, at LEAA’s prodding, the
state has made more rigorous efforts to insure that
regional commission members, who are appointed
by the governor, adequately reflect local governmen-
tal interests. Regional staff are to be state employees,
in order to insure more equitable benefits and per-
sonnel policies. It is hoped that this decision will
achieve its objective of improving the status of these
personnel without undermining their role as regional
commission staff.

The lack of adequate planning funds is a recurrent
theme in the New Mexico Safe Streets program and
appears to have significantly hampered both state
and regional efforts in planning, managing, evaluat-
ing and monitoring grants, and in providing tech-
nical assitance. New Mexico illustrates the problems
experienced by a small state, particularly one that
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is large geographically, in obtaining enough funds
to meet the myriad responsibilities involved in ad-
ministering a block grant program. It raises the
issue of whether or not Part B funds should be dis-
tributed on the basis of population, as the law now
requires, or whether there should be a minimum sup-
port level for all SPAs, since all are required to per-
form a certain number of basic functions, such as
planning, grants management, and auditing. The
state has attempted to supplement its Part B allo-
cation by the use of deobligated planning funds and
LEAA discretionary grants, but it appears that in-
creased Part B or state general fund support is neces-
sary if the state is to properly fulfill all its Safe
Streets responsibilities and particularly if the council
is to become a comprehensive planning agency. The

LEAA General Counsel’s opinion requiring the state
to award Part B rather than Part C funds to the Al-
buquerque MCJCC exacerbates the problem of in-
sufficient planning funds.

The New Mexico experience also underscores the
dependency of the block grant program on the inter-
est and support of the governor. The previous ad-
ministration viewed the role of the council as primar-
ily one of awarding Federal funds. Governor Apoda-
ca, through his top aides, has envisioned a council
that not only plans for the Safe Streets program
but for other state criminal justice resources as well.
Whether or not the council will ultimately be able
to fulfill this role remains to be seen, but the prestige
and stature of the governor’s office have served to
revitalize the council and its staff.
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APPENDIX 1
New Mexico Site Visits

In addition to interviewing state officials, the
ACIR field team visited two regional commissions
(Regions II and III), the Albuquerque MCJCC, two
counties (Bernalillo and Taos) and two cities (Santa
Fe and Albuquerque). These areas were selected in
an effort to obtain a balance between rural -and ur-
ban interests. The two regions and MCJCC together
encompass about half of the state’s population. Re-
gion 111 is a rural, three-county region with a popula-
tion of about 63,000 persons. Region II, a seven-
county area with about 153,000 inhabitants, is also
largely a rural environment, although it does include
the resort and tourist areas of Santa Fe and Taos.
On the other hand, the Metropolitan Criminal Jus-
tice Coordinating Council serves both the City of
Albuquerque and the County of Bernalillo. With
more than 300,000 residents, this area is by far the
most populous in the state, although there are rural
areas within the county. The Albuquerque metro-
politan area has about 30 percent of the state’s pop-
ulation and 49 percent of the 1973 reported crimes.

Interviews Conducted in New Mexico

Governor’s Council on Criminal Justice Planning

Dr. Charles E. Becknell, Executive Director

Ben Montoya, Chief of Audits

Julia Lopez, Deputy for Planning/Programs

Ted Vroman, Deputy for Administration

Sam Larcombe, Chief Planner/Corrections
Specialist .

Dick Lindahl, Courts Specialist/Regional
Commission Liaison

Charlene Marcus, Indian Specialist

Gedi Cibas, Evaluation/monitoring Specialist

Phil Aranda, Fiscal Officer

Lloyd McClendon, Grants Manager

State Officials
Nick Franklin, Chairman of the Council,

Administrative Assistant to the Governor
Toney Anaya, Attorney General

John Kormanick, Department of Finance and
Administration

Maralyn Budke, Legislative

John Gillis, Finance Committee

State Criminal Justice Agency Officials

Martin Vigil, State Police Chief

Frank Lucero, Fiscal Officer, Probation and Parole

Howard Leach, Secretary of the Department of
Corrections

Chief Justice Robert McManus, New Mexico
Supreme Court

Regional Commissions

Region II (Santa Fe)

Palenon Martinez, Vice-Chairman (County
Commissioner, Taos, New Mexico)
Richard Serna, Regional Coordinator

Region I11

Sheriff Robert Budagher, Chairman
Connie Cohn, Regional Coordinator

Albuquerque MCJCC

Chief Bob Stover, Chairman

Dick Leonard, Coordinator

Gabe Brito, Assistant Coordinator

John Herring, Law Enforcement Planner
Vince Trollinger, Juvenile Justice Planner
David Chaitz, Courts Planner

Counties

Bernalillo

James M. O’Toole, Judge, Municipal Court
Robert Hawk, County Commissioner

Taos

Francis Quintana, Taos’ Boys Club

Sheriff Arturo Trujillo, Taos County

Ernie Trujillo, Metro Squad, District Attorney’s
Office

Luis Martinez, Chairman, County Commissioners

Eugene Sanchez, Juvenile Probation Officer

Hildalgo Trujillo, Assistant District Attorney — Taos

425



426

Municipalities

Santa Fe

Phillip Baca, City Manager

Fred Garcia, Federal Programs Director
Ruby Miller, Police Chief

Richard Padilla, Probation Officer

Greg Arenja, Lieutenant, Police Department

Albuquerque

Frank Fleinhertz, Chief Administrative Officer
Don Fellows, Department of Corrections

LEAA Regional Office

Thomas Tubbs, Deputy Director of Operations
Robert Nelson, State Representative, New Mexico



Population Group

Over 500,000
250,000 - 500,000
100,000 - 249,999
50,000 - 99,999
25,000 - 49,999
10,000 - 24,999
TOTAL

APPENDIX 2

Responses to Local Questionnaires

New Mexico
1975
Counties

Number Surveyed Responding
No. %

0 0
1 1 100

0 0
4 2 50
7 2 29
10 4 40
22 9 4

Cities

Number Surveyed

W NOWO -+ OO0

Responding

No. %
0
0
1 100
0
3 60
2 29
6 46
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North Carolina

Ranking 12th in population among the states,
North Carolina had 5,273,000 inhabitants in 1972.
The state has eight Standard Metropolitan Statistic-
al Areas (SMSAs), 100 county governments and 454
municipal governments. Sixty-eight percent of the
counties have fewer than 50,000 residents, while 74
percent of the cities have fewer than 2,500 people.
In 1973, North Carolina’s index crime rate was
2,811.9, 30th in the country.

North Carolina was selected to be the subject of a
case study for three basic reasons: (1) its geographic
location in Southeastern United States; (2) its state
dominance in the financing and delivery of criminal
justice services; and (3) the active role of its current
governor in the Safe Streets program.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The North Carolina criminal justice system is
largely state-financed and operated. In FY 1972-73,
state expenditures accounted for 54 percent of total
state and local outlays for criminal justice.' Of the
state’s direct expenditures for criminal justice
($105.9 million), 23 percent was spent for police pro-
tection, 21 percent for the judiciary, three percent
for prosecution, four percent for indigent defense,
48 percent for corrections, and 0.7 percent for other
criminal justice purposes. Of the $92 million in local
outlays, 84 percent was spent for police protection,
two percent for the judiciary, two percent for prose-
cution, none for indigent defense, eight percent for
corrections, and four percent for-other criminal jus-
tice purposes. ?

Police protection is the only criminal justice func-
tion that is primarily the responsibility of local gov-
ernment; 76 percent of all direct expenditures for
this purpose are made at the local level.? North Car-
olina has more than 500 municipal police and
county sheriff departments. The state role in law en-
forcement is limited to operation of the Highway
Patrol, which has general arrest authority through-
out the state, and the State Bureau of Investigation
(SBI), the criminal investigation division of the
state Department of Justice. Although the SBI has
original jurisdiction in some areas, its primary
function is to assist local law enforcement agencies
in criminal investigations when requested to do so
by the governor or the attorney general.
~ Judiciary, prosecution and defense functions are

primarily financed and controlled by the state. The
state has a unified court system consisting of the
Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals, superior
courts (courts of general jurisdiction), and district
courts (courts of limited and special jurisdiction).
The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) pro-
vides centralized administration of the courts sys-
tem. The director of the AOC is appointed by the
chief justice of the Supreme Court. Judges are
chosen in popular elections.

Prosecution is the responsibility of district at-
torneys who, although elected locally, are under the
administrative umbrella of the AOC. In general, de-
fense of the accused is handled by an assigned coun-
sel system administered under the aegis of the AOC.

Recent state legislation (1974) established a uni-
form statewide program of juvenile probation and
after-care and a new division within AOC to admin-
ister the program.

" The state has main responsibility for corrections;

it accounted for 87 percent of all corrections ex-
penditures in FY 19734 When state government
was reorganized in the early 1970’s, responsibility
for adult institutions, probation, and parole was
centralized in the Department of Corrections; under
legislation enacted in the 1975 session of the general
assembly, authority over juvenile institutions and
services belongs to the Department of Human Re-
sources. Local adult facilities include county jails
operated by sheriffs (elected officials), a few munic-
ipally operated jails and police lock-ups. Juvenile
detention facilities are maintained by some of the
larger counties.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

.The Governor’s Law and Order Commission is
the supervisory board of North Carolina’s state
planning agency (SPA) and, as such, is responsible
for setting policy relating to the allocation and
expenditure of planning and action funds received
by the state under the Safe Streets program. The
administrative branch (the SPA) of the commission
is the Law and Order Section of the Division of
Community Assistance of the Department of Natur-
al and Economic Resources.

The Governor’s Commission on Law and Order
(originally called the Governor’s Committee on
Law and Order) was established in 1965 by executive
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order.* Two years later, the North Carolina General
Assembly enacted legislation making the commis-
sion and its administrative arm a statutory division
of the newly created Department of Local Affairs.

In 1971, as part of an overall reorganization of
state government, the general assembly enacted the
Executive Organization Act, which temporarily
transferred the commission and the Law and Order
Division to the Department of Natural and Econom-
ic Resources. Three years after the interim organiza-
tion, a bill was introduced that would have placed
the division in the Department of Administration.
However, in further reorganization of the state gov-
ernment, the general assembly inadvertently re-
pealed the statutes providing for the commission
and the division. Subsequently, it appeared that the
governor would issue an executive order re-estab-
lishing the commission and placing*the Law and Or-
der Division within the Department of “Administra-
tion. Then the governor issued an executive order
re-establishing the commission, but keeping the Safe
Streets program within the Department of Natural
and Economic Resources as a newly created Law
and Order Section of the Division of Community
Assistance.

In June 1975, the general assembly once again
gave statutory recognition to the commission and
the Law and Order Section. However, the primary
intention of this legislation was to reconstitute the
commission’s membership, not to relocate the pro-
gram in state government. (See below.)

Although the North Carolina SPA has experi-
enced many reorganizations since 1965, its basic
responsibilities have remained the same. The chang-
es have affected the stability of the agency and
have served to remove it from its initial location in
the governor’s office to a section of a division within
a larger department. Despite this organizational con-
figuration, the present governor exercises strong
leadership in the North Carolina program.

Supervisory Board Composition

Prior to July 1975, members of the commission
were appointed by the governor for one-year terms.
There were 26 members, 12 of whom were ex offico
representatives of state agencies. Neither state legis-

*ln order to avoid confusion, the term “commission” is used
throughout the case study when referring to the SPA supervis-
ory board, although, in fact, it was not until July 1975 that it
was officially renamed the Governor’s Commission on Law and
Order.

lators nor elected officials of general local govern-
ment were members of the commission; local gov-
ernment representation was obtained primarily
through the appointment of the executive directors
of the North Carolina Association of County Com-
missioners and the League of Municipalities.

Local government officials’ dissatisfaction with
the composition of the commission and what they
believed to be the state’s unresponsiveness to their
planning and funding needs spurred the general as-
sembly to enact legislation, effective July 1, 1975,
which reconstituted the commission, established
staggered, three-year terms for members and in-
creased local general government representation.
The new commission consists of 28 members, only
eight of whom are ex offico representatives of state
agencies. The remaining 20, appointed by the gov-
ernor, must include five county commissioners and
five elected municipal officials (see Table 1). The
new law gives elected officials of local general gov-
ernment a direct and substantial voice on the com-
mission for the first time. Elected general purpose
local government officials now comprise approx-
imately 36 percent of the commission’s membership.

In light of the state’s predominance in the crim-
inal justice system in North Carolina, it is possible
that the 1975 legislation has overweighted commis-
sion membership in favor of local interests. Support-
ers of the legislation argue that local governments
have primary responsibility for law enforcement,
which is the “‘first line of defense against crime.”
In addition, they contend that the former commis-
sion was unresponsive and insensitive to local plans
and funding requests. Opponents of the changes ar-
gu?bat the state provides 54 percent of the total
findncing for criminal justice services and has almost
complete responsibility in the area of corrections
and courts.

The present commission operates under an ap-
proved set of bylaws. The governor (currently serv-
ing as chairman) designates a chairman and vice
chairman. The commission has seven special advis-
ory committees: preadjudication, adjudication, post-
adjudication, juvenile justice, policies and proce-
dures, criminal justice information systems, and
communications. The committees review applica-
tions and plans in their respective areas and make
recommendations to the full commission.

The commission meets quarterly, but may con-
vene more frequently at the request of the chairman.
Members may designate representatives to sit for
them, with full voting rights. Attendance at com-



Table 1
Composition of Governor’s
Law and Order Commission

(As Mandated by Statute, July 1975)

Number Percent

Police 6 21
Courts 6 21
Corrections 2 7
Public 2 7
General State Government 2 7
General Local Government 10 36

TOTAL 28 99
Source: General Assembly of North Carolina, Session 1975, Senate

Bill 833.

mission meetings is high; the majority of members
attend at least 70 percent of the time, according to
the Law and Order administrator. The practice of
designating alternates for official members appears
to be limited, probably because of the governor’s
active participation. Also, a former commission
member attributed the high attendance rate to the
*“substantial degree of factional and partisan poli-
tics’” on the commission.

Staff

The present administrator of the Law and Order
Section is the sixth since the inception of the Safe
- Streets program. Frequent change in leadership can
be attributed, at least in part, to changes in state ad-
ministration, since the program is now operating
under its third governor. (North Carolina governors
cannot serve two consecutive terms.) Prior to the ap-
pointment of the present administrator in spring
1974, the Law and Order Section was headed by an
acting administrator for more than 16 months. It
was difficult for the acting administrator, uncertain
of his authority, to provide firm leadership and pol-
icy direction. The incumbent administrator contends
that during this prolonged interim period the Law
and Order Section “fell behind in developing the an-
nual Plan, in Comprehensive Data Systems, and in
Standards and Goals.” He said that the section must
now “‘catch up” after repeated delays caused by un-
certain and unstable direction.

The Law and Order Section has 25 professional
and 10 clerical staff members. In addition, 10 pro-
fessional and five clerical auditing and accounting
positions are supported by Law and Order planning
funds (Part B). These employees are located in the

Division of Fiscal Accounts and do not report di-
rectly to the administrator of the Law and Order
Section. According to the administrator, lack of
authority over the financial aspects of the agency’s
operation intensifies his difficulties in exerting ade-
quate management control and causes needless dup-
lication of filing and record-keeping.

The administrator of the Law and Order Section
and a former commission member expressed the
view that in the past the staff of the section has ex-
ercised too much influence on funding decisions
and that generally staff discretion and power have
exceeded that of the commission. Several inter-
viewers said that, in the absence of formal commit-
tee policy and strong central management, mem-
bers of the staff developed individual constituencies
and created situations where applicants were treated
differentially and, at times, inequitably.

The present administrator is attempting to dimin-
ish the staff’'s discretion by: (1) expanding and
strengthening the role of the commission’s subcom-
mittees in reviewing grant applications and making
recommendations to the full commission; (2) mini-
mizing staff participation at commission meetings;
and (3) encouraging the development by the com-
mission of written policies and procedures.

Relationship to Other State Agencies

Governor James E. Holshouser, Jr., serves as
chairman of the commission and regularly attends
and actively participates in its meetings. The gov-
ernor stated that his decision to take personal lead-
ership of the Safe Streets program was motivated by
his own assessment of the program’s instability, lack
of policy direction, and management deficiencies.
He decided that the most effective way to steer the
program on a proper course was to become directly
involved.

The governor’s influence on commission decisions
is strong, but appears to be exercised only on issues
of particular concern or interest to him. None of the
commission members interviewed felt that the gov-
ernor ramrodded meetings or intimidated members
from speaking freely and frankly.

The administrator of the Law and Order Section
officially reports through the hierarchy of the De-
partment of Natural and Economic Resources, but
he also has access to direct communication with the
governor through the commission. Generally, the
administrator meets with the governor quarterly,
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prior to the commission meeting, to brief him on
pending issues.

The Law and Order Section has no direct ties to
the state general assembly. No legislators are mem-
bers of the commission. The Law and Order staff
does not initiate legislative proposals, draft bills or
resolutions, or testify before legislative committees;
nor does the commission as a body take positions on
individual pieces of legislation. However, the general
assembly affects the activities of the Law and Order
Section in three basic ways: (1) by enacting legisla-
tion affecting the commission’s membership; (2) by
appropriating buy-in and matching funds for plan-
ning and action grants; and (3) by appropriating
state general funds to assume the costs of the state
agency projects initiated with Safe Streets support.

According to a staff member of the state budget
office, the legislature is not fully aware of its im-
plicit responsibility to assume the costs of state
agency projects and to some extent resents that it
has no voice in the initiation of projects, but is sub-
sequently confronted with requests for continuation
funding. The staff member indicated that the legis-
lature is more likely to continue and expand activi-
ties initiated with state general fund monies than to
assume projects initiated with Federal dollars.

The attorney general is an ex officio member of
the commission. The present attorney general finds
his influence on the commission small in comparison
to his role as the chief law enforcement and legal
officer in the state, because he is a Democrat on a
commission headed by a Republican governor and
his appointees.

The attorney general supports a recent proposal
by North Carolina U.S. Senator Robert B. Morgan
(S. 1297) to enable state legislatures to determine
whether the Safe Streets program should be ad-
ministered under the authority of the governor or by
some other constitutional officer selected by the
state legislature.

The attorney general said that local sheriffs and
police chiefs look to him for assistance and support
in their dealings with the commission. He thought
that his inability to provide adequate help was due
to the commission’s domination by state agency
heads, insensitive to local needs, who were appoint-
ed by and accountable to the governor.

The Law and Order Section has little direct re-
lationship with the state budget office. Its annual
operating budget is included in the total budget re-
quest of the Department of Natural and Economic
Resources. The main impact of the budget office on

the Safe Streets program is in making recommenda-
tions regarding state matching funds for operating
expenses (Part B) and for state and local action
grants (Part C).

The Law and Order Section does not have any
part in reviewing and commenting on state agency
budget requests, nor does it evaluate or audit proj-
ects not supported by Safe Streets funds. The bud-
get office does. receive monitoring reports generated
by the Law and Order Section’s monitoring and
evaluation system, but it does not rely on these
reports to any significant degree in formulating its
own recommendations.

North Carolina state criminal justice agencies
have been not only the predominant beneficiaries of
Safe Streets funds (receiving approximately 50 per-
cent of the Part C award and nearly 100 percent of
the Part E award), but also the major voting bloc on
the commission prior to the 1975 legislation. State
agencies view the Safe Streets program primarily
as a source of funding assistance, which they use, in
general, to support low priority programs and to
supplement their basic operating budgets. In terms
of influence, authority and expertise, these agencies
are far stronger than the Law and Order Section
and tend to discount as relatively insignificant its
efforts at planning, evaluation, and technical as-
sistance. Officials in each of the three major crim-
inal justice agencies interviewed (the Administrative
Office of the Courts, the Department of Corrections
and the State Bureau of Investigation) indicated that
its own internal planning capacity was superior to
that of the Law and Order Section. In addition, the
agencies viewed the Law and Order Section’s tech-
nical assistance activities primarily in terms of pro-
cedural, rather than substantive, questions center-
ing on the mechanics of the Safe Streets grant pro-
gram.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

North Carolina regional criminal justice planning
units (RPUs) were created in 1969 pursuant to sta-
tutory authority conferred by the general assembly
on municipalities and counties to create joint agen-
cies to act for and on behalf of participating local
jurisdictions. Each local government was required
to petition for membership, and each RPU had to
comply with minimum guidelines issued by the Law
and Order Section regarding geographical bounda-
ries, policy board membership, and powers and
responsibilities.



Initially, the Law and Order Section required that
each region encompass an area of at least 100,000
population and one county. Twenty-two RPUs were
established under these requirements. However, in
1970 the governor issued an executive order estab-
lishing 17 uniform substate regional districts. This
action reduced the number of RPUs from 22 to 17
and made their geographic boundaries coterminous
with those of multipurpose regional councils of gov-
ernments, known as lead regional organizations
(LRO:s).

Regional planning units operate independently
of the commission and the Law and Order Section
to the extent that they are legal creations of local
general governments, adopt their own bylaws, and
retain ail authority to hire and fire staff. RPUs rely
almost totally on Part B planning funds passed
through by the committee for personnel and other
operating costs, although some local governments
also contribute to the financial support of their
RPUs.

Composition of Policy Boards

Regional planning units have policy boards com-
posed of representatives of criminal justice agencies
and local general purpose governments. The gov-
erning body of each member jurisdiction selects
representatives of local general government and lo-
cal law enforcement, who in turn elect spokesmen
for the general public and other elements of the
criminal justice system.

The policy boards of the RPUs generally meet
twice a year. They delegate to an executive board
authority to review and comment on all criminal
justice program applications and to act for the full
board on all matters other than the adoption of the
budget, the annual work plan and changes to the
bylaws. In the opinion of most interviewees, it is the
executive boards that play the most important role
at the regional level in making recommendations to
the state on planning and funding issues.

Both the policy and executive boards of the RPUs
tend to be dominated by representatives of local law
enforcement (police and sheriffs) because: (1) it is
difficult to obtain participation from other criminal
justice agencies, particularly courts; and (2) law
enforcement officers attend and participate more
frequently, because they are the primary beneficiar-
ies of the program at the local level.

North Carolina RPUs did not revise the member-
ship of their policy boards to comply with the 1973

Safe Streets Act amendments requiring a majority
of local elected officials until mid-1974. According
to the present Law and Order administrator, this
delay was due to two factors: the infrequency of pol-
icy board meetings at which bylaw changes could be
enacted, and the lack of prompt guidance from the
Law and Order Section directing the regions to im-
plement the new statutory requirement. None of the
officials interviewed experienced any significant im-
pact as a result of the new requirement. However,
the Law and Order -Section administrator thought
that greater local elected official participation on the
regional boards had stimulated demand for more
representation on the commission. One representa-
tive of local government indicated that even before
the 1973 amendments city and county officials were
attempting to participate more actively in the pro-
gram. He said that in 1968 and 1969 too many local
officials, particularly mayors and governing body
members, had abrogated their responsibilities by al-
most completely delegating the program to law en-
forcement officials. The result was that *“ . . . the
sheriffs and the chiefs simply picked up the ball and
ran out from under the jurisdiction of the elected
official.”

Functions

The primary functions of the RPUs are to assess
the needs and problems of their region and to sub-
mit planning information to the Law and Order
Section based on this effort, to assist localities in
preparing action grant applications, to review and
comment on applications and to provide technical
assistance to local governments and criminal justice
agencies. In the past, RPUs also acted as recipients
for all action grants and provided quarterly project
monitoring reports to the Law and Order Section.
Beginning with the award of FY 1974 funds, the
commission made direct grants to local units of gov-
ernment, eliminating regional grant administration.
In addition, the regions lost project monitoring re-
sponsibility, a role assumed in June 1975 by the
staff of the Law and Order Section.

RPU activities appear to be almost totally related
to the Safe Streets program, although some planners
indicated that on occasion they provide technical as-
sistance to local police and sheriff departments on
substantive issues not involving grants. Local units
of government appear to rely heavily on the RPUs.
All local officials interviewed indicated that they
looked to regional planners for assistance in devel-
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Table 2
Part B Allocations to Regional Criminal Justice Planning Units

FY 1975

Number of FY 1975
RPU Counties Population Part B Allocation
A 7 115,024 $21,392
B 4 223,576 28,072
Cc 4 162,276 32,312
D 7 139,364 22,680
E 4 227,402 31,694
F 8 870,150 62,246
G 11 981,393 61,270
L] 4 121,692 23,222
J 6 540,599 55,556
K 5 133,997 26,633
L 5 246,842 36,108
M 3 306,663 45,588
N 4 154,684 24,431
o 4 172,305 22,645
P 9 410,123 37,959
Q 5 178,667 39,666
R 10 97,300 28,021

Source: FY 1975 North Carolina planning grant application; and U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of
Population, Vol. 1 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972).

oping and processing applications and implement-
ing funded projects, and in general rated highly the
assistance they received. Both local and regional of-
ficials believed that the RPUs’ assistance was most
helpful to small, unsophisticated jurisdictions.

Staft

In general, RPUs have from one to three profes-
sional staff members. Staff size is severely limited
by the amount of planning funds available, since re-
gional Part B allocations ranged from about $21,400
to about $62,200 in FY 1975 (see Table 2). Prior to
July 1975, most RPUs also employed a project ana-
lyst, who was supposed to monitor all Safe Streets
block grant projects within the region and provide
the Law and Order Section with quarterly reports.
The position was funded with Part C monies. How-
ever, after July 1975 the monitoring function was
assumed by the Law and Order Section, and the re-
gional project analyst position was eliminated.

The interviewees disagreed regarding the caliber
and qualifications of regional staff. Some Law and
Order Section personnel thought that regional plan-
ners lacked proper education and training for their
positions. On the other hand, local officials inter-
viewed rated the capability of regional staffs highly.
One regional planner interviewed said that in the
beginning days of the program, many planners were
not well qualified or professional in their approach,
but contended that this was no longer the case.

One source of frustration for the commission
is its lack of control over regional staff. The com-
mission has no right to hire and fire or to set salary
levels and qualifications, because regional staff
members are employees of local government. An at-
tempt to exert some control was made several years
ago when the commission directed the State De-
partment of Personnel to conduct a job analysis and
pay study of the regions; however, the commission
never took final action on the recommendations
developed by the department.



Relationship to Substate Regional Districts

In general, the criminal justice RPUs have no
direct relationship with the lead regional organiza-
tions established by the State in 1970 as multipur-
pose, substate planning organizations with respon-
sibility in areas such as manpower, health, water
and sewage, and land use. Twelve of the 17 RPUs
have no formal organizational ties with LROs at
present. Three RPUs are partially integrated with
LROs. Under this arrangement, the RPU is housed
within the LRO and generally relies on it for book-
keeping and other support services, but retains its
own policy-making structure and authority over
staff. Two of the 17 RPUs are totally integrated
with an LRO. In these instances, the regional crim-
inal justice planner is accountable to the executive
director of the LRO, and overall policy is directed
by the board of the LRO.

Although the LROs are the designated A-95 re-
gional clearinghouses, it appears that their review
of applications for Safe Streets projects is, for the
most part, pro forma. In addition, there is no evi-
dence of substantive cross-functional planning or
program development efforts between the RPUs and
the LROs. The lack of linkages among functional
program planning and development activities is
probably true even in those RPUs that are totally
-integrated with the LROs, perhaps because the re-
gional criminal justice planner is oriented to applica-
tion preparation and processing and not to plan-
ning. Nevertheless, there was some indication that
even partizl integration increases opportunities for
sharing of data and information, and thus enhances
the planning capacity of the RPU.

The relationship of the RPUs to the LROs is now
a major issue in North Carolina. It appears that
some LROs and some elements of state government
are encouraging a merger of the two because the
present division causes needless duplication of ef-
fort and hinders comprehensive planning. Local
government interest groups that believe that such a
merger is desirable think that the initiative should
come from local government and that mergers
should not be imposed by the state.

On the other hand, some interviewees believe
that the LROs are encouraging mergers to increase
their staff and dollar resources. One regional plan-
ner for an independent RPU stated that his board
was well established and did not want to lose its au-
tonomy and control over staff. A merger may be

more difficult to effect in an area where the RPU
has developed strong, effective working relationships
with its member jurisdictions.

The position of the commission has been to re-
quire a memorandum of agreement between LROs
and RPUs consistent with LEAA FY 1976 state
plan guidelines. The League of Municipalities is en-
couraging local governments to view the memoran-
dum of agreement as a mechanism for eventual con-
solidation of the criminal justice regional planning
unit and the LRO. Furthermore, at its meeting of
Sept. 26, 1975, the commission adopted the follow-
ing policy: “Regional planning units are to be in-
corporated into and become a functional part of the
Lead Regional Organization in each of the State’s
17 Planning Regions.” The LEAA regional office
placed a special condition on the FY 1976 planning
grant requiring that merger be accomplished by Dec.
31, 1975, in order to insure compliance with Section
203a of the Safe Streets Act, relating to the composi-
tion of regional policy boards, within a reasonable
period of time.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

The Safe Streets program has been the first at-
tempt in North Carolina to conduct system-wide,
comprehensive criminal justice pianning. As did
many other states, North Carolina found that the
task of comprehensive planning was at best com-
plex and beset by myriad problems, including: in-
adequate data on both crime and the criminal jus-
tice system, lack of knowledge about planning meth-
odologies and techniques, too little time allowed for
plan preparation and late arrival of federal guide-
lines, and insufficient staff time for planning due to
emphasis on award and expenditure of action funds.

The commission has implemented a variety of
planning approaches since 1969, each of which has
affected the relationships between the commission
and the RPUs and local units of government. Three
basic conceptual approaches have been used over
the six-year life of the program: pre-applications,
master plans, and standards and goals.

From FY 1969 through FY 1973, the planning
process was based on the submission of pre-appli-
cations from prospective grantee agencies. Each
pre-application included a brief description of the
objectives and methods of the proposed project and
an estimate of the total cost. Based on the pre-ap-
plications submitted, the commission allocated
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funds to the broad functional categories in the state
plan.

There were a number of difficulties with this ap-
proach., First, according to one regional planner,
most local pre-applications were developed by re-
gional staffs without adequate input from county or
city government. In a number of instances, the pre-
applications did not reflect the priorities of these

_jurisdictions for Safe Streets funds. Consequently,

there was a disparity between activities that were
planned by local officials and activities for which
applications were actually submitted by the region.
Secondly, the Law and Order Section found that the
volume of pre-applications increased so rapidly that
by FY 1973, responsible review and selection of
projects was extremely difficult. Thirdly, and most
importantly, the Law and Order Section staff and
the commission frequently questioned the impact of
a planning process lacking overall goals and prior-
ities.

To resolve these problems, the KCC decided that
it should begin to determine statewide needs and
priorities and allocate funds accordingly, instead of
deciding awards on the basis of pre-applications. In
the FY 1973 state plan, the commission based its
annual action program on pre-applications, but at
the same time developed a muitiyear plan incor-
porating priorities adopted after four months of
consideration by the Special Subcommittee on Pri-
orities and subsequently by the full commission.

In May 1973, the LEAA Atlanta Regional Office
approved the FY 1973 plan subject to a number of
special conditions. LEAA required that the commis-
sion prepare, and submit for LEAA approval, master
plans for the foliowing specific areas of the state’s
criminal justice system: manpower development,
training and education; the judicial system; adult
corrections; and juvenile justice. The LEAA regional
office viewed the special conditions as effective
means for spurring an improved comprehensive
planning effort by North Carolina without having
to withhold the award of block grant funds. The
commission regarded the master plans requirement
as being necessary to insure the implementation of
established priorities and consistent with their own
perceptions of deficiencies in the plan development
process.

During the FY 1974 planning effort, the commis-
sion established a series of special advisory com-
mittees for developing master plans in various func-
tional areas. The FY 1974 state plan was a compila-

tion of these master plans, each consistent with the
format required by the LEAA planning guidelines.

The FY 1975 planning process responded to
LEAA’s criticisms—poor integration and lack of a
system-wide perspective —of the 1974 state plan. In
FY 1975, the commission adopted a modular format
designed to facilitate comprehensive, system-wide
planning and subdivided the plan into three levels:
(1) criminal justice system component {pre-adjudica-
tion, adjudication, post-adjudication, juvenile jus-
tice, and information systems); (2) functional cate-
gory; and (3) level of attention (state, county, city,
non-governmental, and high-crime).

The commission used the 10 categories suggested
by LEAA for the functional categories of the FY
1975 state plan: diversion; personnel development;
research and information system; prevention; ad-
judication; non-institutional rehabilitation; institu-
tional rehabilitation; planning and evaluation; de-
tection, deterrence and apprehension; legislation.
The commission then identified, by component and
by functional category, 35 general programs, and
within each program, one or more specific project
types. For example, under the component pre-ad-
judication, one functional category was prevention.
A program within this category was crime preven-
tion; a project type, property crime prevention unit.
Funds were allocated to programs, not projects. For
some program areas the state plan identified specific
projects and grantee agencies to be funded. This
was generally more true of state agency projects
than local projects, since the commission usually
had a closer working relationship with state agen-
cies, was more aware of their anticipated funding
requests, and accepted their assessments of their
own needs and priorities. In other program areas,
generally those dealing with local projects, funds
were allocated for specific categories, but not ear-
marked for particular projects. In the FY 1975 state
plan, the committee made a concerted attempt to
develop more precise statements of project objec-
tives and evaluation criteria than had been done pre-
viously.

The FY 1975 state plan was comprehensive to the
extent that it contained much descriptive and ana-
lytical information and addressed all functional
components of the criminal justice system. Part C
funds were allocated as follows: 10 percent for
courts (adjudication, including prosecution and de-
fense); 47 percent for law enforcement (pre-adjudica-
tion); seven percent for corrections (post-adjudica-



tion); 30 percent for juvenile justice; and six percent
for information systems. Interview results did not
indicate that recipients in any of the major function-
al areas (including courts) thought that their area
had received less than its fair share in the plan.
Some local and regional officials, however, indicated
that the emphasis on specialized units in the FY
1975 state plan effectively precluded many small law
enforcement agencies from receiving funds.

The Safe Streets Act requires that states maintain
the level of Part C funding for correctional activi-
ties in order to receive Part E funds. LEAA guide-
lines interpret this provision to mean a maintenance
of effort based on the percentage of the state’s FY
1971 allocation to corrections. This guarantees a
minimum percentage of each fiscal year’s Part C
award to corrections and thereby limits the states’
discretion in distributing funds among functional
components. North Carolina must allecate 25 per-
cent of its Part C funds to corrections in order to
receive Part E monies. In FY 1975, the state re-
ceived $1,397,000 under Part E and awarded most
of this amount ($1,364,000) to the State Department
of Corrections.

Several of the state officials and regional plan-
ners interviewed cited the limitations and arbitrari-
ness of the Part E requirement. To some, it negated
the concept of state priorities by restricting the com-
mission’s ability to allocate substantial sums to func-
tional areas of greater concern than corrections. One
regional planner thought that the need to spend a
minimum amount on corrections had encouraged
the funding of projects inferior to those in other
functional areas, some of which had greater poten-
tial for impacting on the system as a whole. Gover-
nor Hoishouser, however, voiced strong support for
the Part E provision. In his view, it had been diffi-
cult to get public support of funding for correctional
programs, even though the state’s facilities and serv-
ices were badly in need of updating.

In an effort to assure adequate assistance for
high-crime areas, the 1975 state plan set aside a spe-
cific amount for the two localities that met LEAA’s
definition of a high-crime area. A minimum amount
of funding, proportionate to their percentage of
state population was allocated to Charlotte and
Greensboro. This amount had to be divided between
state and local services. Each city was required to
submit a plan specifying the projects it would imple-
ment to expend its portion of the allocation. In FY
1975, these two high-crime cities directly received

approximately four percent of the total Part C
award. The “high crime” allocation does not pre-
clude the cities’ requesting funds for projects under
the state plan for which they are eligible.

One local official regarded the commission’s al-
location of funds to high crime areas as a “‘token ef-
fort.” Yet, generally the City of Charlotte seemed
to feel that it was receiving its “fair share” of block
grants. It may be true there is simply no consensus
as to what a “fair share” is for a given locality.

The FY 1975 state plan achieved functional bal-
ance and addressed the needs of high crime areas,
but it did not present overall goals for the state’s
criminal justice system, nor did it reflect other re-
sources — Federal, state, or local —available for pur-
suing those goals. The plan provided direction only
for activities supported by Safe Streets funds.

A major controversy arose in North Carolina
over the lack of regional and local participation in
the FY 1975 planning process. Interviewees agreed
that the opportunity for regional and local input
to the state plan was extremely limited and unsatis-
factory. Regional involvement consisted of little
more than a briefing of the RPU and the Law and
Order Section’s planning staff, convened on short
notice. Generally, allocation decisions were made
by the chairmen of the special advisory committees.

The Law and Order staff acknowledged that the
FY 1975 planning process was deficient. The staff
said that time constraints imposed by the LEAA
regional office to submit the state plan by Decem-
ber 1974 (several months earlier than originally
scheduled) did not allow for more effective plan-
ning methods than those used.

Several regional and local officials interviewed
said that the commission developed overly restric-
tive program categories in the FY 1975 state plan,
the effect of which was to virtually eliminate a num-
ber of smaller jurisdictions from participating in the
program, because their needs did not fall within the
plan categories. One rural sheriff said, “Don’t talk
to me about ‘block grants.” You know by the time
it gets to me, it’s not a ‘block grant.’”

Responses to an ACIR questionnaire,* mailed to

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to the chief execu-
tive officer of all municipalities and counties of 10,000 or more
population in order to determine their attitudes concerning the
operation of the Safe Streets program. By October, responses
had been received from 68 percent of the municipalities and 35
percent of the counties in North Carolina. Since not all localities
answered every question, the response rate cited in the case
study will vary. (See Appendix 2, p. 451.)
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all cities and counties of more than 10,000 persons,
supported this view. Of the 56 (45 percent) North
Carolina localities responding, 27 said that the state
plan incorporated the needs and priorities of their
jurisdiction to “‘very little” extent. One replied,
“not at all.” Twenty-eight indicated that the state
plan adequately reflected their needs. None said that
it incorporated their needs ‘‘significantly.”

Law and Order staff think that a basic cause of
the dissatisfaction with the FY 1975 state plan was
the commission’s decision to limit the funds allocat-
ed for additional law enforcement personnel projects
to continuation of on-going programs. The decision
was in keeping with the commission’s view that Safe
Streets dollars should not be used primarily to sup-
plement local resources, but rather to stimulate new
programs and innovative activity.

[t appears that much of the impetus to change the
commission’s make-up and to increase local general
government representation was the direct result of
regional and local reaction to the FY 1975 planning
process. Therefore, in developing the FY 1976 plan,
the commission used the same general approach as
in 1975, with added emphasis on the solicitation of
local and regional input and the development and
integration of standards and goals. The Law and
Order staff prepared state and local input forms re-
questing information regarding problems, program
needs, and projected costs for activities eligible for
Safe Streets monies. Local chief executives and legis-
lative officials had to certify submissions from their
jurisdictions. Each RPU was asked to develop a
one-year projection of criminal justice problems,
program needs and priorities based upon the local
submissions, identify major problems and goals for
the region, list continuation funding needs and
new project requests, and delineate regional priori-
ties as established by their respective policy boards.

The special advisory committees will review all
regional and state plan submissions within their re-
spective functional areas in order to relate them to
the priorities for goals and standards that the com-

* . .
Beginning in 1974, the governor’s commission embarked on an

ambitious project to assess and adopt goals and standards for
the state’s criminal justice system. Supported by a discretionary
grant from LEAA, the project has entailed an extensive review
of standards developed by various national organizations, an
analysis of problems and needs, and the development of goals
and standards appropriate for North Carolina. Local and citi-
zen input has been obtained through direct mailings and a series
of three public hearings.

mission is developing.” Goals and standards are be
ing developed along with the state plan to be incoi
porated as a part of the multiyear section. Each ac
visory committee will identify the programs it rec
ommends for funding and the amounts involvec
The chairmen of the six committees will form an ex
ecutive committee to review these recommendation
and to make reductions, if necessary, to reflec
available Safe Streets block grants. These recom
mendations will be acted on by the full commis
sion.

It appears that with the FY 1976 state plan th
commission is attempting to systematize local an
regional participation in the planning process and a
the same time to meet the new time deadlines estab
lished by LEAA. Some local and regional official
remain highly skeptical of the state’s efforts. The
still believe that they have no meaningful role in de
velopment of the state plan, that opportunities fo
involvement have been few, and that material sub
mitted has been ignored. They view the state plai
as still largely unresponsive to local needs. One re
gional planner said that local governments were nov
so “turned off” by the process and tired of bein;
asked for input that has no effect, that even gettiny
them to fill out the planning forms for FY 197
would require a “selling job.”

Overall, the FY 1976 planning process seems t
be encouraging increased regional and local partici
pation. It is impossible to assess at this time how ef
fectively the planning process will be implemented
Implementation is largely dependent on the coop
eration of local, regional, and state officials and, i1
particular, on the capability of regional crimina
justice planners.

The state plan outlines a major priority-settiny
role for the commission, yet recent state legislatio)
calls for a newly constituted commission in the mid
dle of the planning process. As a result, the specia
advisory committees probably will have to assumu
more active roles than anticipated.

Planning Capacity

In FY 1976, North Carolina received $1,700,00(
in Part B planning funds, matched by $110,598 statc
general fund monies and $834 local monies, for ¢
total planning budget of $1,811,432.%

*
Due to the changes in the Federal fiscal year, these figures rep-
resent 15- rather than 12- month allocations.



Of the $1.7 million, $712,118 was allocated to the
{7 regional planning units and to the City of Char-
lotte, the largest city in the state and the only local
government receiving direct planning assistance.
While the total amount of Part B funds passed
through by the state to the regional and local levels
has increased ($100,000 more in FY 1976 than in
FY 1975), the percentage of funds thus passed
through has decreased (48 percent in FY 1975 and
42 percent in FY 1976).

FY 1976 planning funds were distributed on the
following basis: $15,000 was allocated to each RPU;
the remainder of the required 40 percent pass-
through was distributed on the basis of population.
Any planning funds not utilized by the State will be
awarded at the discretion of the commission to
RPUs most in need.

Of the three regional planning directors inter-
viewed, two stated that the current Part B alloca-
tion passed through to their regions was inadequate.
(All three concurred that more resources were need-
«d for planning.) Results from the ACIR survey of
regions supported this contention.* The 16 RPUs
that replied said that Part B funds are inadequate
for carrying out their assigned responsibilities; 13
stated that the regions should receive more than the
40 percent pass-through of Part B funds mandated
by the Act.

The Law and Order administrator said that the
60-40 pass-through formula for Part B funds repre-
rents an appropriate division of resources between
the state and the RPUs. However, he also said that
planning funds are inadequate at the regional level,
wiven the many roles and responsibilities assigned to
RPUs. He indicated that if RPU personnel func-
tioned as planners rather than as grants managers
the present level of support would be sufficient. In
the administrator’s opinion, Part B funds were in-
adequate at the state level as well, but this difficulty
could be resolved by improved organization, a more
qualified staff and more efficient administration.

All three regional planning directors interviewed
tnought their staff had sufficient skill but insufficient
time for planning. The Law and Order Section, on
the other hand, regarded the planning capacity at
the regional level as inadequate and cited both the
staffs’ lack of planning skills and local officials’ lack

*ln June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to all criminal jus-
tice regional planning units in the country. By October respons-
es had been received from 16 of the 17 North Carolina RPUs, a
response rate of 95 percent.

of interest. It seems unlikely that one- to three-per-
son staffs would be able to do comprehensive crim-
inal justice planning for large, multi-county regions,
particularly when they have other responsibilities;
but it may be true that some regional planners are
not highly skilled enough for such planning. In addi-
tion, it is probable that local officials, although not
opposed to planning, place considerable emphasis
on the regional planner’s role as “grantsman.” To a
large extent, the regional planner establishes his
credibility with local governments by successful ma-
nipulation of the grant-in-aid process.

In North Carolina, a major planning-funds issue
was the decision by the Law and Order Section to
stop funding the RPUs’ project analysts. These posi-
tions, supported with Part C monies, were intended
to provide quarterly monitoring information as part
of the state’s overall monitoring and evaluation sys-
tem. In practice, the project analyst spent a signifi-
cant portion of his time assisting in the grant man-
agement, technical assistance, and planning activi-
ties of his RPU. The ruling of the LEAA Office of
the General Counsel on the use of Part C funds for
evaluation and the LEAA definitions of monitoring
and evaluation prompted the Law and Order Sec-
tion to decide that the project analyst position could
not continue to be supported out of the Part C
award. No additional Part B funds were available.
The Law and Order staff also questioned the objec-
tivity of the reports generated by analysts not direct-
ly accountable to state management. However, the
regional planning directors interviewed, both of
whom had had analysts on their staff, thought the
elimination of the position severely hindered their
ability to carry out adequately their planning and
management responsibilities.

Eight of the 25 full-time professional staff at the
state level are planners. Seven associates specializing
in criminal justice functional areas assist the plan-
ning director. The director also heads the standards
and goals project, which is separately staffed under
a LEAA discretionary grant to the commission.
Members of the state planning staff, like the region-
al planning directors, said their major needs were
more time and resources. They stressed the difficul-
ties brought about as a result of changed LEAA
guidelines that were not issued until after the plan-
ning process for the next fiscal year had been initi-
ated. The need for more lead time in meeting guide-
line requirements seemed to be a common concern
of state staff.
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SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Safe Streets block grant awards (Part C and E) to
North Carolina increased from $619,000 in FY 1969
to $13,263,000 in FY 1975 and currently account for
five percent of the state’s total criminal justice ex-
penditures (see Table 3). In the opinion of the Law
and Order administrator, rapid increases in funding
in the early years of the program (between FY 1969
and FY 1973, Part C block grants awarded to the
state increased by more than 2,000 percent) prevent-
ed effective planning for their distribution. By FY
1974, when the amount of funding had leveled off,
the state had routinized its grant administration pro-
cedures.

The commission annually awards about 360
grants to state and local government units and to
private nonprofit agencies. These grants, usually for
a 12-month period, support a variety of crime re-
duction and system improvement projects.

Distribution and Use of Action Funds

In order to determine the nature of activities sup-
ported by Safe Streets funds in North Carolina, the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions’ (ACIR) field team reviewed a sample of
grants awarded by the commission. The sample was
selected by choosing every fourth grant awarded in

calendar year 1974, regardless of the fiscal year of
the funds used to carry out the activity.* The sam-
ple includes grants awarded from FY 1972, FY
1973 and FY 1974 monies.

Table 4 indicates the distribution of funds by type
of recipient. State agencies received 14 percent of the
grants and 50 percent of the Safe Streets funds
included in the sample, a finding consistent with the
state’s dominant role in financing and delivering
criminal justice services. However, it should be not-
ed that $718,492, 37 percent of the funds allocatzd
to the state, was used for a law enforcement training
academy serving both state and local officers. It ap-
pears that in North Carolina, as in other case study
states, a substantial portion of the state agencies’
share of funds supports activities that also benefit
local jurisdictions. State agency projects tend to be
fewer in number but higher in average dollar value
than local projects.

Awards to cities and counties accounted for n4
percent of the grants and 34 percent of the funds.
Twenty-two percent of the grants and 16 percent of
the funds were awarded to RPUs for administration
of local projects. All grants are now awarded direct-
ly to the unit of local government involved, (see
Table 4).

*For a complete description of the methodology used in.the
grant sample analysis see Chapter VIII.

Table 3

Safe Streets Funding to North Carolina
FY 1969-1975

Fiscal

Year Part B
1969 $ 439,000
1970 492,000
1971 601,000
1972 828,000
1973 1,162,000
1974 1,162,000
1975 1,288,000

Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data.

Part C Part E Totail
619,000 $ -0- $ 1,058,000
4,625,000 -0- 5,117,000
8,305,000 617,000 9,523,000
10,203,000 1,202,000 12,233,000
11,842,000 1,393,000 14,397,000
11,842,000 1,393,000 14,397,000
11,866,000 1,397,000 14,551,000




Number of
Recipient Grants Grants
State 12 14
County 22 26
City 32 38
Other 19 22
TOTAL 85

Table 4

Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of

Amount of Percent of Amount of
Funds Funds Average Grant
$1,911,077 50 $159,256
589,513 15 26,796
708,194 19 22,131
606,555 16 31,924
$3,818,344

Under the variable pass-through provision of the
Safe Streets Act, North Carolina is required to
make available to localities the percentage of the
total Part C funds equal to their proportion of out-
lays for criminal justice programs—about 46 per-
cent. (Part E funds are not covered by the variable

pass-through and, as noted earlier, are generally

awarded to state agencies, which have almost total
corrections responsibility.) Although the FY 1975
state plan indicated that the state planned to allocate
54 percent of its Part C funds to local programs
(exceeding the required pass-through of 46 percent),
interviews and questionnaire responses reflected dis-
satisfaction at the regional and local levels with the
amount of action funding made available. Forty-six
of the 56 cities and counties replying to the ACIR
survey said that the portion of funds passed through
by the state was not equitable and did not reflect
a proper balance between state and local needs. All
46 respondents thought more funds should be made
available to localities.

In an attempt to determine the types of activitfes
supported with Safe Streets funds, the ACIR field
team, in consultation with the Law and Order staff,
classified each grant in the sample into one of the
five general activity categories shown in Table 5.

North Carolina allocated a higher percentage (37
percent) of its funds to service activities than to any

other category, although this percentage is less than

that of most of the case study states. The state com-
mits substantially more funds to training activities
(35 percent) and to personnel (11 percent) than most
of the other states studied. Emphasis on training and
additional personnel may reflect the state’s attempt
to improve inadequate part-time police coverage in
many of its rural areas. It should be noted that the

unusually large percentage of funds awarded for -

training results from the inclusion of a major grant
to operate the law enforcement training academy in
the sample.

No grants for construction appeared in the sam-
ple. Both the commission’s reluctance to commit

Primary Number of
Activity Grants
Equipment 13
Construction 0
Services 34
Training 14
Personnel 24

Table 5

Primary Activities Supported with Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Amount of Percent of
Grants Funds Funds
15 $608,547 16

0 0
40 1,439,705 37
17 1,341,793 35

28 428,299 11
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Functional Number of
Component Grants
Police 69
Courts 3
Corrections 5
Juvenile Delinquency 4
Drugs and Alcohol 3
Combinations 1
TOTAL 85

Table 6

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Amount of Percent of
Grants Funds Funds
81 $1,810,070 47
4 112,074 3 .

6 928,450 24

5 181,286 5

4 67,972 2

1 718,492 19
$3,818,344

large amounts of funds to projects of this type and
the reluctance of potential applicants to supply the
required S50 percent matching contribution could
account for this finding. However, a $1,000,000
project to construct a state criminal justice educa-
tion and training facility was not included in the
sample.

To determine the distribution of Safe Streets
funds by criminal justice functional component, the
ACIR field team, with the help of the Law and Or-
der staff, classified the grants in the sample accord-
ing to the categories listed in Table 6.

Like most case study states, North Carolina
awarded by far the largest percentage of its Part C
block funds to police departments—47 percent of
the funds and 81 percent of the grants, according to
the sample. Approximately one-fourth of the
amount ($466,408) supported communications and
information systems projects in the law enforcement
area.

In keeping with the Part E requirement, correc-
tions activities received 24 percent of the funds in
the sample, 6 percent of the number of grants. Rela-
tively small amounts were awarded to courts, juve-
nile delinquency, and drug and alcohol projects.
These functional areas collectively received only 10
percent of the action funds, a surprisingly low figure
in comparison with the other case study states, but
one that might reflect the randomness of the sam-
ple. According to the Law and Order administrator,
allocations to courts are less than those to police
and corrections primarily because North Carolina’s
unified court system is well-financed and able to
obtain funds from the general assembly for new pro-

grams. The administrator noted two factors con-
tributing to the small percentage of funds used for
drug and alcohol programs: the lack of successful
rehabilitation efforts in this area and the availability
of grants from other Federal agencies for drug- and
alcohol-related activities. Few North Carolina local-
ities requested funds for drug or alcohol rehabili-
tation programs.

The Law and Order administrator took issue with
the grant sample findings on allocations to juvenile
delinquency projects. He said that juvenile justice
is a high priority of the commission; $3,800,000 of
the total block award in the state plans for FY 1975
and FY 1976 was set aside for activities in this cate-
gory.

An award to support the North Carolina Crim-
inal Justice Education and Training Academy (de-
signed to offer training for personnel in all com-
ponents ‘of the criminal justice system) was identi-
fied as the only major combination grant in the
sample.

In order to verify the findings of the grant sam-
ple on the functional distribution of Safe Streets
funds, the field team also used data obtained from
LEAA’s Grants Management Information System
(GMIS).”

Although GMIS data are based on fiscal-year
funds rather than calendar-year awards, and al-
though its method of categorization differs from
that used by ACIR in the grant sample, there is

*For a discussion of the limitations and uses of the GMIS data,
see Chapter V.



Fiscal
Year

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1969-1975

Subgrant

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Source: GMIS data.

Distribution of Part C and E Block Funds in North Carolina by Functional Component

No.
42

42
167

167
254

254
250

250
243

243
211

211

49

49
1,216

1,216

%
76

76

76

71

71
72

71

75

75

79

78

84

81

75

74

Police

$ Amount

372,525
0
372,525

3,554,137
0
3,554,137

5,167,492
0
5,167,492

6,793,445
0
6,793,445

6,548,261
0
6,548,261

4,115,892
0
4,115,892

946,948
0
946,948

27,498,700
0
27,498,700

%"

67
0
67

73
0
73

53
0
53

71
0
65

62
]
57

47
0
43

48
0
38

60
0
56

No.

3
0
3

10
0
10

18
0
18

18
0
18

14
0
14

17
0
17

5
0
5

85
0
85

%
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Table 7

FY 1969-1975

Courts

$ Amount

60,131
0
60,131

191,095
0
191,095

765,472
0
765,472

497,593
0
497,593

693,437
0
693,437

-

,034,429
0
,034,429

oy

523,319
0
523,319

3,765,476
0
3,765,476

8
0
7

21

21

45

45

43

50

26

28

12

18

156
17
173

Corrections
% $ Amount
9 76,770
0 0
9 76,770
9 709,977
0 0
9 709,977
12 2,517,327
0 0
12 2,517,327
12 1,527,312
100 932,271
14 2,459,583
8 1,796,275
100 904,656
8 2,700,931
4 796,1?7
100 761,732
6 1,557,929
6 492,118
100 504,647
10 996,765
9 7915976
100 3,103,306

10 11,019,282

%

13
0
13

14
0
14

25
0
25

16
100
23

17
100
23

9
100
16

25
100
40

17
100
22

N
OO WwWoOoOwWw Wow

N
(=]

w o W

11

11

17

17

68

68

Combinations

%
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$ Amount

29,971
0
29,971

123,810
0
123,810

626,232
0
626,232

292,433
0
292,433

406,480
0
406,480

2,383,954
0
2,383,954

0
0
0

3,862,880
0
3,862,880

MOoOW mo® pon oo R

27
0
25
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Non C-J Agencies

No.

2
0
2

12
0
12

20
0
20

25
0
25

27
0
27

~ o~

o oo

93

93

%

$ Amount

9,400
0
9,400

226,959
0
226,959

662,931
0
662,931

366,250
0
366,250

1,070,433
0
1,070,433

351,725
0
351,725

0
0
0

2,687,698
o]
2,687,698

%
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-
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some correlation between the two. The GMIS data
in Table 7 support the notion that police have re-
ceived the “lion’s share of the pie” —60 percent of
the total Part C awards for FY 1969-1975 went to
police. However, the percentage allocated to this
category has declined significantly, from a high of
73 percent in FY 1970 to 47 percent in FY 1974.
(Since the data in Table 7 are dated August 1975, in
GMIS, FY 1975 awards as of this date are only a
small percentage of the state’s total block funds for
FY 1975.)

To determine the extent to which Safe Streets
funds are used to support new and innovative proj-
ects as opposed to routine activities, the field team
asked the Law and Order staff to classify the grants
in the sample according to two additional sets of
categories. The first set, shown in Table 8, reflects
the degree to which the activities had been attempt-
ed at the state or local level prior to Safe Streets
funding.

Forty-two percent of the funds was used to sup-
port activities not previously attempted in the state,
and 30 percent funded projects that had not been
tried by the recipient local jurisdiction. Twenty-eight
percent of the funds supported activities that had
been attempted previously, such as hiring additional
law enforcement personnel.

The second set of categories used to assess the
innovative nature of Safe Streets funded projects
is shown in Table 9. ,

The majority of the funds was used to support
new activities (59 percent); a relatively small amount

(11 percent) was directed to routine activities. Al
most all “expansion” grants were for training pur
poses. “Update™ grants generally represented equip
ment improvements, particularly in the area of com
munications. “‘Routine” activities generally wer
additions of personnel, chiefly in the area of lav
enforcement.

The grant sample shows that most of North Car
olina’s Part C block funds were awarded to project:
that were “new’ to the state or had never been at
tempted within the recipient jurisdiction. The sam
ple, however, did not take into account the nationa
state-of-the-art in criminal justice programs.

Based on the sample, it appears that North Caro
lina allocated a larger percentage of its Part C block
funds to police and to training and personnel ac
tivities than most other states studied. North Caro-
lina also awarded more funds to state agencies, com.
pared with the other case study states, a finding
consistent with the state’s dominant role in financ-
ing criminal justice services.

Grant Administration

The Law and Order Section appears to have de-
veloped fairly effective procedures for administer-
ing action grants, although delays at the state level
in processing applications and obtaining grant mod-
ifications have occurred. Sixteen of the 26 munici-
palities and 10 of the 30 counties that responded to
the ACIR questionnaire indicated that they had ex-
perienced delays in the grant process. Factors cited

Number of
Grants

Never attempted

anywhere 0
Never attempted

in state 11
Never attempted

in locality 39
Has been attempted

in locality 35

TOTAL 85

Table 8

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Amount of Percent of
Grants Funds Funds
0 0 0
13 1,622,345 42
46 1,156,888 30
41 1,039,111 28
$3,818,344




Degree of Number of
Innovation Grants
New 46
Expansion 7
Update 7
Routine 25
TOTAL 85

Table 9

Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Amount of Percent of
Grants Funds Funds
54 2,242,507 59

8 717,704 19

8 425,791 11

30 432,342 11
$3,818,344

as contributing to the delays include conflicting

guidelines, changes in Law and Order personnel,
confusion regarding administrative regulations, the
need for LEAA regional office approval of program
adjustments and infrequency of commission meet-
ings (the commission meets quarterly). According
to the Law and Order staff, the commission acts on
all grants within 90 days of the time the staff judges
an application complete.

The commission recently delegated to the Law
and Order administrator authority to approve all
applications under $10,000 and, with the concur-
rence of the appropriate committee chairman, those
between $10,000 and $50,000. The administrator
indicated that he believes the commission should
make these decisions; the interviews revealed that
most local, regional and state-level officials (includ-
ing some members of the commission) think that
this authority will accelerate the' grants award proc-
ess and re-orient the commission to a broader pol-
icy-making role.

Before FY 1974, all action grant awards were
made to the regional planning units, which sub-
granted funds to local units of government. Fiscal
control and accounting procedures were the re-
sponsibility of the region. ﬁeginning with the award
of FY 1974 funds, the commission made direct

grants to local governments, eliminating regions’

funding and administrative roles.

Some regional planners opposed direct grants by

the commission. They maintained that small, rural
jurisdictions have come to rely heavily on the RPU’s
administrative support and lack the time and man-
power to deal with the administrative complexities
of the Safe Streets program. The Law and Order
administrator, on the other hand, said that direct

grants to localities will avoid needless duplication
of effort, increase local government responsibility
and redirect the efforts of regional staff to more
appropriate areas of activity, such as project devel-
opment, monitoring, technical assistance and plan-
ning.

The decision to make direct grants to localities
was strongly supported by the findings of an outside
management consulting firm that * . . . the method
of direct reimbursement to the subgrantees would
permit closer State Planning Agency contact with
the subgrantee and promote better monitoring of
subgrantee reporting. It would also eliminate the
problems which may be encountered due to the
lack of uniformity displayed by the regions in re-
imbursing subgrantees.”S Interviews with local offi-
cials yielded no evidence that direct grants pose a
hardship; however, very small jurisdictions could ex-
perience difficulties with the direct grant proce-
dures.

North Carolina has returned a portion of its block
funds to the Federal government each year. In FY
1972 (the most recent fiscal year for which complete
data was available), the Law and Order Section re-
verted approximately $275,000 in Part C funds and
$304,000 in Part E funds, five percent of the total
block award.

The Law and Order Section attributed its inability
to fully expend funds to delays in application devel-
opment by local and state agencies and to delays in
the start-up of projects, once funded. The section
acknowledged that much of the problem with un-
used funds can be traced to the lack of realistic in-
put from local general government in the state plan.
State plans were based primarily on regional or state
perceptions of local needs; projects were then identi-
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fied and funded, and in some instances, lacked any
relationship to the needs perceived by the localities.
Regardless of their worth, most of these projects
were not implemented because there were no appli-
cants for the available funds. The commission had
to deviate from its original state plan in order to
award the funds and had to request plan amend-
ments from the LEAA regional office. According to
the Law and Order administrator, the FY 1973 state
plan had been amended 19 times as of June 1975.

North Carolina has not faced many problems
with continuation funding. A large number of proj-
ects, particularly during the early years of the pro-
gram, were one-time activities (the purchase of
equipment, training). The commission has empha-
sized —for a number of years—the commitment of
state and local governments eventually to assume
project costs. The Law and Order administrator esti-
mated that for FY 1971-1975 only 45 percent of the
funds supported continuation programs, and that
with the overall cutback in block funds in FY 1976,
the figure will increase to 50 percent.

The commission’s assumption-of-cost policy calls
for not more than two years of funding for state
agency projects at a 90 percent Federal share and
10 percent state match, and not more than three
years funding for local projects at a declining ratio
of 90 percent Federal, five percent state buy-in, five
percent local match the first year; 65 percent Fed-
eral, 5 percent state buy-in, and 30 percent local
match the second year; and, 25 percent Federal, 5
percent state buy-in, and 70 percent local match the
third year. The rationale for adopting a different
formula for state and local grants was to allow local
units of government more time to absorb the impact
of supporting projects. The policy can adjust to the
biennium budget cycle of the state government and
the annual budget cycle of local governments.

There is considerable difference of opinion about
the assumption-of-cost issue. Attitudes expressed
by interviewees included: the policy is too rigid;
there should be no policy at all; there should be no
distinction between state and local grants; the third-
year Federal share is too small to affect a locality’s
decision about continuation of a project; the me-
chanics' of applying the policy are too unwieldy for
effective implementation.

Concensus opinion was that the commission has
taken a very firm stand on assumption of cost and
has adhered strictly to the policy, and that no
“worthy”” projects previously supported by Safe
Streets funds had failed to obtain state or local

government support. Interviewees indicated an in-
creasing reluctance to initiate new projects with
long-term implications because of the assumption
obligation and the limitations of state and local
budgets.

LEAA Discretionary Funds

According to the Law and Order administrator,
LEAA discretionary funds awarded to North Caro-
lina since FY 1969 were used primarily to support
innovative projects in state agencies and major ur-
ban areas. There was no indication that discretion-
ary funds were used for political purposes.

Examples of North Carolina projects supported
by discretionary funds include: (1) the North Caro-
lina Organized Crime Prevention Council; (2) the
State Bureau of Investigation’s Organized Crime In-
tetligence Unit; (3) the State Criminal Justice Train-
ing and Standards Council; (4) the SPA’s standards
and goals analysis and development; (5) the SPA’s
pilot evaluation system; (6) the Wilmington-New
Hanover intra-agency drug squad; (7) decriminaliza-
tion of public inebriates; (8) diversion investigative
units; (9) the Mecklenburg criminal justice informa-
tion system.

The City of Charlotte has been a major recipient
of discretionary funds awarded to the state. Char-
lotte was designated one of eight Pilot Cities un-
der an LEAA national emphasis project adminis-
tered by the National Institute for Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice. According to a General Ac-
counting Office (GAQ) evaluation, the “Charlotte
team withdrew in 1974 because of lack of adequate
direction from LEAA and because the team did not
anticipate sustained local interest in planning com-
munity-wide activities to solve criminal justice
problems.”®

LEAA Regional Office

The Law and Order Section is pleased with its re-
lationship with the LEAA regional office. Both the
section administrator and the current LEAA state
representative agree that the latter should provide
technical assistance and expedite requests. The ad-
ministrator characterized the regional office as both
helpful and responsive. Other staff members indi-
cated that the regional office had provided useful
assistance, particularly in the areas of planning and
evaluation, but that this assistance had been limited
by the lack of manpower in the regional office.



The regional office frequently has placed special
conditions on the approval of state plans in order to
spur improved planning without delaying the award
of block funds. Generally, the Law and Order staff
and the commission have not considered these spe-
cial conditions to be unfair or unduly burdensome.

Some interviewees expressed dissatisfaction with
what they viewed as the LEAA regional office’s lack
of responsiveness to their questions about the ad-
ministration of the Safe Streets program in North
Carolina. They said the regional office should be
more assertive. However, the regional office care-
fully channels all communications through the com-
mission and the Law and Order Section, so as not
to interfere in issues that are essentially intra-
state.

IMPACT OF THE SAFE STREETS ACT

Since the inception of the Safe Streets programs
in 1969, total reported index crime in North Caro-
lina has increased by approximately 45 percent. Al-
though most interviewees speculated that crime
probably would have increased even more rapidly
without the program, the consensus of opinion was
that there was simply no available evidence on
which to base an assessment of its impact. Most
thought it was unfair and unrealistic to judge the
Safe Streets Act in terms of crime reduction, be-
cause too many factors outside the realm of the
criminal justice system affected the crime rate. Cities
and counties responding to the ACIR questionnaire
answered -as follows when asked whether or not the
crime rate would have been greater in their juris-
diction without the program: 11 said ‘‘substantially
greater;” 20, “‘moderately greater;” 20, “slightly
greater;” and three, “no greater.”

The Law and Order administrator suggested that
systems improvement and crime reduction were not
compatible objectives: “Police, courts, and correc-
tions can contribute to reduction of crime, but their
responsibility by tradition is to deal with the prob-
lem after it bécomes a crime statistic .-. . Evaluation
of the LEAA program by numbers of crimes report-
ed is absolutely without proper foundation. The ma-
jor thrust of the program needs to be directed to-
ward the discipline of criminological theory. The
system can contribute to this effort by supplying
much of the needed data, but there must be a recog-
nition that crime is a social problem of deviance,
not just a police, courts, and corrections problem.”

A number of interviewees attributed some credit
for various improvements within the agencies of the
criminal justice system to the additional resources
provided by the Safe Streets Act. Examples of ma-
jor system improvements include: (1) the establish-
ment of a centralized, comprehensive criminal jus-
tice training academy; (2) the implementation of an
integrated, statewide communications system for law
enforcement agencies; and (3) the establishment of
the Police Information Network (PIN), which pro-
vides information on stolen property and vehicles
and wanted and missing persons and operates in
conjunction with the National Crime Information
Center (NCIC). All criminal justice agency officials
interviewed felt that Safe Streets funds had enabled
them to improve or expand their operational ca-
pacity. Few identified specific ways in which the
program had promoted a more coordinated ap-
proach to criminal justice problems, but most
thought that the program had improved coordina-
tion by providing a forum for the various functional
agencies to meet and exchange information.

The commission, the Law and Order Section and
the RPUs have not yet established credibility in
terms of system-wide planning and evaluation capa-
bility. It is unlikely that either would continue to
exist if Safe Streets funds were no longer available.
Presently, the Safe Streets program is seen primarily
as a source of funds; the bulk of staff activity is
oriented toward efficient administration of awards
and expenditure of funds. Similarly, the RPUs fo-
cus activity on the grants process.

The Safe Streets program has had only limited
success in providing greater flexibility and discre-
tion to grant recipients. Some localities ‘think that
the block grant has operated like a categorical
grant, because the commission has developed overly
restrictive program categories, which have limited
the types of activities eligible for funding. All local
officials interviewed indicated that they would prefer
a general revenue sharing approach to the distribu-
tion of funds because of its greater flexibility and
discretion to recipients.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

Efforts at implementation of the Safe Streets Act
in North Carolina encountered many of the major
issues experienced in other states. A brief summary
of the major issues follows.
Board

1. Snpervisory representativeness.

447



448

Over the past year, no other single issue
appears to have created as much tension
between the SPA and local units of gov-
ernment participating in the Safe Streets
program as the question of equitable lo-
cal representation on the commission.
However, new legislation substantially
increasing local government representa-
tion should largely resolve this issue and
serve to improve the general climate and
level of communications between the
SPA and North Carolina’s localities.

. Lack of consistent funding policies and

management control. Although the
North Carolina SPA is presently in the
process of adopting formal policies gov-
erning funding criteria and operating
procedures, the lack of formally adopt-
ed and consistent policy in the past has
apparently created situations in which
individual staff members have exer-
cised undue personal discretion and in-
fluence in funding decisions; the com-
mission has had no clear direction or
role; project applicants have been un-
sure about the criteria that govern its
decision-making processes. Turnover of
administrators and staff has exacerbated
these problems; management of the pro-
gram has been unstable and lacking in
control. The record of instability is one
of the major reasons why the governor
had decided to take an active leadership
role on the commission, and why, at his
urging, the commission is now develop-
ing formal policies and procedures.

. Role of regional planning umits. Region-

al criminal justice planning units do not
have clearly or uniformly understood
roles and responsibilities. They have lit-
tle, if any, real impact on the SPA’s de-
cision-making. Prior to FY 1976, they
had little meaningful input into the
state’s planning process. It would ap-
pear that their primary role has been to
assist localities, particularly smaller
jurisdictions, with the administrative as-
pects of the grant process.

. Relationship of RPUs to other regional

planning organmizations. At present,
criminal justice regional planning units

generally exist apart from the state’s
uniform, comprehensive regional plan-
ning organizations (lead regional org-
anizations) which have basic responsi-
bility for planning in a variety of other
functional areas. Some persons see the
RPUs and the LROs as duplication of
effort and support merger. Opponents
of merger view it as primarily a power
play by the LROs and feel that the pres-
ent structure is satisfactory since
there is no assurance that placing the
criminal justice planning within an um-
brella organization promotes cross-
functional linkages.

. Planning capability. The planning capa-

bility of both the SPA and RPUs is lim-
ited, although considerable progress ap-
pears to have been made over the past
year. Nevertheless, neither the SPA nor
the RPUs have established significant
credibility in terms of planning for the
criminal justice system. While the cur-
rent governor has played a key role in
recent efforts to improve the SPA’s
planning and grant management proce-
dures for Safe Streets monies, he views
the program primarily as a source of
Federal aid and has not broadened the
agency’s role to include system-wide
comprehensive criminal justice plan-
ning and evaluation with respect to
other state criminal justice resources.
Through mid-1975 the SPA had failed
to plan effectively for the efficient ex-
penditure of Safe Streets dollars, as evi-
denced by the number of amendments
required to the state plan. The SPA has
been hampered in this regard by chang-
ing policy direction from LEAA, con-
sistently late guidelines and unrealistic
time frames.

. State role in planning. Much of the con-

flict in the program in North Carolina
seems to center on whether or not the
state has a legitimate role in setting
statewide goals and objectives that may
restrict local flexibility in using grant
funds. While regions and localities have
objected to decisions made by the com-
mission in this regard in the past, it may
well be that as long as they are assured a



meaningful role in the decision-making
process, their objections will be less
vehement. Regions and localities seem
to have viewed Safe Streets as a state
program, controlled by state agencies
for their own benefit.

7. Communications. Underlying almost all
other issues is the problem of inade-
quate communications, particularly be-
tween the SPA and the regions and the
localities. Unfortunately, it appears
that much of the divisiveness is simply
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The Safe Streets block grant program in North
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APPENDIX

North Carolina Site Visits

The ACIR field team visited the Piedmont Triad
Criminal Justice Planning Unit, the Lower Cape
Fear Planning Unit, and the Triangle Commission
on Criminal Justice. These regions encompass 33
percent of the state’s total population and cover 21
counties. They include the major cities of Winston-
Salem, Greensboro, Raleigh, Durham, and Wil-
mington, and represent a mix of predominately
urban, high-income areas and rural, low-income
areas.

Localities visited included: the City of Charlotte,
the City of Kinston, and the County of Rocking-
ham. Charlotte (pop. 295,000) is the state’s largest
city, has its highest number of reported index crimes
(16,112), and is the only jurisdiction to receive di-
rect planning funds from the SPA. The City of Kin-
ston (pop. 24,000) had an index crime rate of 1,005
in 1973. Charlotte is located in the southwestern,
Piedmont section of the state; Kinston is located in
the eastern coastal area; the County of Rockingham,
a rural county in the northern Piedmont, has a pop-
ulation of 37,000 and a reported index crime rate
of 510.

Interviews Conducted in North Carolina
State

Governor James C. Holshouser, Jr.
SPA Statf

Donald R. Nichols, Administrator

Cecil S. Hargett, Jr., Assistant Administrator
Richard Morgan, Regional Analyst

Gordon Smith, Planning Director

Connie Sharpe, Evaluation Chief

Wesley R. Herlein, Grants Management Director
J. C. Rudisill, Jr., Courts Planner

David Dorsett, Regional Analyst

Dwight Lamm, Regional Analyst

Susan Adams, State Analyst

Rick Briggs, Regional Analyst

Charles Twitty, Regional Analyst

State Agencies

Howard Kramer, Deputy Attorney General, Depart-
ment of Justice

Bruce Nash, Director of Planning and Research, De-
partment of Corrections

Bert Montague, Director, Administrative Office of
the Courts

Ray Lichtner, State Budget Office

John Cooper, State Budget Office

John Carpenter, Federal Grants Manager, State
Bureau of Investigation

LEAA Regional Office

William J. Hannon, Senior State Representative
Regional Planning Units

Edwin L. Griffin, Jr., Director, Triangle Commis-
sion on Criminal Justice

Mark Coombs, Director, Piedmont Triad Criminal
Justice Planning Agency

Jerry Ramsey, Director, Lower Cape Fear Planning
Unit

Sheriff H. G. Graham, Chairman, Lower Cape Fear
Planning Unit Policy Board

Dennis Whitaker, Associate Planner, Central Pied-
mont Criminal Justice Planning Unit

Local Government Officials

John Belk, Mayor, Charlotte, North Carolina

Lt. Harley Smith, Police Department, Charlotte,
North Carolina

Capt. Tom Keyser, Police Department, Charlotte,
North Carolina

Sheriff Carl Axom, Rockingham County, North
Carolina

Norma Banker, City
County, North Carolina

Lt. Tal Leach, Department of Public Safety, Win-
ston-Salem, North Carolina

Patricia A. Johnson, Administrative Assistant, City
Manager’s Office, City of Kinston, North Caro-
lina

Simon C. Sitterson, Jr.,, Mayor, City of Kinston,
North Crolina

Manager, Rockingham

Other

John Morrisey, Executive Director, North Carolina
Association of County Commissioners

Leigh Wilson, Executive Director, North Carolina
League of Municipalities



Population Group

Over 500,000
250,000 - 500,000
100,000 - 249,999
50,000 - 99,999
25,000 - 49,999
10,000 - 24,999
TOTAL

APPENDIX 2

Responses to Local Questionnaires

North Carolina

1975
Counties
Number Surveyed Responding

No. %

0 0
2 2 100
7 3 43
27 11 41
24 4 17
28 10 36
88 30 35

Cities

Number Surveyed

~N & OO

23
38

Responding

No. %
0
0

3 75

3 75

5 M

15 65

26 68
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North Dakota

North Dakota is a sparsely populated, rural state
with numerous small units of local government. In
1970, approximately 56 percent of the state’s
617,761 residents lived on farms or in cities with

populations under 2,500. One hundred fifty-nine of '

the 358 incorporated municipalities had fewer than
200 inhabitants, while 16 had more than 2,500 in-
habitants and four had more than 25,000 inhabi-
tants. North Dakota has 53 counties, only four of
which have a population greater than 40,000.

According to the FBI's “Uniform Crime Re-
ports,” North Dakota had a crime rate of 2,078.4
in 1973. This crime rate was the third lowest in the
nation for that year. Most crimes were minor of-
fenses, such as disorderly conduct, vagrancy, traffic
violations, and alcohol-related offenses.

With respect to the Safe Streets Act, North Da-
kota is a state with centralized planning and fund-
ing responsibilities. There has been relatively little
gubernatorial involvement in the program, even
though it was created by executive order. There has
been substantial interaction between the state plan-
ning agency (SPA), other state agencies and the
legislature on criminal justice matters.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The state’s criminal justice responsibilities en-
compass the police, courts, and corrections. Polic-
ing is handled by the North Dakota Highway Pa-
trol and is limited to traffic enforcement and secur-
ity of state property and buildings. The Bureau of
Criminal Investigation, a division of the attorney
general’s office, assists local and state law enforce-
ment agencies in the investigation, identification and
apprehension of criminals. The State Radio Depart-
ment provides radio and teletype communications
for state, county and city law enforcement agencies.
The director of the State Radio Department is re-
sponsible to the director of institutions. Police serv-
ices on North Dakota’s four Indian reservations are
furnished by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and by
tribal police.

The court structure in North Dakotz consists of
the Supreme Court, district courts and related ju-
venile courts, county justice and increased jurisdic-
tional courts, municipal courts and tribal courts.

The chief justice of the Supreme Court serves as
chairman of the Judicial Council, which is com-
posed of 46 members. The Judicial Council gathers
information relating to crime and criminal/civil
litigation and makes recommendations to the gov-
ernor, the legislature and the Supreme Court on
matters of practice and procedure.

The attorney general, as principal law officer
of the state, consults with and advises the 53 state’s
attorneys. However, only four counties have full-
time state’s attorneys. North Dakota’s first public
defender office, established in 1971, served a ten-
county region and employed two full-time public
defenders.

There is no department responsible for all state
correctional services. The three state correctional
institutions —the” state penitentiary, the state farm,
and the state industrial school—are within the jur-
isdiction of the director of institutions. The State
Parole Department is administered by the Board of
Pardons. The State Youth Authority is a subunit of
the Department of Social Services and is a resource
to the courts for custody of adjudicated juveniles.
The State Youth Authority also provides diagnostic
evaluations of juveniles entrusted to its care.

Local policing and correctional facilities are the
responsibility of 53 county sheriffs, 170 full-time
deputies, 230 full-time and 138 part-time municipal
police officers. Approximately 1,050 peace officers
are employed throughout the state, averaging one
peace officer for every 595 residents. The average
size of a local police department is two men. There
are 89 local jails, one juvenile detention home and
three group homes for juvenile delinquents.

The state accounted for 30 percent of the
$17,671,000 in total direct expenditures for criminal
justice in FY 1972-1973, while the county and mu-
nicipal shares were 28 percent and 42 percent, re-
spectively. The largest portion of local expenditures
was for police protection. State outlays were largest
in the corrections area.

Three significant changes have taken place in the
North Dakota criminal justice system since 1969.
Contract policing has been employed to consoli-
date many small community police departments and
to assist local law enforcement agencies in providing
efficient police services in both rural and impacted
areas, some of which had no police protection in
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the past. Twenty-one counties are involved in con-
tract policing. Any municipality with a population
of less than 7,000 is eligible. The state criminal
code has been revised. Crimes, such as public drunk-
enness, have been decriminalized. The Office of
State Court Administrator has been established to
assist the Supreme Court in administrative duties,
such as gathering statistics and information con-
cerning all the courts in the state.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

The North Dakota Combined Law Enforcement
Council (NDCLEC) was initially established in
1966 by the attorney general’s office to set police
standards and conduct training. In August 1968,
under executive order of Governor William L. Guy,
the NDCLEC became a division of the State Plan-
ning Office and was authorized to plan for and dis-
tribute Safe Streets funds. The State Planning Of-
fice is the agency responsible for receiving and
disbursing all Federal planning funds. This office
also handles non-federally funded planning activi-
ties. The executive director of the NDCLEC reports
directly to the director of the State Planning Of-
fice; however, this relationship seems to be mainly
a formality. On 4 day-to-day basis, the executive
director of the NDCLEC is responsible for federally
assisted law enforcement planning.

As of May 1975, the NDCLEC staff consisted of
nine professional staff members: an executive direc-
tor; an assistant director; a financial officer; an audi-
tor; an administrative assistant; and program heads
covering the police, juvenile delinquency, correc-
tions and courts areas. One of these program heads
also serves as Indian services coordinator. General-
ly, the professional staff has been stable. The
NDCLEC has had only three executive directors
since 1969, with the second one holding the position
for four years. This stability has helped NDCLEC
maintain a consistent sense of direction and pur-
pose. :

The administration of the Safe Streets program is
not the. only function of the NDCLEC. The
NDCLEC has received legislative authorization to
certify police officers, conduct jail inspections, pro-
vide training for all law enforcement personnel in
the state, collect criminal justice records and statis-
tics, set jail standards, set selection standards for hir-
ing police officers and make legislative recommenda-
tions on matters affecting law enforcement. At the

time of the field work, a bill was pending in the
legislature to provide $2 million in state aid to local
criminal justice agencies to be disbursed by the
NDCLEC.

Although the governor appoints the NDCLEC’s
executive director and supervisory board members,
he has consistently played a very limited role in the
Safe Streets program. The governor is not a council

‘member, even in an ex officio capacity. He has made

very few recommendations concerning particular
projects seeking support from the NDCLEC, and
those recommendations he has made usually have
had little effect on funding decisions. Because of the
governor’s limited role, the NDCLEC has been able
to assert its independence within the executive
branch.

Safe Streets monies are channeled through the
state legislature, which appropriates all Federal
matching funds for state criminal justice agencies
on a project-by-project basis. Funds for local agency
projects are appropriated in a lump sum. In this
way, the legislature has exerted strong control over
the use of Safe Streets dollars at the state level. The
legislature has sometimes been reluctant to provide
matching funds to support state agency projects for
fear of being locked into a project when Safe Streets
aid terminates. In addition, because the legislature
meets biennially, state agencies must plan for Safe
Streets monies up to three years in advance of actu-
ally applying for them. According to the executive
director, although this lead time may encourage
long-term planning, it makes the funding of innova-
tive programs that are conceived during this period
more difficult.

A significant policy relationship also exists be-
tween the NDCLEC and the state legislature. For
several years, the NDCLEC testified concerning
proposed legislation affecting the criminal justice
system; it now shares this responsibility with the
crime commission and the legislative council. The
NDCLEC has been successful in securing enactment
of legislation it proposed to create a statewide com-
munications and law enforcement teletype system, to
conduct studies of the juvenile justice and prosecu-
torial functions, and to establish a statewide uniform
records management system.

The NDCLEC is not involved in planning and
budgeting for state criminal justice agency activities
that are not supported by Safe Streets funds. It has
exercised substantial influence in seeking state
matching dollars for previously funded projects of



these agencies and has assisted them in developing
applications. Generally, a good working relationship
has existed between state criminal justice agencies
and the NDCLEC. However, there has been grow-
ing resentment on the part of the courts over the
locus of funding decisions with regard to the judicial
branch. Judges, court administrators, prosecutors
and others attribute their relatively low Safe Streets
funding level to inadequate representation on the
NDCLEC. Citing the separation of powers doctrine,
spokesmen for the courts assert that they should be
allowed to plan for their own funds.

The NDCLEC consists of 31 members, 15 of
whom hold their seats on the council by statute. The

Table 1

Representation on NDCLEC by Functional
Area and Type of Jurisdiction
October 1975

Percent
Functional Area
Police 35
Juvenile delinquency 25
Corrections 20
Prosecution and detense 15
Courts 5
Type of Jurisdiction
State government 42
City government 19
County government 26
Indian reservations 3
Private citizens 10

Source: ACIR 1975 Sate Streets survey.

remainder are appointed by the governor. The legis-
lature designated the attorney general as chairman
of the council. Since 1969, there have been only two
chairmen.

As can be seen from Table !, the police is the
most heavily represented function on the council,
while the state accounts for the largest proportion
of jurisdictional membership. No consensus exists
about the extent to which the amount of representa-
tion influences the distribution of Safe Streets funds.
There is also a difference of opinion about the
equality of representation on the current council.
It appears that the public, the courts and the Indi-

ans are underrepresented.* Some county and city
elected officials and most local criminal justice in-
terviewees thought that their interests were inade-
quately represented on the council, despite the fact
that the governor canvassed the state for nomina-
tions to ensure broad representation. Yet, almost
all county and city elected officials stated that they
have received a fair share of Safe Streets funds. It
was the opinion of the council staff that the police
and state criminal justice agencies were overrepre-
sented; the local elected and functional officials be-
lieved that the state agencies and the public were
overrepresented.

The NDCLEC meets every two months and op-
erates under approved bylaws. These bylaws seemed
to be adhered to only informally.** As can be seen
from Table 2, attendance at council meetings pres-
ently averages about 75 percent. Non-criminal jus-
tice state agency representatives such as those from
the Department of Public Instruction and juvenile

.delinquency representatives, have the lowest rates of

participation. The council has an executive commit-
tee, which supervises the Safe Streets program as
well as makes decisions of an emergency nature.
Five permanent planning and review committees***
take testimony, review grant applications, and make
recommendations thereon to the full council.

The NDCLEC is primarily a funding agency rath-
er than a planning agency. A great deal of manpow-
er is devoted to administering grants, particularly
for small equipment purchases and training. In part,
this emphasis is due to the council’s practice of
awarding subgrants six times a year.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

Regional planning units (RPUs) are part of a
uniform statewide system of substate districts or-
ganized under Governor Guy’s 1969 Executive Or-
der No. 49. The eight resource, conservation, and

*Only one judge (a district court judge) sits on the NDCLEC.
However, the NDCLEC staff counts prosecuting attorneys and
juvenile counselors as court representatives. There is only one
Indian representative (a tribal court judge) on the council.

**Several departures from the council bylaws were observed at
the May 29, 1975 meeting of the council including the use of
bloc voting for all projects in a functional area and speaking
on behalf of, and voting on, an application in which a member
has a vested interest.

***These committees are: Criminal Justice Facilities, Juvenile De-
linquency and Crime Prevention, Judiciary and Corrections,
Police Services and Communications, and Evaluation.
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Table 2
Attendance Figures for NDCLEC Meetings

May 1974 to May 1975
October 1975

Percent

Functional Area

Police 83

Courts 78

Corrections 78

Juvenile delinquency 58
Type of Jurisdiction

State government 78

State legislators 63

Non-criminal justice state

agencies 59

Indian reservations 75

Local government 70

Private citizens 73

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

development districts (RC&D’s) perform a variety
of state services including comprehensive regional
planning (“701”"), economic development planning
(EDA) and human resources planning (OEO). Only
six RC&D’s were designated for criminal justice
planning.

. At the time of the field work, there seemed to
be strong resentment of regionalization on the part
of both the council staff and local elected officials,
particularly in the northeastern and western parts
of the state. This was a result of action taken by
LEAA’s regional office to force the NDCLEC to re-
gionalize by attaching a special condition to the
1974 planning grant application. Regions continue
to exist despite the present LEAA regional admin-
istrator’s recognition that in small states like North
Dakota they often are ineffective because of inade-
quate geographic and jurisdictional scope. Many
city and county elected officials shared this con-
cern. They viewed the region as another administra-
tive level that has assumed unauthorized power and
unnecessary functions. Some local officials also be-
lieved regions were a threat to their autonomy.

The executive directors of the three RC&D’s dis-
cussed in this case study are the U.S. Soil Conser-
vation Service program representatives on the staff.
The criminal justice planning staff consists of one re-
gional planner for each of four regions, with one

planner covering both the fifth and the sixth regions.

Criminal justice planners are hired by the RC&D’s.
The responsibilities of the planners include per-
forming and coordinating criminal justice planning
for units of local government in their designated re-
gions and reviewing applications from such units
for action subgrants either upon referral from or
concurrently with the council staff. It was consis-
tently mentioned by the regional planners inter-
viewed that local applications, most of which are
developed by police departments, frequently by-
passed their desks and were submitted directly to the
council staff.

The supervisory boards for regional criminal jus-
tice planning are the criminal justice advisory com-
mittees to the RC&D council. These committees are
less than a year old. Their major authority lies in
making recommendations on the disposal of each
local application prior to NDCLEC action. Mem-
bership on advisory committees for the three regions
included in this case study ranged from 12 to 20
members, appointed by the regional council for an
average term of one year. The chairman was nor-
mally elected by the other advisory committee mem-
bers. The majority of representatives were elected
officials, but this category also included criminal
Jjustice personnel such as sheriffs and judges. Police
accounted for the largest proportion of criminal
justice officials sitting on the advisory committees.
Attendance at meetings ranged from 40 to 75 per-
cent, with local elected officials generally attending
meetings themselves instead of sending criminal jus-
tice officials to represent them. It was the opinion
of most local interviewees that their interests were
adequately represented at the regional level. Com-
position of the advisory committees does not seem
to be an important factor in determining how Safe
Streets funds will be distributed.

The relationship between regional planners and
local criminal justice agencies is somewhat peculiar.
Local elected officials and criminal justice officials
of the larger cities and counties prefer to deal di-
rectly with the council staff—particularly concern-
ing application development and procedures—be-
cause they believe that the council staff possesses the
most authority and influence. On the other hand,
smaller cities and counties would rather work with
the regional planners who they believe are essential
conduits of information about fund availability.

The relationship between the regional planners
and the council staff can be characterized as tense,
largely due to the forced regionalization of North



Dakota by the LEAA regional office. The regional
planners are unhappy about being subordinate to the
council staff. They assert that the primary source of
local criminal justice planning should be the region
instead of the state. They also asserted that com-
munication has been poor, especially concerning ap-
plication guidelines and procedures. On the other
hand, the council staff visualizes the regional plan-
ners as extensions of the state with substantial re-
sponsibility for planning. But the council staff be-
lieves that the NDCLEC executive director should
determine the general direction of the regional plan-
ning effort.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

As in the other case study states, there were no
comprehensive statewide criminal justice planning
activities in North Dakota prior to the initiation of
the Safe Streets program in 1968. Such efforts had
not been initiated at either the local or the regional
levels.

Over the years there have been three cycles in the
planning process for Safe Streets funds, leading to a
gradual decentralization of responsibilities. During
the first six years of the program, authority was con-
centrated at the state level. The NDCLEC staff uti-
lized the functional committees of the council to de-
termine and prioritize the problems and needs of the
criminal justice system, based largely on their anal-
ysis of crime rates and other criminal justice data.
When this information had been gathered, the staff
findings were incorporated into the state plan. At-
tempts were made by the staff to obtain input from
other state criminal justice agencies, local elected of-
ficials and functional specialists to facilitate estab-
lishment of funding needs. Some funds were revert-
ed to the Federal government due to the inability
of the small NDCLEC staff to develop applications
for available monies.

The second cycle began with an attempt on the
part of council staff to work with the regional plan-
ners in developing the 1975 state plan. A state-re-
gional planning process was established but failed
to operate because: (1) the regional planners were
too independent; (2) the methods for obtaining re-
gional input into the planning process were not
clearly defined; and (3) there was not enough time to
develop regional plans because the criminal justice
component of three of the five RC&D’s were just
being established. As a result of these factors, only

a list of projects was produced.

Despite this failure to decentralize, an attempt
was made in the course of preparing the 1976 state
plan to use regional planners to gather criminal
justice information. However, the 1976 state plan
was merely a compliance document based on LEAA
requirements because the Federal guidelines arrived
quite late. In addition, the regional boards identi-
fied their needs without having adequate data and
did not, prioritize projects.

Concluding in early 1975 that the decentralization
process had not been successful, the council staff
reevaluated its approach. As a result, in developing
the 1977 state plan, the staff has decided to handle
the planning for state agencies while the regions
will handle the planning for local agencies. Under a
recent contractual agreement, the planning activities
of the RPUs will involve the following major func-
tions: (1) collecting and analyzing regional criminal
justice data; (2) establishing regional criminal jus-
tice problems, needs and priorities; (3) providing
technical assistance to local criminal justice agencies
to enable them to develop programs which will meet
criteria for grants as established in the state plan;
(4) acting as liaison between applicants and the
council staff during state-level review of applica-
tions; and (5) monitoring projects that cost more
than $10,000. These responsibilities are a substantial
addition to the current RPU role, which has mainly
involved notifying potential applicants about fund
availability, serving as a communications link with
the council staff, assisting in local applications de-
velopment, making application recommendations
to the NDCLEC, setting some policies and priorities
for criminal justice planning, gathering statistics and
data, and performing some meonitoring and evalua-
tion activities.

In mid-1975, then, the council staff had a much
greater role in and influence over the planning proc-
ess; however, this pattern may change in the future
as the regions become more involved in planning
and monitoring activities. Another consideration is
that, even though the scope of NDCLEC’s planning
activities is primarily limited to Safe Streets-funded
state and local criminal justice programs, regional
planners find themselves becoming more and more
involved in planning and providing technical assis-
tance for local anti-crime activities that are not sup-
ported by Safe Streets dollars. For example, the
South Central Dakota regional planner was largely
responsible for planning a program for the City of
Jamestown Task Force on Crime and Vandalism.
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Allocation and Adequacy of Part B Funds

The NDCLEC’s planning grant for FY 1976 is
$424,000. Combined with the state match, it will
produce a total planning budget of $490,330. Forty
percent of these funds will be passed through to re-
gional planning units; $169,600 is available for re-
gional planning, with five agencies funded with a
minimum amount of $25,000 each.* No local units
of government will receive Part B assistance.

NDCLEC and regional officials interviewed be-
lieved that the amount of planning funds available
for both the council and the RC&D’s was inadequate
for carrying out their assigned responsibilities. How-
ever, local chief executive, legislative and criminal
justice interviewees felt that the regional share of
Part B monies was sufficient. This viewpoint reflects
the attitude expressed by most state, local, and
NDCLEC officials that planning in isolation is a
waste of money and that implementation should be

the focal point of the program. It also underscores’

some local officials’ distrust of the regions.

NDCLEC officials felt that the inadequacy of
planning funds has greatly hampered a substantial
number of basic council functions including plan-
ning, program development, application develop-
ment and review, and monitoring and evaluation.
Technical assistance has been hampered by limited
personnel. Yet, even with the relatively small
amount of funds available, it seems that over the
years the NDCLEC has developed a capacity to plan
that is adequate in certain respects. The council’s
activities in planning, establishing funding priori-
ties, monitoring, evaluation, appiication review and
auditing have steadily increased. However, it is dif-
ficult to assess North Dakota’s planning capacity be-
cause the term “‘planning” seems to be so relative.
If “planning” means planning for dollars and de-
veloping projects, then North Dakota has developed
an adequate planning capacity in terms of system-
wide, and multiyear planning. It is questionable
whether a substantial addition of personnel would
produce further improvements.

Regional planners argued that the lack of Part B
funds had hindered their planning, program devel-

*The minimum amount of $25,000 includes a full-time planner,
half-time secretary, travel, and support services. For additional
amounts awarded ,above the minimum, the following items are
taken into consideration: population of the region, physical size
of the region, number of planning boards to be dealt with, dis-
tance from the NDCLEC office in Bismarck and impact areas
within the region.

opment and application assistance efforts. Yet, to
date, “‘planning” at the regional level has usually
taken the form of communicating local needs to the
council and assisting municipal and county agencies
in preparing applications. This is not real ‘“plan-
ning’” as the term is defined in the Safe Streets Act.
The inadequate regional planning capacity can also
be attributed to the relative newness of the RC&D’s
criminal justice role and the tendency, until recent-
ly, of council staff to be skeptical of planning activi-
ties of the RC&D’s.

To sum up, North Dakota’s state plan is proce-
durally comprehensive and in compliance with
LEAA requirements. However, it is difficult to judge
its comprehensiveness based on more substantive
performance criteria because of the relative nature
of the term ‘“comprehensive.” North Dakota’s
state plan is comprehensive in the sense that: (1)
it reflects an identification of criminal justice needs,
problems and priorities for Safe Sreets funds based
on the responses of state and local criminal justice
agencies; (2) it involves input from most state and
local criminal justice agencies; and (3) it adequately
apportions funds among most of the criminal justice
functional areas in the state, with the possible ex-
ception of the courts. Regional plans are in their in-
fancy. These plans are a collection of crime and
criminal justice data, with some identification of
criminal justice needs, problems and priorities for
the regions. Local plans for criminal justice simply
do not exist.

Supervisory Board Decision Making

The NDCLEC has authorized the executive di-
rector to act on its behalf in approving training and
small equipment grants of less than $1,500. In most
other states, the executive director’s grant approval
discretion is more extensive. Generally, the council
itsglf is impatient regarding the slow, tedious work
involved in planning and is not always willing to
abide by the state plan when it must make funding
decisions.

Although partisan political considerations rarely
enter the picture as a factor in determining the de-
cisions of the council, some state criminal justice
agencies and local elected officials believe that the
council is too political, that it engages in vote trad-
ing based on a strong mutual understanding between
members that votes are needed for each other’s
projects. The composition of the committees that
approve applications for a particular functional



area was cited as a major reason. For example, the
corrections committee consists of the present and
former wardens of the state penitentiary, the direc-
tor of institutions, the prison psychologist and the
chief agent of the crime bureau—all of whom have
vested interests in the corrections area. The com-
mittees exercise the only substantial influence over
council decisions. This has not always been the
case. Initially, the police determined the outcome
of many deliberations of the council because they
were better prepared for the negotiating process in-
volved in obtaining funds. This imbalance has since
been corrected. 7 ‘

Staff impact on council decisions is limited to
offering advice on fiscal and LEAA guideline mat-
ters and reporting on the progress of previous grants
that are scheduled for renewed funding. All mem-
bers on the council seem to defer to criminal justice
agency representatives rather than to the staff on
technical problems or issues. However, they do not
defer to these representatives on funding decisions.

The role of the advisory committees in the re-
gional planning process is confined to setting broad
policies and priorities for criminal justice activities.
They make recommendations for approval or dis-
approval of applications to the council staff. How-
ever, very few applications are disapproved and, in
the opinion of many local officials, the council
gives little credence to regional recommendations
because they are always positive. The police have
the most influence on the decisions of the advisory
committees because they are the most vocal about
their needs and priorities; they constitute the major-
ity of the local criminal justice personnel.

At present, then, both planning and funding de-
cisions are made almost entirely by the NDCLEC.
The council does become involved in planning, but
it generally follows the recommendations of its staff.
The staff also makes funding recommendations, but
the actual funding decisions seem to be made by the
council. The council’s funding decisions could be
characterized as political in the sense that it attempts
to win support by widely distributing grants to most
communities that request them.

LEAA Regional Office

The LEAA regional office finds itself heavily in-
volved with the NDCLEC’s staff in: (1) interpreting
Federal guidelines; (2) reviewing annual plans; (3)
applying and enforcing requirements; (4) distribut-

ing discretionary funds; (5) responding to council
requests for grant adjustments, extensions and rul-
ings; and (6) applying and enforcing special condi-
tions on state plans. The regional office has never
disapproved North Dakota’s comprehensive plan
and has rarely disapproved either selected programs
and projects or delayed approval of the state plan.
One such delay occurred in regard to the funding
level of courts programs in the 1975 state plan and
the extent of representation of the courts on the
council.

Special conditions are always placed on the final
approval of the state plan. Informal negotiations
are conducted between the regional office and the
council staff before special conditions are attached
to the state plan. In general, it seems that the special
conditions have not been very effective in upgrading
the planning capability of the council because only
written assurances are provided by the NDCLEC
staff and LEAA lacks followup to ensure compli-
ance. At the same time, some state and local offi-
cials believe that special conditions are petty and
unnecessary and only partially effective in ensuring
strict compliance with Federal guidelines.

Conflicts occur between the regional office and
the council staff over the interpretation of Federal
guidelines. However, the council staff seemed to be
more upset with the form of the Federal guidelines
than with their substance. The council did not con-
sider the role of the regional office in applying
and enforcing requirements and special conditions,
distributing discretionary funds and encouraging
national priorities in state plans to be helpful.
They also contended that most of the components of
the annual comprehensive plan required by LEAA
had been of little use.

The council staff believes that the role of the state
representative is badly in need of further clarifica-
tion. They perceive the position of state representa-
tive as eliminating most direct contact and com-
munication between the executive director and the
regional administrator. Furthermore, council staff
program specialists communicate with their regional
office counterparts rather than using the state rep-
resentative as a conduit of information. The state
representative, however, perceives his role as that of
a liaison or “middleman” between the council and
LEAA. He also considers it his function to ensure
compliance with LEAA wishes through negotiation
and diplomacy.

Since 1969, LEAA discretionary funds in North
Dakota have been primarily used to fill gaps in
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block grant funding. The regional office has sub-
stantial influence over the distribution of discretion-
ary grants. Most of these monies have been awarded
to Indian reservations within the state for police
manpower, training and equipment. Discretionary
grants have also been used for a recreation building
for the state penitentiary, for court programs, for
standards and goals development, and for the ABM
Impact Area.

A spokesman for the North Dakota Indian Res-
ervations did not agree with the LEAA regional
office’s policy of limiting discretionary grants to one
grant per reservation as a means of guaranteeing
equity, because some reservations are larger than
others and have greater needs. He also thought that
the Indians should have more representation on the
NDCLEC and that the council staff was lax in pro-
viding information on fund availability, although
he stated thdt he has received ample assistance from
them in developing applications. He believed that
the discretionary grants for manpower and training
have upgraded the criminal justice systems on the
Indian reservations, but he would like to see the
Tribal Office reestablished in the regional office.
He would also like to see a revenue-sharing ap-
proach for distribution of funds to the United
Tribes.

The Indian coordinator at the NDCLEC men-
tioned that the Indians of North Dakota have de-
veloped a large number of sophisticated juvenile de-
tention centers. He also mentioned that LEAA dis-

cretionary grants have greatly increased the num-
ber of police officers on the reservations.

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

As indicated in Table 3, North Dakota’s Part B
planning funds have grown from $142,390 in 1969
to $382,000 in 1975. The increase in Part C action
funds has been much more substantial—from
$100,000 in 1969 to $1,585,000 in 1975. Part E cor-
rections dollars have risen from $146,000 in 1972
to $170,000 in 1975.

Distribution and Use of Action Funds

According to state and local officials interviewed,
at the inception of the Safe Streets program the
criminal justice system in North Dakota badly need-
ed upgrading. Partially due to the historically low
crime rate in the state, the criminal justice system
had neither required nor received substantial re-
sources. Thus, the majority of the Safe Streets
funds, particularly in the early years of the pro-
gram, had been used to provide the basic equip-
ment, training and services needed to meet minimum
standards and to develop an acceptable law enforce-
ment capacity. Some state and local officials agreed
that the development of innovative and experimental
approaches to crime reduction was not the most
pressing need in North Dakota. Rather, NDCLEC’s
primary goal has been to upgrade, modernize, and

Fiscal

Year Part B
1969 $142,930
1970 148,000
1971 162,000
1972 188,000
1973 317,000
1974 317,000
1975 382,000

*Also includes discretionary grants to Indians.

Table 3

Part B, C and E Awards to North Dakota
FY 1969-1975
{In thousands)

Source: LEAA Grants Management (nformation System (GMIS) data.

Part C Part E
$ 100,000

618,200
1,125,000 $285,000*
1,364,000 146,000
1,583,000 169,000
1,583,000 169,000
1,585,000 170,000




Table 4

Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Recipient Number of Grants Percent

State 47 24

County 68 34

City 76 39

Non-profit 5 3
TOTAL 196

Amount of
Amount of Funds Percent  Average Grants
$ 601,917 40 $ 12,808
426,214 28 6,268
377,867 25 4,972
103,884 7 20,777

1,509,883

improve basic law enforcement and criminal justice
activities in the state. With this in mind, the field
team-examined all 196 subgrants awarded to state
and local recipients by the NDCLEC between Jan.
1, 1974 and Dec. 31, 1974. The purpose of this anai-
ysis was to determine who had received Safe Streets
funds and how these funds had been used.

As indicated in Table 4, during the calendar year
chosen, local recipients were provided more than
three times as many subgrants and 25 percent more
funds than state agencies. Every state criminal jus-
tice agency has received a Safe Streets grant, includ-
ing the governor’s office and the legislative council.
As a rule, the average size of subgrants to state
agencies was far larger than subgrants to local re-
cipients, while the latter, as a whole, received a
greater number of subgrants.

Because of the scarcity of large cities in North
Dakota, it is not surprising to see more funds award-
ed to counties than to cities. More than half of the
country subgrants during 1974 were used to estab-

lish or maintain contract policing services for their
constituent jurisdictions.

To determine the nature of the activities funded,
all subgrants were placed into the five categories
listed in Table 5. Of the 196 subgrants awarded, 140,
or approximately 71 percent, were for equipment
or training. However, these subgrants accounted for
only 36 percent of the funds. There were more than
114 training and equipment subgrants under $5,000
awarded during 1974; this represented 58 percent of
all subgrants. Yet, these 114 subgrants totaled less
than 6 percent of all funds awarded during that
period.

Numerous reasons were offered for this abun-
dance of small grants, 80 percent of which went to
localities. The NDCLEC staff felt that the most
pressing needs of small local jurisdictions were for
basic police and court training and for minor items
of equipment needed to upgrade operations in these
areas. Small jurisdictions did not require either
major equipment purchases or new services, nor

Primary Activity Number of Grants

Equipment 68
Construction 1
Services 50
Training 72
Personnel 5
TOTAL 196

Table 5

Primary Activities Supported With Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Percent of Grants

Amount of Funds Percent of Funds

35 $ 262,439 17
1 1,697 0

26 910,470 60

37 282,151 19 !
3 53,126 4

$1,509,883
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could they raise the matching funds to qualify for
large subgrants. Local officials, in turn, were quite
satisfied with these grants because, in most cases,
they have upgraded their police and court opera-
tions to an extent that would not have been finan-
cially possible without Safe Streets funds. They are
also very aware that the costs of long-term service
subgrants will eventually have to be assumed by the
localities. Therefore, they prefer one-time training,
renovation or equipment projects that will not over-
burden their local budgets.

It is clear from Table 5 that the majority of funds
(60 percent) was used to provide services, such as
contract policing, juvenile delinquency prevention
and treatment alternatives, alcohol and drug treat-
ment programs and offender rehabilitation activities.
A persisting criticism of the states’ administration
of the Safe Streets program has been that large
amounts of funds were expended for equipment and
hardware. However, in the North Dakota grant
sample, six of every 10 dollars were allocated for
services, with fewer than two of every 10 dollars
going for equipment subgrants.

The insignificant amount of funds allocated for
construction in the grant sample was somewhat un-
usual and was a function of the year chosen for
analysis. The staff of the NDCLEC indicated that
in previous years a larger proportion of funds had
been spent for this purpose. They believed this
would again be the case in future years. However,
they noted that requests for construction assistance
had dropped sharply as the result of the change to
cash-matching requirements and discouragement of

requests by the NDCLEC because of the state leg-
islature’s reluctance to provide match.*

Throughout the North Dakota field work, inter-
viewees commented that in the early years of the
Safe Streets program, police services had received
a disproportionately large share of the funds, par-
tially because the need was so great in this area
and partially because law enforcement agencies were
better organized and better prepared to participate
in the program. However, almost everyone thought
that in recent years a more appropriate balance had
been achieved and that other components of the
criminal justice system were now receiving their fair
share. Table 6 indicates the breakdown by function-
al area of all subgrants awarded in 1974.

The police services are still receiving the largest
portion of the funds, primarily for contract policing
services. Of the 99 subgrants, 16 (totaling $140,443)
were for the purchase of police communications and
information systems equipment. These represented
approximately nine percent of the total grants
awarded and 22 percent of the total expenditures.
The courts system, which did not request substantial
Safe Streets support prior to 1973, is now receiving

*General revenue sharing (GRS) funds have been used by some
local communities either for constructing combined law enforce-
ment centers which house and provide all functional services,
or for renovating court rooms. Cass County, for example, is
spending $350,000 of its GRS funds to build its juvenile deten-
tion home, while the City of Fargo has used $195,000 in GRS
funds for crime prevention and traffic improvement. Neither
the NDCLEC funds nor the RPUs have played any role in plan-
ning for the use of revenue sharing funds.

Table 6

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Component

Functional Number of Grants

Police 99

Courts 50

Corrections 17

Juvenile Delinquency 19

Crime Prevention 4

Drugs and Alcohol 5

Combination 2
TOTAL 196

*Without information and communications systems inciuded.

Perdent of Grants

Amount of Funds Percent of Funds

51* $ 652,237 43
26 154,809 10
9 282,957 19
10 197,528 13
2 64,564 4
3 152,245 10
1 5,543 0
$1,509,883




10 percent of the action funds. This change has
come about as the result of new court leadership
and the increased emphasis placed on the support
of the judicial activities by the NDCLEC and
LEAA’s regional office.

To verify our grant sample findings, award data
from LEAA’s Grants Management Information
System were examined.* Table 7 corroborates the
statements regarding functional shifts in action
funding emphasis over the years.

To further assess the nature of the major activi-
ties supported by the NDCLEC, we asked the
council staff to review with the field team the 82
subgrants of more than $5,000 that were awarded in
1974 and to categorize each according to two sets of
criteria. The first set of criteria was intended to de-
termine the degree to which the subgrant repre-
sented a new activity at the state or local level. The
four categories were: (1) never attempted anywhere;
(2) never attempted within the state; (3) never at-
tempted within the locality; and (4) previously at-
tempted in the jurisdiction. The findings presented
in Table 8 indicate that more than 60 percent of the
awards larger than $5,000 were used to support ac-
tivities that had never been attempted within North
Dakota prior to Safe Streets support. An additional
22 percent of the awards went for activities that
had never been attempted in the locality receiving
the funds. Only 15 percent of the awards supported
activities that had already been tried in the recipi-
ent jurisdiction. The funds in the last category were
almost always used to replace outdated equipment.

Achieving functional balance in funding does not
seem to be a major problem in North Dakota be-
cause funds are rarely denied to a state or local
criminal justice agency. The major exception here
is the courts, which have been turned down on a
few occasions because of: (1) the lack of funds in a
particular functional category; (2) omission of a
proposed project from the state plan; or (3) failure
of the courts to meet planning deadlines for pro-
posed projects. With the exception of the courts,
most of the state criminal justice agencies thought
they had obtained a fair share of Safe Streets dol-
lars.

Local officials generally were satisfied with the
amount of support they had received. Some local of-
ficials thought, however, that smaller communities
were not receiving their fair share of support be-

*For a discussion of the limitations of GMIS data, refer to Chap-
ter V.

Table 7
Functional Distribution of Part C and E Funds in North Dakota

FY 1969-1974

Non CJ Agencies

Courts Corrections Combinations

Police

%

%

%

%

%

28

25,100
14,738
58,997
182,484
124,971
128,180
534,470

6
4
4

1

5,975
25,856
51,000
12,156

5

5,151
145,994
212,359
291,467
276,359
231,950

1,163,280

8
8
8
15

7,054
48,960
101,831

227,341

50
60

43,366
366,803

1969
1970
1971

2
5
12

18
20

62
49

714,210
695,628
898,952

1972
1973
1974

8
10

18

19

9
23

159,770
286,053
831,009

61

1
1

7,578
102,565

37
55

540,078
3,259,037

9

19

14

TOTAL

Source: GMIS data.
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cause they lacked both information about fund
availability and expertise in writing grant applica-
tions. However, ACIR’s grant sample findings indi-
cate that this was not the case.

The local governments in North Dakota that have
the greatest criminal justice problems and needs
have been allocated a proportionately larger share
of Safe Streets funds. The City of Fargo and Cass
County encompass the most heavily populated areas
in the state, have a higher crime rate than the state
as a whole and have relatively high direct criminal
justice expenditures. Although they received only 13
percent of the grants awarded in FY 1974, 32 per-
cent of the state’s Part C allocation went to these
jurisdictions. (See Appendix 3, p. 473.)

In order to check on the above categorization
and to further assess the nature of NDCLEC fund-
ing of larger projects, the field team asked the
NDCLEC staff to help categorize the 82 major sub-
grants according to whether they involved: (1) a
new activity; (2) an expansion of an existing ac-
tivity; (3) an update or modernization of an existing
activity; or (4) a routine activity. The breakdown in
Table 9 shows that, in the judgment of the
NDCLEC staff, 56 percent of the grants of more
than $5,000 in 1974 supported new activities. Only
six percent supported routine activities.

In summary, the sample of grants indicates that
even though North Dakota supports few truly inno-
vative or experimental activities, the majority of
the Safe Streets funds are -used for projects that are
either new to the state or new to the local jurisdic-

tion in which they were attempted. Most grants in-
volve services rather than training, construction or
equipment. Most of the subgrants are small training
or equipment awards that constitute only a fraction
of the dollars allocated. These subgrants require a
significant amount of administrative time.

Subgrant Award Procedures

The NDCLEC staff has a well established set of
policies and priorities to guide funding. The most

controversial ones exclude personal equipment for

police (such as lethal weaponry and vehicles), con-
ference expenses outside of the contiguous 48 states
and support of assistant state’s attorneys for
counties not having them. RC&Ds have just begun
to establish broad funding guidelines. These efforts
have evolved slowly because the regions do not dis-
tribute block grant funds.

The NDCLEC has awarded subgrants every two
months in the past, but in 1976 awards will be made
only three times a year. Eventually awards will be
made on an annual basis. As a result of the past
award schedule, too much staff time has been devot-
ed to application review and too little to genuine
planning activity. Administering the plethora of
small grants further reduces the council’s planning
capacity.

Review and approval of local applications is com-
pleted concurrently by the NDCLEC and the region-
al planners. This process takes about four weeks.
A-95 clearance is conducted concurrently with

Number of
Grants

Never attempted

anywhere 2
Never attempted

in state 50
Never attempted

in locality 18
Had been attempted

in locality 12

*Over $5,000.

Table 8

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample*

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
2.4 $ 59,542 4.2
61 986,150 69
22 240,753 17
15 137,784 10




Degree of Number of
Innovation Grants
New 46
Expansion 17
Update 14
Routine 5

*Over $5,000.

Table 9

Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample*

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
56 $864,320 61
21 228,820 16
17 283,458 20

6 47,631 3

NDCLEC’s review of the application by the State
Planning Office. All applications are either ap-
proved or disapproved no later than ninety days af-
ter receipt by the NDCLEC. Compliance with the
90-day rule is insured by a schedule of meetings and
deadlines that is published 18 months in advance.
The total time involved, from the development of
the application through the receipt of funds by the
subgrantee, is approximately ten weeks. The
NDCLEC staff, the state budget office, and the
state/local recipients did not feel that there were
significant delays in the subgrant award process.

Relationship Between Planning and Funding

In the planning process, half of the Part C block
funds for local criminal justice agencies is set aside
in broad categories under general statements of
needs or problems. All Part C funds for state agency
projects are earmarked for specific projects. As in-
dicated in Table 10, in the 1975 state plan the larg-
est allocation of block funds was for communica-
tions and information (29 percent), while the small-
est was for crime prevention and community rela-
tions (three percent). These categories are required
by LEAA to help control fund accountability and to
maintain a comprehensive program.

According to the NDCLEC staff, 80 percent of
the projects included in the state plan ultimately
receive funding. Practically all are carried through
to the completion of the grant period. Five to ten
percent of the NDCLEC allocations each year are
approved by the council even if they have little or
no relation to the annual action program in the state
plan. This does not seem to be a problem because

plan amendments based on the data submitted by
the applicant are subsequently requested and freely
granted by the LEAA regional office. The state rep-
resentative, however, felt that the NDCLEC re-
quested too many amendments, thus allowing sub-
stantial deviations from the originally approved
plan and shifting funds from one program to an-
other. In his opinion, this reflected poor planning
and poor multiyear projections. On the other hand,
the chairman of the NDCLEC believed that such
reallocations were a virtug because they ensured
flexibility in funding.

Categorization of block grant funds in the state
plan can be a detriment, especially if an emergency
arises. Moreover, the one-year lag between planning
and funding has affected the number of applications
for a particular category, usually leaving the staff
either short or overloaded in a particular category.
The NDCLEC may be partly to blame for this situ-
ation because they have experienced problems with
the RC&Ds in obtaining local input into the plan-
ning process; hence, the staff makes subjective judg-
ments about the county and city needs.

Continuation Funding

The NDCLEC has a stringent continuation fund-
ing policy, in effect since March 1974, that no
project wili be funded for more than four years.
State assumption of cost is not a very serious prob-
lem, particularly with regard to state criminal justice
agencies, because the legislature approves the match
for individual state projects. The legislature is very
cognizant that it will eventually have to assume
project costs. For this reason, some state projects
were rejected in the last legislative session.
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Table 10

Allocation of North Dakota’s 1975 Part C Action Funds
to Substantive Areas of Law Enforcement

(Federal Monies Only)

Juciciary and Law Reform
Prosecution and defense
Effectiveness of court system
Court Equipment and reference material
Subtotal
Juvenile Delinquency and Crime Prevention
Community Treatment
Prevention and diversion
Prevention of crime
Subtotal
Corrections and Detention
Institutional services
Probation & parole
Community based corrections
Subtotal
Law Enforcement Services
Rural or innovative policing
Specialized services and criminal investigation
Equipment
Subtotal
Communications and Information
Upgrading communications
Statewide records
Subtotal
Criminal Justice Education
Peace officer evaluation and training
Corrections training
Courts training
Juvenile delinquency and crime
Criminal justice system training and education
Subtotal
Crime Prevention andi Community Relations
Crime prevention program in criminal justice agencies
TOTAL

B

Source: FY 1975 North Dakota comprehensive plan.

Percentage
6
5
0
11

D W oo

29

29

'\,

10

100




"The NDCLEC has been successful in obtaining
the cooperation of the state and local governments
in assuming the costs of most criminal justice pro-
jects previously supported by Safe Streets funds.
Safe Streets projects that have received state gov-
‘ernment support include drug abuse programs, the
state penitentiary, the law enforcement training
center, the statewide communications system and
contract policing. The key factors influencing state
assumption of cost are the proven success of the
project and the ability of the state to provide finan-
cial assistance.

The NDCLEC requires five percent matching in
the first year of funding, 25 percent in the second
year, 50 percent in the third year and 75 percent
in the fourth year. Several interviewees believed that
the fiscal problems created by an increasing match-
ing requirement could spell the end of many Safe
Streets programs in the future, particularly those of
a long-term nature.

Most local officials believed that even though
they were not currently experiencing difficulty in as-
suming the costs of long-term criminal justice pro-
grams that were initiated with Safe Streets funds,
this could become a problem in the near future. This
view explained the preference for one-time training
and equipment grants revealed in the grant sample
analysis. However, local governments have assumed
the costs of contract policing, juvenile officer pro-
grams and juvenile probation programs when Safe
Streets funding has terminated.

Effects of Funding Restrictions and
Requirements

In the opinion of those interviewed, the statutory
requirement that has created the most problems to
date is the 50 percent state buy-in for construction.
This has virtually eliminated all requests for Part C
funds for construction because the state legislature
will not provide the match. Most state and local
officials expressed satisfaction with the other Fed-
eral matching requirements, although local officials
were concerned over the NDCLEC’s required in-
crease in match for continued funding of projects
in subsequent years.

The only other complaint about state statutory
requirements came from judicial officials who have
tequested that the law creating the NDCLEC be
modified to include more court representatives on
the council.

Objections to NDCLEC administrative require-
ments included the 48-contiguous-state rule for
training, the funding policy on lethal weaponry and
vehicles, the requirement that jurisdictions employ
a full-time state’s attorney before a grant for an
assistant state’s attorney will be awarded, and the
possibility that local activities will be restricted
if a statewide crime prevention program is devel-
oped.

Monitoring and Evaluation

In order properly to judge the impact of Safe
Streets funds, it is necessary to examine the monitor-
ing and evaluation activities of the NDCLEC. Both
desk and on-site monitoring efforts, particularly in
connection with training and equipment grants,
seem to be carried out regularly and in time for
planning and funding decisions. RC&Ds are begin-
ning to provide supplemental project monitoring.
The council’s evaluation strategy, however, has been
stymied by the legislature’s failure to provide the
match necessary to develop the proposed evaluation
system at the state level. Although NDCLEC eval-
uation efforts have greatly increased since 1973, the
present system is inadequate because of limited
funds and limited staff. In addition, the subjective
nature of the evaluations make their value ques-
tionable. Dissension seems to be building among
members of the NDCLEC over the objectivity and
utility of in-house evaluations versus independent
outside evaluations.

IMPACT OF THE SAFE S:I'REETS ACT

Generally, the block grant approach incorporat-
ed in the Safe Streets Act has increased the discre-
tion and flexibility of the state and local govern-
ments in dealing with criminal justice problems and
in carrying out the responsibilities associated with
the program. However, this may decrease if greater
categorization of the program by Congress and
LEAA occurs.

Most of North Dakota’s criminal justice projects
supported by Safe Streets funds have had some im-
pact on crime. Interviewees conjectured that with-
out these dollars there might have been an increase
in the crime rate, particularly in rural communities.

Most officials believed the criminal justice agen-
cies have begun to view themselves as parts of an
interdependent system over the past six years. All
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components of the system have begun to better
understand each other’s problems as a result of rep-

resentation on the council and on other criminal"

justice task forces and commissions.

There are disparate opinions concerning the com-
ponents that have resisted the trend toward an inter-
dependent system. The NDCLEC staff points out
that the police forces still tend to operate indepen-
dently of each other. They lack a focal point to co-
ordinate their activities. The courts, on the other
hand, are unified through the Judicial Council. Some
interviewees said that the courts’ desire for auto-
nomy is based on the separation of powers doctrine
rather than on the actual working relationships
between the various components of the system. They
also noted the hostility between the police and courts
and the possible friction between the police and
juvenile delinquency officials once juvenile delin-
quency funds under 1974 Federal law become avail-
able. But -all of those interviewed agreed that the
trend in improved interfunctional cooperation can
be attributed to the role of the NDCLEC staff and
the Safe Streets funds. The staff has been particular-
ly instrumental in providing funds and coordination
assistance for training, seminars, interdisciplinary
workshops, and letters of agreement or cooperation
between agencies.

The NDCLEC and Safe Streets funds have played
a substantial role in upgrading and improving the
criminal justice system in North Dakota. In the
police area, a major accomplishment has been the
consolidation of small rural police departments
through contract policing, improving especially
communications equipment, upgrading the state-
wide communications system, constructing combined
local law enforcement centers and revising the crim-
inal code. In the courts, prosecution and defense
areas, the creation of an Office of State Court Ad-
ministrator, the implementation of judicial training
efforts and the decriminalization of selected crimes,
such as public drunkenness and traffic offenses,
have been noteworthy achievements brought about
by the program. However, North Dakota has been
unable to unify its court system, to establish a state-
wide public defender system, or to provide full-time
state’s attorneys on a statewide basis because of op-
position of the legislature and various court person-
nel. In corrections, probation and parole, Safe
Streets funds have greatly improved correctional
facilities, increased the number of personnel and the
quality of personnel training, and given inmates
greater educational opportunities. Very little has

been accomplished in providing community-based
correctional alternatives. No major changes have
occurred in the juvenile delinquency area. The most
significant crime prevention development has been
the increased law enforcement education programs
in the state’s colleges and universities. Finally, with
respect to drugs and alcohol, public drunkenness has
been decriminalized and more educational and train-
ing opportunities have been made available for drug
and alcohol rehabilitation personnel.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

The implementation of the Safe Streets Act in
North Dakota has revolved around five major issues.

The NCLEC policy of continuation funding. This
policy, in conjunction with increasing matching re-
quirements, has allowed state and local criminal
justice agencies to plan ahead for assuming costs
of programs supported by Safe Streets funds. How-
ever, because of fiscal hardship at the state and
local level, this stringent policy may be a stumbling
block in the future for those jurisdictions unable to
afford to assume the costs of long-term criminal
justice programs initiated with Safe Streets funds.

Role of regional planning units. Uncertainty over
the role of the RC&Ds in the planning and funding
process is a consequence of the forced regionaliza-
tion of the state by the LEAA regional office. No
other issue appears to have generated so much ten-
sion between the LEAA regional office and the
SPA, and between the SPA and RPUs, as this issue.
In the past, the RPUs have had little impact on the
state planning process and no real effect on
NDCLEC decision-making. However, this situation
may change as the state attempts to make the re-
gions partners in the planning process by decentral-
izing some planning responsibilities.

Role of the state legislature. The state legislature
has exerted strong control over the use of Safe
Streets funds at the state level by carefully scruti-
nizing state agency projects before providing match-
ing funds. Such scrutiny has enabled the legislature
to assess projects with a view toward assuming their
costs after Safe Streets funding terminates. The:
biennial sessions have forced the state agencies to
plan for Federal aid well in advance of actually re-
ceiving support for their projects. This lead time
has impeded the funding of innovative undertak-
ings. The role of the North Dakota Legislature in



the Safe Streets program is an active and construc-
tive one at a time when many other state legislatures
are examining their participation in the program.

Supervisory board representation. The persisting
predominance of state officials and police officers
on the NDCLEC and the inequitable representa-
tions of the public, courts and Indians is a curious
issue in light of the fact that almost all officials
interviewed felt that they had received a fair share
of Safe Streets funds. The representation issue,
although concerned with supervisory board com-
position, does not appear to relate to the distribution
of Safe Streets funds.

Distribution and use of funds. The grant sample
for North Dakota revealed that a disproportion-
ate share of Safe Streets funds had been allocated
to the police. There was also a large number of small,
one-time training and equipment grants. Police fund-
ing dominance can be explained by North Dakota’s
great need to allocate funds to improve this area and
by the fact that law enforcement agencies were
better organized and better prepared to participate
in the Safe Streets program than were the other
functional areas. The upgrading of criminal justice
operations through basic police and court training
and through the purchase of minor items of equip-
ment that small local jurisdictions could afford with
matching funds was also of high priority. However,
the plethora of small grants require that a signifi-
cant amount of time be devoted to grant manage-
ment rather than to important planning activities.

With the exception of a spokesman for the state
budget office, almost all the respondents interviewed
wanted to see the Safe Streets program continued.
The budget officer felt that North Dakota didn’t
need the program because there were higher prior-

ities for state matching dollars, such as mental helath

and education. Almost all local elected and criminal
justice officials favored a revenue-sharing approach
over the block grant concept. In contrast, state of-
ficials favored a reaffirmation of the block grant
approach with an expanded state role.

If the Safe Streets program were discontinued,
the possibility exists that the NDCLEC would con-
tinue to operate with a skeleton staff that would be
responsible for training coordination and informa-
tion systems. The council itself would probably con-
tinue to operate in a capacity other than grant ap-
proval. It is doubtful that the RPUs would continue
to operate as planning agencies at the regional or
local level if funding terminated.

In conclusion, North Dakota is a good example of
a small rural state that has become involved in crimi-
nal justice matters beyond the requirements of the
Safe Streets Act. Its legislature has participated in
a positive and major way in the program. The SPA
has made a serious effort to fairly distribute Safe
Streets funds in order to substantially upgrade and
improve the criminal justice system in the state.
Planning activities, however, have been directed
largely toward fund allocation decisions. Difficul-
ties have been experienced in decentralizing.
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APPENDIX 1
North Dakota Site Visits

The regions that were analyzed in this case study
were the Lake Agassiz Region (Region 5), which in-
cludes the Fargo-Moorhead SMSA and Cass Coun-
ty; the Red River Region (Regions 3 and 4), which
includes the City of Grafton, as well as Walsh and
Pembina Counties; and the South Central Dakota
Region (Region 6), which includes the city of James-
town. The following counties were studied: Cass,
Pembina, Walsh, Mercer, Williams and Stark Coun-
ties. The following cities were included in the study:
Fargo, Grafton, Grand Forks, Dickinson, Willis-
ton and Jamestown.

Site visits were conducted at the following loca-
tions: the Lake Agassiz Regional Council, the South
Central Dakota Regional Council, the Red River
Regional Council, Pembina, Walsh and Cass Coun-
ties, and the cities of Fargo, Grafton and James-
town. Telephone interviews were conducted with
respondents in the other jurisdictions mentioned
above.

Interviews Conducted in North Dakota

May 1975

Robert Holte, Executive Director, North Dakota
Combined Law Enforcement Council

Kenneth Dawes, Assistant Professor of Social Work,
University of N.D., former SPA Director, North
Dakota Combined Law Enforcement Council

Oliver Thomas, Assistant Director, North Dakota
Combined Law Enforcement Council

Donald Skaar, Financial Officer,, North Dakota
Combined Law Enforcement Council

Thomas Wallner, Indian Services & Courts Co-
ordinator/Civil Rights Compliance Officer, North
Dakota Combined Law Enforcement Council

James Kraft, Corrections Coordinator, North
Dakota Combined Law Enforcement Council

Michael Hill, Training and Police Services Coord-
inator, North Dakota Combined Law Enforce-
ment Council

Dennis Goetz, J.D. Coordinator, North Dakota
Combined Law Enforcement Council

George Gagnon, Director of Administration, Gov-
ernor’s Office

John Graham, Assistant Director, Legislative Coun.
cil

Larry Isaak, Fiscal Analyst, Legislative Council

Chester Nelson, Budget Analyst, Legislative Coun-
cil

Howard A. Freed, State Senator, 37th District,
Senate Judiciary Committee

Robert Stroup, State Senator, Hazen and Mercer
Counties

Vernon E. Wagner, State Representative, Chair-
man, House Appropriations Committee

Aloha Eagles, State Representative, Fargo and
Cass Counties

Allen Olson, Attorney
Attorney General

Thomas Kelsch, Deputy Attorney General, Office
of the Attorney General (Criminal Division)

Edward Klecker, Director of Institutions, Office of
Institutions

Raiph Ericstaad, Chief Justice, Supreme Court of
North Dakota

Col. Ralph Wood, Superintendent, North Dakota
Highway Patrol

Cal Rolfson, State Court Administrator, Executive
Secretary, Supreme Court of North Dakota, (Ju-
dicial Council) .

Irvin Riedman, Director, Secretary, State Parole
Department, Board of Pardon & Parole

Joseph Heavner, Warden, State Penitentiary

Dale Moug, Deputy Director, Department of Ac-
counts and Purchases (State Budget Office) -

Jeff Skjerven, Regional (Criminal Justice) Planner,
Red River Regional Council

James Beneteau, Regional (Criminal Justice) Plan-
ner, Lake Agassiz Regional Council

Rodney Anderson, Regional (Criminal Justice)
Planner, South Central Dakota Regional Coun-
cil

Robert E. Conklin, Executive Director, Lake Ag-
assiz Regional Council

Julius Wangler, <701 Planner, Red River Region-
al Council

Leslie Askew, Chairman, County Commissioners,
Pembina County

Eugene O’Keefe, Commissioner, Pembina County

J. Oliver Johnson, Commissioner, Pembina County

General, Office of the



IHarrison Thexton, Commissioner, Pembina County
Oscar Sondroll, Commissioner, Cass County
George Griffeth, Commissioner, Cass County
H. A. Hendrickson, Commissioner, Cass County
Donald Hastings, Commissioner, Stutsman County
Alex Hauck, Commissioner, Stark County
Robert A. Dahl, Mayor, Grafton
G. E. Burchill, Mayor, Jamestown
C. P. O’Neill, Mayor, Grand Forks
Richard Hentges, Mayor, Fargo
Glenn Wells, Sheriff, Pembina County
Ivan Stiefel, Sheriff, Mercer County
Jack Dailey, Sheriff, Cass County
Ernie Shoults, Sheriff, Walsh County
Joseph Peterson, Deputy Sheriff, Walsh County

William H. Broer, Chief of Police, Grafton

Jerry Barnhardt, Chief of Police, Dickinson

Edwin Anderson, Chief of Police, Fargo

James Klague, Chief of Police, Grand Forks

Rodney S. Webb, Municipal Judge, Grafton

Leroy Anseth, States Attorney, Williams County
and City of Williston

Henry Gayton, Special Agent, Bureau of Indian
Affairs

Clay Fowler, Participant, NYPUM Project

Arthur Lanz, Private Citizen, League of Cities

Joseph Mulvey, LEAA Regional Administrator.
Denver Regional Office

Thomas Bell, LEAA State Representative, Denver
Regional Office

471



APPENDIX 2

Percentage Representation of Case Study RPU Boards
By Functional Area and Type of Jurisdiction

Lake Agassiz Region

Functional Area Percent Type of Jurisdiction Percent
Police 40 City Government 40
Courts 20 County Government 50
Prosecution and Defense 20 State Government

Juvenile Delinquency 10 Private Citizens 10

(The regional planner also reported a 70 percent representation of local elected officials, with the exclusion
of criminal justice officials, a 10 percent representation.)

Red River Region

472
Functional Area Percent Type of Jurisdiction Percent
Police 85.7 City Government 53.8
Courts - County Government 46.2
Prosecution & Defense 14.3 State Government -
Juvenile Delinquency - Private Citizens -

{The regional planner aiso reported a 69.2 percent representation of local elected officials, with the exclusion
of criminal justice officials, a 38.5 percent representation.)

South Central Dakota Region

Functional Area Percent Type of Jurisdiction Percent
Police 53.8 City Government 20
Courts 23.1 County Government 65
Prosecution & Defense 7.7 State Government 10
Juvenile Delinquency 7.7 Private Citizens 5
Other 7.7

(The regional planner also reported a 70 percent representation of local elected officials, with the exclusion of \
criminal justice officials, a 30 percent representation.)




APPENDIX 3
Regional Descriptions

The sample of regional planning units chosen for
this case study analysis represents an adequate cross-
section of the RPUs of the State of North Dakota.
All the RPUs chosen for case study analysis are

nonprofit corporations, multi-county and multi-.

purpose in nature. Their differences lie in popula-
tion and other demographic characteristics, criminal
justice expenditures and incidence of crime.

The Lake Agassiz Region is composed of six
counties with a total population of 118,101 repre-
senting 20 percent of North Dakota’s population.
The RPU boundaries border on the Fargo-Moor-
‘head SMSA. The Lake Agassiz Region contains the
City of Fargo and Cass County — the largest city and
county in the state. This region contains the most
heavily populated county as well as one of the least
populated counties in the state. The Lake Agassiz
Region, taken as a whole, has a higher level of fam-
ily income than does the state in general.

The total crime rate in 1973 for the Lake Agassiz
Region was 1,803.6 crimes per 100,000 population.
This is considerably higher than the crime rate for
the state as a whole and represents a 38 percent in-
crease in the crime rate over 1972. Most of the crime
in the region occured in the SMSA area and, speci-
fically, within the City of Fargo.

The region is also characterized by high local
criminal justice expenditures as well as by high state
criminal justice expenditures in Safe Streets funds.
The Lake Agassiz Region received $337,915 in Part
C funds for FY 1973 —more than the other two re-
gions included in this case study analysis. The City
of Fargo and Cass County were chosen as the repre-
sentative city and county of this region because
(1) they were the most populous city and county in
the state; (2) the Fargo SMSA, which included the
City of Fargo and Cass County, shows a crime rate
of 4,387.7 —higher than the crime rate for the whole

state which FBI figures indicate is 2,078.4; and (3)
the Fargo Police Department is the largest police
agency in North Dakota.

The Red River Region consists of 10 counties
with a total population of 143,527, representing 25

percent of North Dakota’s population. The Red

River Region contains the city of Grafton and
Walsh and Pembina counties, with populations of
5,946, 10,728 and 16,251 respectively. The Red River
Region was chosen as a representative regional sam-
ple because: (1) it is primarily rural; (2) it has a low
crime rate, middle income population and average
local criminal justice expenditures; and (3) it re-
ceives an average amount of Safe Streets funds com-
pared with the other two case-study regions. The
Red River Region was also selected because it shares
a regional criminal justice planner with another re-
gion. Pembina County was selected as one of the
representative counties in the region because of the
population impact of the ABM sites.

The South Central Dakota Region was included
in the sample as a control region because of its geo-
graphical location and because it received the lowest
amount of Part C funds in 1973 of the three case-
study regions. The South Central Dakota Region
has a total population of 78,965, 12 percent of the
state’s population. The region: (1) is primarily rural;
(2) possesses a low crime rate and a low-income
population, and (3) manifests average local criminal
justice expenditures.

Telephone interviews were conducted with local
elected and criminal justice officials in Mercer, Wil-
liams and Stark Counties as well as with officials in
the cities of Dickinson and Williston in the western
part of the state, in order to bring geographical bal-
ance to the sample as well as to present various
points of view on the Safe Streets program.
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Ohio

Ohio is a large, urban state linking the industrial
East with the industrial Midwest. Its population of
10,791,981 people ranks sixth among the states.
There are 14 Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (SMSAs) within Ohio.

In 1973, Ohio ranked 26th in reported index
crimes, with a rate of 3,496.2 crimes per 100,000
population (an increase of 1.7 percent since 1972).
In the six high-crime counties of Cleveland-Cuya-
hoga, Columbus-Franklin, Cincinnati-Hamilton,
Toledo-Lucas, Dayton-Montgomery and Akron-
Summit, the crime rate decreased by 0.7 percent in
1973, from 4,544.8 to 4,512.4 per 100,000 popula-
tion. In the 82 lower-crime counties, the crime rate
increased by 6.4 percent, from 2,411.7 to 2,567.2 per
100,000 population, during the same period.

The state’s major crime problem is violent crime.
Although offenses of this type decreased by 2.5 per-
cent in 1973, they have shown an overall increase of
17.6 percent since 1969. Property crime increased by
11.0 percent during this period, with burglary ac-
counting for the greatest portion of the increase.'

Operation of the Safe Streets program is largely
decentralized in the state. Joint city-county regional
planning units (RPUs) have been established in six
of the major metropolitan areas. Each of these units
has considerable decision-making authority in re-
gard to the use of Safe Streets funds.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Total direct criminal justice expenditures in Ohio
amounted to $422.4 million for fiscal years 1972 and
1973. Units of general local government accounted
for 69 percent of the expenditures. Of the state’s
direct outlays (approximately $141 million), 61 per-
cent was spent for corrections; 30 percent, for po-
lice protection; five percent, for the judiciary; four
percent, for prosecution; one percent, for other
criminal justice purposes; and nothing for indigent
defense. Local government direct expenditures (ap-
proximately $321 million) were distributed as fol-
lows: 67 percent, for police protection; 18 percent,
for the judiciary; 10 percent, for corrections; five
percent, for prosecution; 0.7 percent, for indigent
defense; and 0.2 percent, for other criminal justice
purposes.?

In Ohio. law enforcement is undertaken by local

governments and 1,169 local general purpose agen-
cies. An elected sheriff, the chief law enforcement
officer, provides services to all unincorporated areas
and, by contract or agreement, to incorporated
areas. Police protection is provided to resident juris-
dictions —and other jurisdictions where contracts,
agreements or multiple enforcement groups have
been established —by municipal police officers, mar-
shals and constables. Two state agencies have major
law enforcement responsibilities. The Highway Pat-
rol, within the Department of Public Safety, is re-
sponsible for the enforcement of laws relating to
the use of vehicles on the highways and for the
management of the statewide Law Enforcement
Automated Data System (LEADS). The Bureau of
Criminal Identification and Investigation (BCI&I),
within the attorney general’s office, investigates
organized and drug-related crime, operates a foren-
sic laboratory (for the use of state and local law
enforcement agencies) and collects criminal records
and disposition data.

The Ohio court system includes: the Supreme
Court and courts of appeal (courts of appellate jur-
isdiction), common pleas courts (courts of general
jurisdiction), and municipal and county courts
(courts of limited and special jurisdiction). The chief
justice of the Supreme Court exercises general super-
intendence over the courts and has widespread au-
thority over court practices and procedures. The
justices of the Supreme court appoint an administra-
tor to assist the chief justice in these duties.

The Supreme Court’s seven members are elected
by the public for staggered six-year terms. Approx-
imately 300 judges, each nominated in a partisan
primary and elected by a separate, nonpartisan ju-
dicial ballot (for six-year terms), serve in the courts
of common pleas.

Criminal offenses are prosecuted by county pros-
ecutors, who are elected to four-year terms in par-
tisan elections in each of Ohio’s 88 counties. Ohio
law does not require that prosecuting attorneys
work full-time; therefore, many also engage in pri-
vate practice.

Each municipality has a prosecutor, city solicitor
or law director. These persons, either elected or ap-
pointed, are responsible for the prosecution of mis-
demeanors and ordinance violations. The state at-
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torney general handles civil cases and rarely becomes
involved with criminal prosecutions.

Two major developments have occurred recently
in the Ohio courts system. In January 1974, Ohio’s
revised criminal code went into effect, instituting
specific criteria to determine the length of time be-
tween a suspect’s arrest and trial. In 1975, the state’s
first public defender program was established by
law. Previously, defense services for indigents had
been provided primarily through the assigned-coun-
sel system. The state’s Department of Rehabilitation
and Correction administers all state correctional
institutions and services (including parole and pro-
bation). Local corrections—the operation of jails
and detention facilities—are the responsibility of
county sheriffs. Some counties operate their own
probation departments.

The Ohio Youth Commission operates all of the
state’s facilities for delinquents. The juvenile courts
within the courts of common pleas, administer ju-
venile-detention homes. County juvenile probation
departments administer juvenile probation services.
Youths released from the custody of state institu-
tions are placed under the supervision of the Bureau
of Juvenile Placement, the parole agency of the
Ohio Youth Commission.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

The Ohio state planning agency (SPA) includes
the Criminal Justice Supervisory Commission
(CJSC) and its administrative arm, the Administra-
tion of Justice Division (AJD) of the Department of
Economic " and Community Development. Estab-
lished by executive order of the governor, both bod-
ies are mandated to plan and oversee the expendi-
ture of funds awarded to the state under the Safe
Streets Act.

The commission is the recognized policy-making
body for the Safe Streets program in Ohio. Its re-
sponsibilities include: approval of the annual state
plan and subsequent amendments; approval of guide-
lines, policies and priorities for planning activities;
and development of criminal justice standards and
goals for Ohio. .

The CJSC consists of not more than 40 members,
appointed as follows: (a) six chosen by the supervis-
ory boards of the RPUs; (b) eight state officials serv-
ing in an ex officio capacity (the chief justice, the
attorney general, the state auditor, and representa-
tives of the Ohio Youth Commission, the State

Table 1

Governmental Representation
Ohio Criminal Justice
Supervisory Commission

May 1975
Number Percent of Tote
State 13 37
Local 14 40
Public 8 23
TOTAL 35 100

Source: FY 1976 Ohio planning grant application.

Highway Patrol, the Department of Rehabilitatior
and Correction, the Department of Mental Healtt
and Retardation and the Ohio Civil Rights Com-
mission); (c) 17 members-at-large appointed by the
governor to represent local government, agencies
outside the criminal justice system, and the genera
public; and (d) nine local criminal justice officials
appointed by the governor.

Members serve staggered three-year terms. Gu-
bernatorial appointments are made from recom.
mendations submitted by the SPA. Tables 1 and :
illustrate the diversity of the present membership
in terms of level of government, the general pub-
lic and criminal justice functional areas. Four mem-
bers of the present commission are elected local
officials.

The CJSC operates under an approved set of by-
laws. All members may send representatives, but

Table 2

Functional Composition
Ohio Criminal Justice
Supervisory Commission

May 1975
Number Percent of Total
Police 7 20
Courts 6 17
Corrections 2 6
General Government 9 26
Other Public 11 31
TOTAL 35 100

Source: FY 1976 Ohio planning grant application.




only representatives of the eight ex officio members
are permitted to vote. On the average, according
to the SPA staff, 65 percent of the members attend
the monthly commission meetings.

The governor appoints a member of the commis-
sion to serve as chairman. The chairman appoints
the vice-chairman and the chairmen of the function-
al area task forces. An executive committee, con-
sisting of the chairman, the vice-chairman and the
chairmen of the task forces, conducts commission
business between meetings.

The commission established task forces for each
of the fnajor functional areas of courts, corrections,
juvenile delinquency, law enforcement, diversion
and system development. The task forces play an
important role in plan approval, policy develop-
ment and priority-setting; however, final decision-
making power formally rests with the full commis-
sion.

The AJD consists of operational bureaus that cor-
respond to the major activities of the division. These
bureaus — planning and research, project review, and
grants management —have 65 authorized profession-
al staff positions. Most AJD professional staff mem-
bers are non-certified state employees subject to
removal from their positions without cause.

The head of the AJD is officially a deputy director
of the Department of Economic and Community
Development. Although appointed by and serving
at the pleasure of the governor, the deputy director
reports to the director of the department. Because
of changes in state administration, the AJD has had
four deputy directors since 1969.

The AJD staff plays an important role in plan-
ning and funding decisions. In general, the commis-
sion accepts staff reccommendations when approving
the annual action portion of the state plan, which
earmarks funds for specific activities. After the state
plan has been approved by LEAA, only the AJD
staff review the formal applications for funds.

Although the governor appoints the head of the
SPA and most of the commission members, the
SPA director does not have a direct reporting re-
lationship to the governor and his contact with the
governor’s office appears to be minimal. The influ-
ence of the governor’s office in the program has
been insignificant in the past, but there is some spec-
ulation that this posture might change under the ad-
ministration of Governor James A. Rhodes.

The primary involvement of the state legislature
with the SPA is through the process of appropri-
ating matching and buy-in funds. Four legislators

currently serve on the CJSC. According to one leg-
islator interviewed, while these members are a val-
uable link with the SPA, many legislators feel bas-
ically excluded from the program. Although there
have been no major difficulties in obtaining the re-
quired state match to date, the state’s lawmakers do
not seem to be aware of their implicit commitment
to assume the costs of long-term state agency pro-
jects.

~ The role of the SPA in influencing substantive
criminal justice legislation is slight. Although the
SPA staff occasionally drafts legislation (such as the
bill to establish a statewide public defender pro-
gram) and provides advice to various legislative
committees, these activities do not represent a ma-
jor effort and are generally coordinated through the
Legislative Liaison Office of the Department of Eco-
nomic and Community Development. The commis-
sion has abstained from taking positions on legis-
lative issues in most instances.

The state attorney general is an ex officio member
of the CJSC. Although the Bureau of Criminal
Identification and Investigation, located in the at-
torney general’s office, is a major recipient of Safe
Streets funds at the state level, the attorney general
does not play a major role in the program and does
not exert any special influence on or leadership of
the commission.

The State Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) reviews state criminal justice agency budget
requests to the SPA in order to recommend the ap-
propriation of general fund matching monies and re-
views and comments on pre-applications through
the A-95 clearinghouse process. The SPA does not
work with OMB on state agency budget reviews nor
does it provide monitoring and evaluation reports
on state agency projects to OMB. In general, the
SPA and the OMB have a positive working relation-
ship. The only issue on which there is basic disa-
greement is the amount of funds that must be ap-
propriated each fiscal year to meet the state’s buy-
in obligation. (OMB does not want to request an
amount greater than that which will be expended.)

The heads of all major state criminal justice agen-
cies are ex officio members of the commission. How-
ever, state agencies rarely look to the SPA for assis-
tance in areas other than application development or
guideline interpretation. Line personnel in the state
agencies have a positive working relationship with
the SPA during the grant application process. Dur-
ing the planning process, the SPA generally accedes
to the priorities and needs presented by each state
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agency in its pre-application. The SPA director at-
tributed the low rejection rate to the fact that the
SPA’s planning guidelines (called “directives’) are
explicit and state agency requests generally conform
to the funding criteria and parameters set forth.

The SPA director believes that his agency enjoys
a partnership with other state criminal justice agen-
cies in its role as a planning unit. However, field in-
terviews indicated that the major state criminal jus-
tice agencies view the SPA as a conduit of Federal
funds, rather than a comprehensive criminal justice
planning agency.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

Initially, the Ohio SPA established 15 regional
councils of government to carry out the mandates
of the 1968 Safe Streets Act. At that time, Part B
planning funds were ailocated to staff each region
with one or more criminal justice planners. In 1971
the SPA assessed the effectiveness of this system
and found that the interests of major urban centers
were often subordinated to those of suburban and
rural jurisdictions and that the planning monies
available were not sufficient to adequately staff 15
regions. The second problem was due in part fo the
1971 Safe Streets Act amendments that made all
major units of general local government eligible for
direct planning assistance. Because of the large num-
bers of cities and counties' in Ohio with populations
over 250,000 and 500,000, the SPA could not fund
the 15 regions and all the eligible localities from its

Part B allocation. Consequently, the SPA decided to
disband the regions and engouraged the develop-
ment of six new regional planning units (RPUs) in
their place.

Each RPU encompasses one major city and its
surrounding county (including the other incorpora-
ted areas and townships within the county). The six
RPUs— Akron-Summit County; Cincinnatti-Hamil-
ton County; Cleveland-Cuyahoga County; Colum-
bus-Franklin County; Dayton-Montgomery County;
and Toledo-Lucas County —accounted for 50 per-
cent of the state’s population and more than 60 per-
cent of its reported index crimes for 1973.

The remainder of the state was divided into four
administrative planning districts (APDs) encompas-
sing 82 counties. APDs receive planning assistance
directly from the SPA staff.

The RPUs’ city-county planning approach pro-
vides an effective planning structure for criminal
justice systems (police, courts and corrections) and
the special needs of major urban jurisdictions.

Each RPU receives Part B planning funds. The
RPUs’ professional staffs, ranging from five to 10
persons, operate under the direction of coordinat-
ing councils, supervisory bodies representative of
criminal justice, governmental and citizen interests
(see Table 3). The six RPUs function as ‘“mini-
SPAs” and are responsible for grants management,
monitoring and planning for their respective juris-
dictions. Each RPU submits an annual criminal jus-
tice plan to the SPA. State approval of the region-
al plan entitles the RPU to receive an action block

Source: FY 1976 Ohio planning grant application.

Table 3
RPU Supervisory Board Membership

May 1975

Number Percent
RPU Total Elected Elected
Akron-Summit County ® 33 11 33
Cincinnati-Hamilton County* 30 6 20
Dayton-Montgomery County® 39 15 38
Columbus-Franklin County 32 18 56
Cleveland-Cuyahoga County 33 17 52
Toledo-Lucas County 29 15 52

*These three RPUs meet the majority elected officials provision of the Safe Streets Act by operating under the umbrella of a regional
council of governments that has a policy body consistent with the requirement.




grant to implement the projects described. Review
and approval of individual projects are the respon-
sibility of the RPU.

The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council of
Greater Cleveland (CJCC) illustrates the organiza-
tion of Ohio RPUs. Established in May 1972 by an
agreement between the City of Cleveland and Cuy-
ahoga County, the council superseded a seven-
county substate planning region of the Ohio SPA.
The 33-member council is broadly representative, as
shown in Table 4, and consists of executive and
working committees. Each working committee de-
fines the planning priorities and goals for a partic-
ular criminal justice functional area. The executive
committee, consisting of two representatives each
from the county and the city and one citizen, selects
the projects recommended for funding in the region-
al plan.

The CJCC staff includes specialists in the areas
of law enforcement, juvenile corrections, courts and
adult corrections.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

Although a number of state agencies had internal
planning staffs prior to 1968, the Safe Streets pro-
gram initiated the first statewide attempt at criminal
justice planning in Ohio.

The Ohio SPA’s planning approach emphasizes
the participation of local units of government and
state criminal justice agencies in the planning proc-
ess. The state plan consists of separately identified
state and local projects. Funding decisions are made
during the planning process, not during the grant re-
view period subsequent to plan approval. This proj-
ect-specific approach facilitates more efficient man-
agement, the timely award of grant funds and a high
degree of plan implementation.

Each year the SPA develops planning directives
that outline program categories, types of projects
eligible for funding, priorities established by the com-
mission within each program area, special require-
ments for particular programs and the National Ad-
visory Commission standards to which each pro-
gram relates. The directives are the SPA’s major
means for guiding and shaping the state plan.

Although the SPA has revised its program cate-
gories frequently in the past, it now uses a simple,
consistent and flexible program structure. There are
six major functional categories: police effectiveness;

Table 4

Functional Composition
Cleveland-Cuyahoga County Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council

May 1975
Number Percent of Total
Police 4 12
Courts . 6 18
Corrections 3 9
General local government 11 34
Public 9 27
TOTAL 33 100

Source: FY 1976 Ohio planning grant application.

prevention, diversion and community relations; ju-
venile delinquency; system development; improve-
ment of the judicial process; and adult correction
and rehabilitation. Within each functional category,
a number of program types are identified. For ex-
ample, in the FY 1976 directives, a specific program
type within the functional category “Prevention,
Diversion and Community Relations” is “Special
Security Programs for High-Crime Areas.”

Within each major functional category, the com-
mission has established priorities by indicating the
kinds of projects it wishes to encourage. For ex-
ample, in the FY 1976 directives, a priority in the
“Improvement of the Judicial Process” category
is the establishment of organized public defender
services in Ohio’s metropolitan areas and elsewhere
in the state (on a multi-county basis).

The directives include any new policies adopted
by the commission that further narrow the range
of activities eligible for funding. For example, the
commission will not support basic police training
projects, which are mandated by state law and are
the financial responsibility of local governments.
Nor will the commission fund basic equipment ex-
cept as part of an innovative program or communi-
cations project. In addition, the directives list re-
strictions or special requirements applicable to
particular programs. (For example, funding for
juvenile delinquency prevention projects is restrict-
ed to year-round efforts.)

The SPA reserves 25 percent of its total Part C
block grant award for use by state agencies. Under
the variable pass-through provision of the Safe
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Streets Act, it can retain up to 31 percent of the
funds at the state level. There are no specific formu-
las or criteria for the distribution of funds among
state agencies; however, each agency expects to re-
ceive the same level of funding each year.

Nearly 75 percent of the Part C funds is allocated
among the RPUs and APDs by a formula that
weights reported index crime twice as heavily as
population. Under this formula, 57 percent (ap-
proximately $10.0 million) of the FY 1975 Part C
funds available for local governments was distrib-
uted to the six RPUs and 43 percent (approximately
$7.5 million) to the four APDs (see Table 5). Al-
though the allocation formula does not appear to be
an issue in Ohio (it has remained constant since the
program’s inception), one interviewee suggested that
a formula that took available victimization data into
account would be more equitable to large urban
areas such as Cleveland-Cuyahoga County.

Each RPU was given the opportunity to address
the question of funds allocation in an° ACIR ques-
tionnaire mailed to all RPUs.* Of the five replying,
only one (Cleveland) thought that its region did not
receive a fair share of funds compared with other
RPUs.

Every year a small portion of the Part C block
funds ($300,000 in FY 1976) is set aside for “‘spe-
cial incentive funding.” Incentive funds are used tc
encourage projects in high-priority areas (evaluation
and minority recruitment, in FY 1976) and are
available to state and local agencies on a competitive
basis.

Part E funds (designated for corrections) are
awarded on a statewide competitive basis to state
and local agencies. Although there is no requirement
for the state to pass through any Part E funds to the
local level, Ohio generally awards about 30 percent
of its Part E monies to local programs. (The state
accounts for about 74 percent of all direct expen-
ditures for corrections.)

Functional balance in the state plan is assured by
the requirement that the distribution of funds among
projects in each RPU and APD must fall within fix-
ed percentages for each of the major substantive

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to all criminal
justice regional planning units in the country. By October, res-
ponses had been received from five of the six Ohio RPUs. In
order to probe the attitudes of local elected officials, ques-
tionnaires were sent to all cities and counties of 10,000 or more
population. By October, 70 of the 142 Ohio cities and 25 of the
87 counties of which the survey was mailed had responded, for
a response rate of 49 percent and 29 percent, respectively.

areas. Thus, the FY 1976 directives require that a
minimum of 20 percent of the funds be allocated to
law enforcement; 15 percent, to courts, prosecution
and defense; 20 percent, to adult corrections; and 20
percent, to juvenile delinquency. No area may receive
more than 40 percent of the total RPU or APD allo-
cation. In addition, the commission prohibits the use
of more than 7.5 percent of the state agency and
APD portion of the Part C block grant for drug
abuse and alcoholism treatment and rehabilitation
programs.

Interviews with regional and local officials re-
vealed little dissatisfaction with the planning restric-
tions and requirements set forth in the directives.
Although the state defines eligible program areas
and places some restrictions on them, there does not
seem to be any objection to its role. Directives have
changed very little from year to year. Applicants un-
derstand and accept funding parameters and have
learned to work within them. Several local officials
stated that the directives simplified their tasks by
telling them how to tailor their applications. The
program categories are sufficiently broad and flex-
ible that projects can be manipulated to dovetail
with SPA priorities and funding criteria, the offi-
cials said.

Responses to an ACIR local questionnaire projec-
ted a different attitude. Of the 84 respondents, 56
(67 percent) stated that restrictions and requirements
with regard to the use of Safe Streets funds had ad-
versely affected their jurisdiction’s ability to carry
out criminal justice programs. The most frequently
cited complaints concerned two areas of funding:
the state’s funding minimums for functional areas
and the limitation of the use of action funds for
personnel to one-third, as required in the Safe
Streets Act.

In sum, the directives, although not prescrip-
tive in terms of specific activities, do provide an
overall framework for the development of the state
plan. The SPA has attempted to strike a balance be-
tween the need for statewide goals and the need to
remain responsive to local needs and priorities.

State and local agencies submit pre-applications
to the SPA based on the categories, program types
and funding criteria outlined in the directives. The
pre-application is a short statement of project ob-
jectives, methods and costs. RPUs review pre-appli-
cations from their member jurisdictions and incor-
porate them into the overall regional plan. Because
each RPU can anticipate its funding allowance, it
includes projects for above-the-line (within the form-



Table 5

Planned Formula Distribution of FY 1975
Part C Funds to RPUs and APDs in Ohio

1972 1973 FY 1975 Percent
RPUs Estimated Percent Crime Percemt Pant C of Local
Population of State index of State Allocation Pass-through

Akron-

Summit County 557,697 5.2 26,049 7.0 1,114,246 6.4
Cincinnati-

Hamiiton County 928,614 8.6 42,886 11.4 1,840,121 10.5
Dayton-

Montgomery County 622,723 5.8 25,636 6.8 1,136,611 6.5
Columbus-

Franklin County 863,554 8.0 40,293 10.7 1,724,033 9.8
Cleveland-

Cuyahoga County 1,722,050 16.0 69,496 18.5 3,099,592 17.7
Toledo-

Lucas County 485,397 45 26,809 7.8 1,098,774 6.3
APDs

1 1,249,216 11.8 32,692 8.7 1,696,027 9.7

It 1,969,949 18.4 53,392 14.2 2,731,862 15.6

11} 1,019,418 9.5 29,268 7.8 1,464,776 8.4

v 1,373,381 12.7 28,603 7.6 1,635,828 9.3

TOTAL $10,791,981 100.5 375,124 99.9 $17,541,870 100.1
Source: Ohio’s 1975 comprehensive criminal justice plan.
ula allocation to the RPU) and below-the-line ment, 21 percent; prevention and diversion, 9

(greater than the formula allocation to the RPU)
funding. This system is used because when regional
plans ‘are prepared, the amount of Federal funding
to the state is not known.

The SPA generally respects regional decisions
that observe the criteria set forth in the directives.
Local governments within APDs and state agencies
submit pre-applications directly to the SPA.

The SPA staff reviews pre-applications and makes
recommendations to the appropriate commission
task forces. Although the final decision to include
a project in the state plan rests with the full com-
mission, SPA staff recommendations are generally
accepted. As a result, representation on the com-
mission is less important in planning and funding
decisions than the applicant’s relationship with the
SPA staff. APD jurisdictions are largely dependent
on the expertise and assistance of the SPA staff field
teams assigned to their areas.

Plan Comprehensiveness

The planned distribution of FY 1975 Part C funds
among the principal functional components of the
criminal justice system was as follows: law enforce-

percent; juvenile delinquency, 25 percent; system
development, 12 percent; courts, prosecution and
defense, 13 percent; and adult corrections, 19 per-
cent. To meet statutory and LEAA requirements
that Part C corrections funds not be reduced be-
cause of the availability of Part E monies, the SPA
allocated approximately 40 percent of its Part C
appropriation to juvenile and adult corrections.

Some courts personnel have expressed the opin-
ion that the judicial component of the system is not
receiving a fair share of the funds. These persons
considered the courts, prosecution and defense func-
tional components as three distinct entities that
should not be linked together in funding allocations.
The chief justice of the State Supreme Court
thought that the Ohio courts have been generally
well-treated in the program, particularly in com-
parison with other states.

Planning Funds

Forty percent of the total Part B planning funds
received by Ohio is allocated to the six RPUs. Each
RPU receives a base allocation of $100,000. The re-
mainder of the funds is distributed on the basis of
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Table 6

Part B Allocations
to the Six Ohio RPUs

FY 1976*
FY 1976
RPU Part B Allocations

Akron-Summit County $157,719
Cincinnati/Hamilton County 182,804
Cleveland/Cuyahoga County 234,793
Columbus/Franklin County 178,824
Dayton/Montgomery County 161,355
Toledo/Lucas County 153,705

*Based on 12 months.

Source: FY 1976 Ohio planning grant application.

population. Regional planning grants are made from
Federal funds and do not require local match (see
Table 6).

Some objections to the funding allocation formula
were raised during the interviews. The Cleveland-
Cuyahoga RPU suggested that the formula should
take crime rates and the amount of Safe Streets
action dollars received into account, rather than bas-
ing allocations on population alone. Four of the
five RPU respondents to the ACIR questionnaire
stated that the SPA should pass through to the
regions more than the required 40 percent minimum,
Nevertheless, by limiting the allocation of Part B
funds to the six major areas, the SPA has insured
that each RPU has at least the minimum staff capa-
bility necessary to perform its required functions.

Units of local government in the APDs receive no
direct planning funds. They receive technical assis-
tance from the state staff assigned to their area.
Some local governments in these areas prefer to have
their own local or regional planning staff, but funds
are lacking. The SPA targets Part B money solely
to the major urban areas. If funds were distributed
evenly to all localities, none would receive an ade-
quate amount.

The remaining 60 percent of the Part B allocation
(approximately $1.6 million) supports the operation
of the SPA. The SPA considers the amount of cur-
rently available planning funds inadequate. Monitor-
ing and evaluation activities have suffered as a re-
sult.

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Block grant awards (Part C and E) to Ohio have
increased from $1,057,515 in FY 1969 to $27,250,000
in FY 1975 (see Table 7). This amount accounts
for approximately seven percent of the state’s total
yearly criminal justice expenditures.

Distribution and Use of Funds

Ohio awards about 700 grants to state and local
government and nonprofit agencies for crime reduc-
tion and system improvement projects annually.
The ACIR field team reviewed a sample of grants
awarded in calendar year 1974 to determine the
nature of activities supported by Safe Streets funds
in Ohio. Every fourth grant was selected for review,
regardless of the fiscal year of funding.*

Table 8 shows the distribution of Safe Streets
funds by classification of the grantee. Sixty-six per-
cent of the funds and 81 percent of the grants in the
sample were awarded to city or county governments,
reflecting the strong role localities play in Ohio’s
Safe Streets program.

Ohio is required to make about 69 percent of its
total Part C funds, a proportion equal to the local
share of criminal justice outlays, available to
localities under the variable pass-through provision
of the Safe Streets Act. Fifty-eight (62 percent)
of the ACIR questionnaire respondents from Ohio
cities and counties with populations greater than
10,000 said that the pass-through formula did not
reflect an equitable balance between state and local
needs and that more funds should be made avail-
able for local programs. The SPA contends that the
existing pass-through requirement, based on the
relative levels of state and local expenditures, pro-
vides the most appropriate division of resources.

Only 25 percent of the funds and 13 percent of
the grants in the sample were allocated to state
agencies. As in eight of the nine other case study
states, grants to state agencies are fewer in number
but higher in average dollar allocation than those to
local agencies. The 10 percent of the funds awarded
to other agencies generally consisted of grants to gov-
ernment councils and RPUs for coordination of
specific activities of local governments within their
jurisdiction.

*See Chapter VIII for a description of the methodology em-
ployed in this analysis.



Safe Streets Funding to Ohio

Table 7

FY 1969-1975

FY 1969 FY 1970 FY 1971 FY 1972
Part B 803,350 911,000 1,164,000 1,625,000
Part C 1,057,515 9,563,000 17,645,000 21,385,995
Part E 1,292,000 2,520,000
TOTAL $ 1,860,865 $10,474,000 $20,101,000 $ 25,530,999
FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 Total
Part B 1,810,000 2,216,000 2,434,000 10,963,350
Part C 24,820,995 24,820,995 24,382,000 123,675,504
Part E 2,920,000 2,920,000 2,868,000 12,520,000
TOTAL $29,550,995 $29,956,995 $29,684,000 $147,158,854
Source: Ohio FY 1975 comprehensive criminal justice plan.
Table 8
Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample
Number of Percent Amount Percent Amount of
Recipient Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds Average Grant
State 23 13 1,624,963 25 $79,347
County 78 45 2,440,484 37 31,288
City 63 36 1,932,828 29 30,680
Other 11 6 676,678 10 11,516
TOTAL 175 $6,674,953
Table 9
Recipients of Part C and E Funds in Ohio
FY 1972-1974
FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974
% % %
State 35 34 41
City 21 27 23
County 42 41 34
Private 1 - -

Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data.
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Primary Number of
Activity Grants
Equipment 50
Construction 2
Services 101
Training 21
Personnel 1
TOTAL 175

Table 10

Primary Activities Supported with Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
28 1,309,984 20
1 64,927 1
57 4,613,087 69
12 638,175 10
1 48,780 1

$6,674,953

Data from LEAA’s Grants Management Informa-
tion System (GMIS)* were used to verify these re-
sults. The figures presented in Table 9 confirm the
grant sample finding that local units of government
receive the majority of Safe Streets funds. The table
also shows that county governments receive a higher
proportion of funds than city governments.

GMIS data were also used to determine the ex-
tent to which major cities received equitable shares
of Ohio’s Safe Streets funds. The five Ohio cities
with populations of 250,000 or more (Cincinnati,
Cleveland, Columbus, Akron and Toledo) collect-
ively account for 21 percent of the state’s population

*For a discussion of the limitations and uses of the GMIS data,
see Chapter V. Although not all awards have been recorded in
GMIS, the data on Ohio for the three most recent fiscal years
is reasonably complete: 94.9 percent for ali FY 1972 C and E
awards is included; 90.5 percent for FY 1973 funds; and 66.9
percent for FY 1974, as of August 1975.

and 38 percent of the state’s total 1973 index crimes.
Yet, GMIS data show that Ohio cities of this size
have received only 19 percent of the Part C funds
available to localities. The major cities did not re-
ceive an appropriate share of Safe Streets monies
when their crime rates and population were taken
into account. The data also suggested that counties
and smaller municipalities in the six RPUs received
a greater share of Safe Streets funds than their crime
rates and population warrant. (In Ohio, county gov-
ernments have a broader range of criminal justice
responsibilities than city governments do.)

To determine the kinds of activities supported with
Safe Streets funds, the field team classified each
grant into one of the five categories shown in Table
10.

Ohio, like the other case study states, used the
bulk of its Part C funds for service activities; 69
percent of the funds (57 percent of the grants) in the

Table 11

Distribution of Action Funds by Functional Component
1974 Grant Sample

Functional Number of
Component Grants
Police 71
Courts 35
Corrections 23
Juvenile Delinquency 36
Drug and Alcohol 5
Combinations 5

TOTAL 175

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
41 2,396,298 36
20 880,132 13
13 1,019,703 15
21 1,607,018 24
3 511,050 8

260,752 4
$6,674,953




sample supported activities of this type, a figure
slightly greater than the 68 percent mean allocation
for all case study states. Ohio awarded a higher
percentage of dollars for equipment activities than
eight of the nine other case study states. Twenty
percent of the funds and 28 percent of the grants
in the sample were awarded to projects of this type.
Most equipment projects have been related to law
enforcement communications or information systems
improvement efforts. Although the SPA has no
policy barring construction projects, the grant sam-
ple reflected the low priority status of activities of
this type.

The ACIR field team also classified grants in the
sample-according to criminal justice functional com-
ponent (see Table 11).

Like almost all of the other case study states, Ohio
awarded more of its funds to the police than to any
other single functional area within the criminal
justice system. Although police projects received
36 percent of the funds in the sample, more than half
of this amount ($1,332,509) was used to develop or
upgrade communications and information systems.

Compared with the other case study states, Ohio
awarded higher percentages of funds to juvenile
delinquency and drug and alcohol programs, an
average percentage to courts and a lower percentage
to corrections.

Data from GMIS were used to verify the func-
tional distribution findings of the grant sample.
Although the figures shown in Table 12 are based
on fiscal year funds rather than calendar year
awards and the GMIS method of categorization
differs from that used by ACIR in the grant sample,
there is some degree of correlation between the two.
The data in Table 12 show that the police have been
the primary beneficiary of Ohio Safe Streets funds.
However, their proportion of the total Part C
awards has steadily decreased from the FY 1969
high of 54 percent to the FY 1974 figure of 34 per-
cent.

The ACIR field team sought to determine the ex-
tent to which Safe Streets funds were used to sup-
port new and innovative programs, as opposed to
routine activities. With the help of the SPA staff,
the ACIR field team classified the grants in the sam-
ple into two additional sets of categories. The first
reflects the degree to which the activities had been
attempted prior to Safe Streets funding. The results
of this breakdown (see Table 13) show that 93 per-
cent of the funds was used for activities never at-

tempted in the state or local jurisdictions prior to
Safe Streets assistance. Only a small proportion of
the funds (six percent) supported activities that
had been attempted previously.

" A second set of categories was used to assess the
degree of activities supported by Safe Streets funds
(see Table 14). Again, the overwhelming majority
of funds (85 percent) was used to support new ac-
tivities. The bulk of the remaining 15 percent of
funds was used for the update and modernization
of equipment —particularly communications and
records systems. Ohio allocated a higher percentage
of its Part C funds to new activities than any of the
other case study states.

Ohio has awarded the bulk of its funds to local
agencies and service projects. Although the police
area received a greater share than any other func-
tional area, juvenile delinquency and drug and al-
cohol programs were awarded a higher percentage
of funds in Ohio than in most of the other case study
states. Of all the case study states, Ohio awarded the
highest percentage of its funds for new activities.
Few grants were provided for routine activities or
projects that had been previously attempted.

Grant Processing

Delay in processing action grants is not a major
issue in Ohio. Of the 84 cities and counties respond-
ing to the ACIR survey, only 29 said that they had
experienced major delays during the grant award
process. Several of the respondents attributed delays
to the lengthy period between submission of pre-
applications (occuring during state planning meet-
ings) and the actual award of grant funds (after state
plan approval by LEAA).

The SPA has developed a stable and effective sys-
tem for reviewing and approving applications and
disbursing funds. This project-specific planning
approach minimizes the time involved in the award
process by merging planning and funding decision-
making. SPA staff members know before the grant
award phase which applications to expect and the
dollar amount that each will request. This approach
eliminates funding decisions made on a first-come,
first-served basis and limits the volume of applica-
tions.

Current SPA procedures require that every ap-
plication for funds be acted upon within 90 days of
receipt. If the SPA fails to complete the project re-
view during the 90-day period, it must provide fund-

485



98v

Fiscal
Year

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

Subgrant

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Part C
Part E
Total

Pert C
Part E
Total

Source: GM!S data.

No.
55

55°

494

494

234

234

316

316

219

219

161

161

o

68

80

80

57

57

54

51

43

42

40

38

Police

$ Amount
497,282
0
497,282

5,117,738
0
5,117,738

6,516,361
0
6,516,361

7,909,864
0
7,909,864

8,305,748
0
8,305,748

5,762,364
0
5,762,364

54

54

51

51

42

42

39

34

36

33

35

31

Table 12

Distribution of Part C and E Block Funds in Ohio

FY 1969-1974

Courts

No. % S$Amount % No.
4 5 26,530 2 6

0 O 0 0 0

4 5 26,530 2 6
31 5 530,431 5 43
0 0 0 0 0
31 5 530,431 5 43
64 15 1,328,008 8 52
0 0 0 0 0
64 15 1,328,008 8 52
102 17 3,180,131 15 77
0 0 0 0 29
102 16 3,180,131 14 106
94 18 2,714177 1 98
0 0 0 0 19
94 18 2,714,177 10 117
77 19 1,979,762 12 67
0o 0 [} 0 21
77 18 1,979,762 10 88

Corrections
% SAmount %
7 99,961 10
0 [} 0
7 99,961 10
7 2.050,745 20
0 0 0
7 2,050,745 20
12 3,188,602 20
0 [¢} 0
12 3,188,602 20
13 5,509,397 27
100 2,561,530 100
17 8,070,927 35
19 5,843,852 25
100 2,330,165 100
22 8,174,017 32
16 3,639,521 22
100 2,393,944 100
20 6,033,465 32

No.
13
0
13

37
0
37

47
0
47

31
0
31

63
0
53

60
0
60

Combinatlons

%
16

0
16

6
0
6

"

11

(3

10

10

15

14

$ Amount
173,611
0
173,611

1,182,096
0
1,182,096

3,836,422
(¢}
3,836,422

1,065,649
0
1,065,649

3,730,716
0
3,730,716

2,630,282
0
2,630,282

%
18
0

18

11
0
AA]

25
4
25

5
0
4

16
0
14

16
0
14

No.
2
0
2

9

0
9

11
0
11

54
0
54

37
0
37

34
0
34

Non-CJ Agencies

% $Amount
2 119,466
0 0
2 $119,466
1 1,067,284
4] 0
1 1,067,284
2 429,957
[} [+}
2 429,957
9 2,479,334
0 0
8 2,479,334
7 2,180,921
0 0
7 2,180,921
8 2,153,282
0 0
8 2,153,282

13
13
10

10

N o

12

10

(=)

13

1




Number of
Grants

Never attempted

anywhere 1
Never attempted

in state 39
Never attempted

in locality 108
Has been attempted

in locality 27

TOTAL 175

Table 13

Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
1 18,677 0.3
22 2,602,703 39
62 3,628,951 54
15 424,632 6
$6,674,953

ing regardless of the relative merits of the project.
The SPA can, however, delay review by declaring
a project “temporarily rejected” because of defic-
iencies. If deficiencies are corrected, the review peri-
od may continue for the number of days remain-
ing at the time of temporary rejection. To date, the
SPA has not been forced to fund any project be-
cause of the expiration of the 90-day period.

A-95 clearinghouse review is a negligible factor
in the grant processing period. Regional considera-
tion and state-level A-95 review of the state plan
usually take place simultanecously. Both are com-
pleted before submission of the plan to LEAA.

Continuation Funding

The Ohio SPA has adopted a policy of continua-
tion funding that permits a maximum of five years

of support. The schedule of funding is as follows:
the first three years at a 90/10 ratio, the fourth
year at 60/40 and the fifth year at 30/70. (There
are, however, some exceptions to this overall policy.
One is the two-year limit on projects providing law
clerks for judges.) The SPA estimates that com-
mitments to continuation projects accounted for
about 75 percent of the FY 1975 Part C funds. The
SPA often prefers continuing successful projects,
rather than initiating new ones. Because of the re-
duction in the FY 1976 block grant funds and the
inflationary spiral of maintaining ongoing projects,
little money is available for initiation of new pro-
gram activity in the FY 1976 plan.

Few interviewees said that “good” projects had
been discontinued as a result of the state’s assump-
tion-of-cost policy or the unavailability of other sour-
ces of financial support. However, a General Ac-

Degree of Number of
Innovation Grants
New 133
Expansion 8
Update 29
Routine 5
TOTAL 175

Table 14

Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
76 5,683,930 85
5 197,981 3
17 775,508 12
3 62,534 1

$6,674,953
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counting Office (GAO) 1974 report, “Long-Term
Impact of Law Enforcement Assistance Grants
Can Be Improved,” stated that some meritorious
projects in Ohio have been discontinued. According
to the GAO study, of 42 long-term projects pre-
viously funded with Safe Streets monies, 22 had
either terminated completely or were operating at a
reduced level. State and local officials judged that
15 of the 22 projects merited continuation. GAO
attributed the lack of cost assumption to inadequate
financial planning, technical assistance and project
evaluation. 3

Some state and local officials anticipated that,
in the near future, as the SPA’s policy affects more
and more projects, continuation funding will be a
problem. Assumption of costs will be particularly
difficult in the economically distressed areas of the
state, such as the Appalachian portion of Southwest
Ohio and the City of Cleveland. Cleveland, for
example, faces a severe continuation problem be-
cause of economic difficulties and the termination
of the Impact Cities program. Projects initiated
with LEAA discretionary funds under that program
must now be supported with block grant monies or
other sources of support. The limited availability
of Part C funds and the strain on the city’s budget
will probably mean that only projects that have
demonstrated their merit will be continued with
other funding sources. Marginal projects will be
terminated.

The continuation issue and the commitment states
and localities must make to assume project costs is
having some impact on the willingness to develop
new programs —particularly those with long-term
funding implications. Because projects of this type
are often programmatic and innovative, it is pos-
sible that continuation funding problems will en-
courage localities to undertake one-time projects
for training, equipment and construction in their
stead.

As in other states, opinion is divided in Ohio on
the desirability of requiring subgrantees to assume
project costs within a specific time period. Some
interviewees thought that the Ohio policy was too
stringent, particularly with respect to innovative pro-
grams that might not be able to demonstrate their
value and cost-effectiveness within the alloted time
period. Some thought that Safe Streets funds should
be used to continue projects provided that the funds
were available and the activities supported were

meritorious. Others said that the state should adopt
an even more stringent assumption-of-cost policy.
All seem to agree that the SPA will continue to en-
force its present policy and that some good projects
will be lost. There is general agreement that the two
most important factors in determining whether or
not a project will be assumed are the proven success
of the project and the financial resources available
to the unit of government. The SPA has not yet
developed effective methods for assessing projects.

Monitoring and
Evaluation Eftorts

The SPA and RPU staffs monitor Safe Streets
projects and conduct on-site evaluations. Recipients
are required to submit quarterly monitoring reports
and a final progress report. The SPA administers a
statewide data collection system. The SPA is sup-
posed to use monitoring information to identify the
need for technical assistance or difficulties with pro-
ject implementation and to assist in refunding deci-
sions. Although the SPA says that the information
generated through the monitoring system is of some
use in modifying project operations and affecting
planning and funding decisions, the monitoring sys-
tem is not sophisticated enough to generate sufficient
information on a timely basis.

The SPA’s evaluation capacity is limited. In mid-
1975, the major thrust of the evaluation effort con-
cerned the designation of $200,000 of the FY 1976
Part C funds as special incentive funding for evalua-
tion projects. The SPA has received LEAA discre-
tionary funds for one fuli-time evaluation/monitor-
ing specialist, who is attempting to develop a mathe-
matical model to assess criminal justice projects.
RPUs are attempting to develop their own evalua-
tion systems, but these, too, are in early stages.

In terms of the allocation of planning dollars and
staff time, monitoring and evaluation are low prior-
ities for the SPA. Consequently, neither activity
is systematized or effective. Although the monitor-
ing system may have potential in the long run, dif-
ficulties in data collection and administration of the
data instruments have negated any possible impact
on decision-making at the subgrantee or SPA levels.
To date, neither evaluation nor monitoring efforts
have been sufficient to generate project or program-
level information that is relevant, timely and useful
in decision-making.



Plan implementation

One of the advantages of the project-specific
planning approach is the comparatively high degree
to which activities identified in the plan are imple-
mented and carried through to completion. The SPA
staff estimated that approximately 90 percent of the
planned projects are implemented and completed.
To the extent that plan implementation is an indi-
cator of planning capability, the Ohio SPA rates
very highly. The project-specific approach facili-
tates local planning efforts by advising state agen-
cies, local governments and other subgrantees of the
amount of funding designated for specific projects,
before they make formal application. Because the
state plan is project-specific, changes are sometimes
necessary when an anticipated project is not imple-
mented, a project to be funded is omitted or there are
significant budgeting shifts. These “‘plan variations,”
after staff review and recommendation, must be ap-
proved by the commission. When additional dollars
become available, the SPA staff consults an *‘ap-
proved-hold” list and generally recommends funding
of projects that fall within the same category, at
approximately the same cost. By keeping variations
within program categories, the SPA minimizes the
need for frequent amendment of the state plan. In
FY 1972-1973, the SPA reallocated only six percent
of its block grant funds within the program cate-
gories. Reasons for these reallocations included the
inability of grantees to generate match, changes in
local administration and shifts in subgrantee prior-
ities.

Overlapping planning and funding periods—
neither of which dovetail with state or local budget
cycles —compound budgeting problems. Subgrantees
develop and submit detailed applications for funding
from one fiscal year’s plan, while preparing pre-
applications for the next fiscal year’s plan and im-
plementing projects funded out of the previous fiscal
year’s plan. Although the Ohio SPA has compressed
the lag between planning and funding to a com-
paratively short period, nine months to a year usually
elapse between the time the subgrantee plans for and
can implement his project.

Lapsed Funds

The amount of unexpended Federal funds that re-
verts to the Department of the Treasury is an indica-
tion of an SPA’s planning and funding effective-
ness. In FY 1972, Ohio reverted approximately

$422,000 of its $21,385,000 Part C award (two per-
cent) and $743,000 (31 percent) of its $2,520,000
Part E award. According to the SPA staff, the prob-
lem of reverted funds stems, at least in part, from
applicants spending below their budgets—a result
of staff hiring delays.

LEAA Discretionary Grants

Ohio received $14,362,000 in Part C discretion-
ary funds and $7,735,000 in Part E discretionary
funds from LEAA between 1969 and June 30; 1973,
the majority of which was awarded to the Pilot
Cities program in Dayton and the Impact Cities pro-
gram in Cleveland.

The Dayton program, begun in 1970, was part of
a nationwide effort by the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ). It
represented an attempt at innovative, crime-oriented
criminal justice planning. The Dayton-Montgomery
County area received approximately $4 million for
the program. LEAA terminated the program in June
1975 after evaluation indicated that its national
benefits were too limited to justify continuation.*

The Impact Cities program was initiated by
LEAA in 1972. Eight cities, including Cleveland,
were selected to participate. LEAA committed $160
million to fund projects for two years that were de-
signed to reduce specific stranger-to-stranger crimes
of violence and burglary by 20 percent within five
years. In Cleveland, an Impact board, consisting of
the LEAA regional administrator, the mayor (the
Impact director) and the head of the SPA, was es-
tablished to coordinate the program. (The SPA and
the RPU played nominal roles.) The city established
its own Impact planning office and generally dealt
directly with the LEAA regional office.

The national Impact program ended in July 1975
when LEAA discretionary funds were reallocated
to new national priority efforts. Grantee cities are
expected to continue successful Impact projects from
Safe Streets block grant funds, general revenue shar-
ing or city revenues. Overall, it is anticipated that
many projects will be terminated. Cleveland hired
additional police officers with some of its Impact

*A separate evaluation of Pilot Cities was conducted by an out-
side research firm under contract to LEAA, between December
1973 and June 1975. This report was generally more favorable
in its assessment of the program and concluded ihat the Pilot
Team approach can be quite efficient as a means of introduc-
ing highly cost-effective changes. ‘
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money and was able to retain them (thereby avoid-
ing a police strike) only by obtaining Federal man-
power and community development funds. The city
has already allocated its entire FY 1976 general
revenue sharing allotment (approximately $15.5 mil-
lion) for police salaries.

Impact program funds enabled Cleveland to estab-
lish a sophisticated crime analysis and planning unit
within the mayor’s office. This helped to strengthen
the chief executive’s position with respect to the
RPU. The unit, although greatly reduced in size,
received a block grant award from the SPA for the
continuation of the criminal justice planning, moni-
toring and evaluation section of the city’s Depart-
ment of Public Safety.

It is impossible to judge the extent to which politi-
cal considerations have affected the award of discre-
tionary funds. The fact that Cleveland’s mayor was
a Republican (one of the few big-city Republican
mayors) during a Republican administration in
Washington might have been a factor in the selec-
tion of Cleveland as an Impact city; however, ample
substantive and statistical data could also justify
the decision. In the opinion of the Ohio SPA, LEAA
discretionary fund awards have been used to supple-
ment block grant funding rather than to obtain
political support.

The extent to which fluctuation in leadership and
priorities at LEAA has undermined its commit-
ment to special emphasis or national priority efforts
is a key issue with respect to discretionary funding.
Cleveland officials thought that their program was
highly successful, adding: *“Just when we had some-
thing started, they [LEAA] terminated the pro-
gram.” LEAA officials point out that although the
Impact program was never intended to go beyond a
two-year action phase, funding was continued until
June 1975 to allow the cities more time to expend the
funds and facilitate gradual assumption of success-
ful projects. The SPA expressed some dissatisfaction
with LEAA’s role in discretionary grants, such as
Impact cities (in which the state normally plays a
secondary role), but generally viewed its relation-
ship with the LEAA regional office as satisfactory.
No complaints concerning approval of the state
plan, the use of special conditions or the role of
LEAA’s state representative were voiced.

IMPACT OF THE SAFE STREETS ACT

Ohio has received approximately $136 million of
Safe Streets block funds since 1969. During this

period, crime in the state increased by 11.5 per-
cent, but whether crime would have increased by a
higher percentage without Safe Streets funds is not
known. Interviewees said that it was impossible to
judge the impact of the Safe Streets program on
crime rate and that the Safe Streets program should
not be assessed on the basis of crime reduction.
(Interviewees said that the causes of crime are too
diverse and complex to be addressed by a program
as limited as Safe Streets.)

Interviewees said that the program has improved
coordination among the diverse elements of the
criminal justice system. The creation of a forum
where criminal justice officials can meet, exchange
ideas and discuss mutual problems was cited as an
example of this coordination.

Interviewees said that the Safe Streets program
has stimulated improvements in the criminal justice
system, although the extent and nature of improve-
ments have not been adequately measured. Many
examples of projects that had improved the quality
of justice or had increased the operational capacity
of individual agencies were cited. According to the
SPA, improvements resulting from Safe Streets
funds include: increased use of drug and alcohol de-
toxification centers; improved crime laboratories;
increased public defender services; expanded train-
ing for criminal justice personnel; upgraded cor-
rectional services and treatment alternatives; and in-
creased diversion of juveniles from the juvenile jus-
tice system. Major systems integration improvements
included:

® The establishment of a statewide police
radio communications network that has
aided individual law enforcement agen-
cies and has helped to coordinate law en-
forcement efforts between communit-
ies by facilitating communications across
jurisdictional lines.

® The development of a Criminal Justice
Information System (CJIS) to supply
operational data for law enforcement,
courts, corrections, probation and parole
agencies, which will eventually provide
a system for the sharing of information
among criminal justice system agen-
Cl€s.

The SPA had had limited success in providing
state and local governments with a comprehensive
criminal justice planning system. It has established



a successful framework for comprehensive criminal
justice planning activities at the state and local
levels, but more time and funds are needed to de-
velop the staff expertise, the organizational pro-
cesses and the statewide credibility necessary for
comprehensive planning. The SPA has attempted
to make comprehensive planning a reality for Ohio’s
major urban areas through the structure of the six
joint city-county regions.

The SPA has not established significant credibil-
ity in the areas of policy development, comprehen-
sive planning, technical assistance, research and
evaluation. To date, it has been a dispenser of Fed-
eral funds, without which the agency would probably
close. The SPA’s emphasis on efficient delivery of
Federal crime control dollars has been pursued at
the expense of activities that might have had far-
reaching implications for the state’s criminal jus-
tice system and created a permanent role for the
agency. However, if the development of an effective
management system is a prerequisite of effective
planning and evaluation, the Ohio SPA has now
reached a point from which it can begin to broaden
its role without impairing its duties as overseer of
the expenditure of public funds. The Ohio SPA,
by setting realistic, modest objectives, may have been
preparing for the pursuit of more ambitious goals
in the future.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

The most important characteristics of Ohio’s Safe
Streets program are the harmony that exists between
the RPUs and their localities and the SPA, and the
lack of controversy over the program’s operation at
all levels. The Ohio SPA has voluntarily delegated
significant decision-making authority to the six
urban city-county regions, established an equitable
and consistent formula for allocating funds, and
developed an efficient system for managing the
Safe Streets grants process at the state level.

Some interviewees thought that the state has
granted too much authority to the regions and has
not provided adequate leadership in crime control
planning and programming. It may be that Ohio,
with a long tradition of strong local government
and a large number of highly populated cities and
counties, presents an environment suited to decen-
tralized decision-making. The fact that Ohio cities
and counties collectively span the entire range of

criminal justice services makes this type of system-
wide planning possible.

Major issues encountered in the Ohio program in-
clude the following:

1. The Role of SPA Staff. The SPA staff
has considerable influence, particularly
in project funding decisions in APD
jurisdictions. Some APD localities ob-
ject to their dependence on the SPA
staff and would prefer their own local or
regional planner. The SPA, lacking
funds to support regional staffs in all
areas of the state, has decided to use
its Part B planning funds to staff six
urban regions.

2. Evaluation. Activities supported by Safe
Streets funds have not been adequately
evaluated. Evaluation has not been a
high priority for the SPA and insuf-
ficient planning funds have impeded
the development of an effective system
for this purpose.

3. LEAA Discretionary Funds. The SPA
and the RPUs have played a minor
role in the award and use of LEAA
discretionary  funds—particularly in
the Cleveland Impact Cities program.
With the termination of the program,
many Impact Cities subgrantees will
be seeking block grant support.

4. Emphasis on Grants Management.
Efficient management of Federal crime
control dollars has been a prime goal
of the SPA. Some find this emphasis
too narrow and argue that it has hinder-
ed the development of other capabili-
ties—such as evaluation, research and
comprehensive  planning —that might
have had long-term potential. How-
ever, it can also be argued that the
SPA’s objectives reflected performance
expectations consistent with the state’s
resources and authority under the Safe
Streets program.

The Ohio SPA’s decentralized approach offers
a unique model for Safe Streets planning and fund-
ing activities. The term “Ohio Plan” is now an

491



492

accepted phrase in jargon. The “Plan” denotes a
decision by state planners to delegate responsibility
and authority to regional planning units that en-
compass a state’s greatest population and highest

FOOTNOTES

IOhio, Department of Economic and Community Development,
Administration of Justice Division, Ohio’s 1975 Comprehen-
sive Criminal Justice Plan, pp. B5-B7.

2U.S., Department of Justice and U.S., Department of Com-
merce, Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal

crime rates. The underlying premise of the “Plan”
is that crime problems can best be solved at the local
level. It therefore advocates concentration of Safe
Streets decision-making power at the local level.

Justice System, 1972-73 (Washington,
Printing Office, 1975), pp. 34-35.

D.C.: Government

3U.S., General Accounting Office, Comptroller General, Long-

Term Impact of Law Enforcement Assistance Grants Can Be
Improved (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1974), pp. 20-21.



APPENDIX 1
Ohio Site Visits

The ACIR field team visited the Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council of Greater Cleveland. This
RPU encompasses the City of Cleveland, Cuyahoga
County and 59 suburban municipalities (cities, vil-
lages and townships) within the county limits. The
RPU includes 15 percent of the total state popula-
tion and accounted for 18 percent of the state’s total
reported index crime in 1973. Cleveland is the largest
city in Ohio, with a population of 690,000. It leads
the state in reported index crimes, with a 1973 total
of 42,140. Between 1972 and 1973, Cleveland ex-
perienced a decline in both population (down 2.8
percent) and crime (down 12.9 percent). The pro-
portion of non-white, poor, and very young or very
poor in its population is increasing. A steady erosion
of its tax base has placed a severe strain on the
city’s ability to provide public services—including
law enforcement. In contrast to the city’s situation,
the remainder of the country has experienced an
increase in both population (up 1.9 percent) and
crime (up 9.2 percent).

Other localities visited were the cities of Colum-
bus, Springfield and Mansfield and the counties of
Franklin, Clark and Richland.

The City of Mansfield and Richland County are
located in Administrative Planning District I, in
Northwest Ohio. Mansfield is the largest city in
APD 1, with a population of approximately 55,000.
Together with the surrounding County of Richland,
in 1973 it led the APD with 4,415 reported index
crimes.

The City of Springfield and Clark County are lo-
cated in APD III, in Southwest Ohio. Springfield
is the largest city in the APD, with a population
of 81,000. Together with its surrounding county
(Clark) it led the APD with 6,080 reported index
crimes.

The Columbus-Franklin Criminal Justice Co-
ordinating Council serves the City of Columbus and
Franklin County. Columbus is the state capital
and has a population of 560,000. Franklin County
(excluding Columbus) has a population of 318,000.
In 1973, the county reported 30,788 index crimes.

interviews Conducted in Ohio

State
SPA Staff

Bennett Cooper, Deputy Director

Col. Alphonso Montgomery, Asst. Deputy Director

Marie Furjanic, Acting Chief, Bureau of Planning
and Research

David Henderson, Chief, Bureau of Project Review

Robert Dundon, Chief, Bureau of Grants Manage-
ment

R. Thomas Mallory, Program Specialist

Charles E. Scales, Program Specialist

Seth H. Watterson, Program Specialist

Jeff Isralsky, Program Specialist

Roger Atwood, Program Specialist

Jerry Black, Acting Courts Planner

Steve Fried, Metropolitan Program Specialist

William C. Patterson, State Projects Specialist

Other State Officials

Judge Alvin Krenzler, Chairman, Ohio Criminal
Justice Supervisory Commission

Thomas Rice, Asst. Deputy Director, Department
of Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Richard Staff, Analyst, Office of Budget and
Management

James Duerk, Director, Department of Economic
and Community Development

Dwight Petty, Executive Assistant to the Attorney
General

Jack MacCormack, Bureau of Criminal Investiga-
tion, Office of the Attorney General

C. William O’Neill, Chief Justice, Ohio Supreme
Court

Paul Gillmor, State Senator

George F. Denton, Director, Department of Re-
habilitation and Correction

Victor Copeland, Asst. Chief—LEAA Unit, Ohio
Y outh Commission
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Col. Frank E. Blackstone, Superintendent, Ohio
Highway Patrol

Capt. E. A. Overly, Planning and Research, Ohio
Highway Patrol

Lt. Walter Liddle, Federal Programs, Ohio High-
way Patrol

Michael Foley, Ohio Prosecuting Attorneys Associa-
tions

Eugene Jewell, Arson Bureau, Ohio Fire Marshall’s
Office

Regional

Cleveland-Cuyahoga County Criminal Justice Co-
ordinating Council

Michael V. Schaffer, Director
Joseph E. Godwin, Assistant Director

Columbus-Franklin County Criminal Justice Co-
ordinating Council

Paul Gatsch, Executive Director

Local

Franklin County
George Smith, County Prosecutor

Sheriff Harry Berkemer, County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment

Columbus

Major Wayne Rugh, Columbus, Police Department
Bernard Chupka, Safety Director, Columbus Police
Department

Clark County

Darrell Howard, County Commissioner

Chief Deputy Tehan, Sheriff’s Department

Judge Richard Henderson, Court of Common Pleas
Lynn Alexander, Adult Probation

Peter Pappas, Office of the County Prosecutor

Farrell Ballenger, Donald Bendure, Lynn Storcher,
Juvenile Court and Probation Department

Gene Nevius, Director, Public Defender Services

Barbara Shanks, Administrative Assistant, Public
Defender Services

Ray Jenkins, Information Systems, Public Defender
Services

Roger Suver,
Common Pleas

Court Administrator, Court of

Springfield

Ted Thompson, Asst. City Manager

William Schiagle, Acting Chief, Police Division

Capt. Lucien Walters, Police Division

Fred Stauffer, Adult Probation, Springfield Muni-
cipal Court

Richland County
Shirley Whisler, Deputy Sheriff

Richard McFarland, County Commissioner
William McKee, County Prosecutor

Mansfield

Lt. Wayne Cairns, Mansfield Police Department
Mayor Richard A. Porter, Mansfield, Ohio
Ralph Smith, Asst. School Superintendent

Cuyahoga County

John T. Corrigan, County Prosecutor
Frank Pokorny, County Commissioner
James A. Janesz, Chief Probation Officer
Roger Hurley, Legal Aid Society

Cleveland

Capt. Thomas McGinty, Cleveland Police Depart-
ment

Donald E. Jakeway, Impact Cities Program, Office
of the Mayor



Population Group

Over 500,000
250,000 - 500,000
100,000 - 249,999
50,000 - 99,999
25,000 - 49,999
10,000 - 24,999
TOTAL

APPENDIX 2.

Responses to Local Questionnaires

Ohio
1975
Counties Cities
Number Surveyed Responding Number Surveyed Responding
No. % No. %

5 3 60 2 2 100
4 2 50 3 2 67
10 3 30 4 3 75
25 6 24 12 7 58
29 7 24 28 16 57
14 4 29 99 40 39
87 25 29 148 70 47
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Pennsylvania

A large industrial state, Pennsylvania ranks third
in population in the country. More than 70 percent
of its 12 million residents live in urban places (as
defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census in 1972),
and the state is dominated by two major population
centers — Philadelphia and Pittsburgh.! Despite its
size, Pennsylvania stands 44th among the states in
crime rate. In 1973, its reported index crime rate
was 2,458.8, while crime indexes for the nation’s
most populous states (California and New York)
were 6,304.9 and 4,306.7, respectively. 2

Pennsylvania has 1,012 municipalities (cities and
boroughs), 1,552 townships and 67 counties. (The
County of Philadelphia is geographically coter-
minous with the City of Philadelphia and shares the
same government.) Many of these localities are
small: 15 percent of the counties have a population
under 25,000, 62 percent of the cities have 2,500
or fewer inhabitants and 35 percent of the town-
ships have fewer than 1,000 residents.’

Direct state and local expenditures for criminal
justice amounted to $596.3 million in FY 1973. Local
government outlays ($417.5 million) made up 70
percent of this total. The bulk of local funds (63 per-
cent) was allocated for police protection. Of the re-
mainder, 18 percent was allotted to the judiciary;
13 percent, to corrections; five percent, to prosecu-
tion; 1.4 percent, to indigent defense; and 0.2 per-
cent, to other criminal justice services. Of total state
expenditures ($188.8 million), 46 percent supported
police; 12 percent, the judiciary; 39 percent, cor-
rections; two percent, prosecution; none for indigent
defense; and 1.8 percent, other criminal justice ser-
vices.*

Factors bearing upon the selection of Pennsylvania
for case study analysis included the state’s urbaniza-
tion, size and location; the predominance of local
government in financing and delivering criminal
justice services; and the decentralization of the Safe
Streets program to regions.

THE CRIMINAL JUST!CE SYSTEM

The state’s criminal justice system is both diverse
and highly fragmented. Police protection is pri-
marily the responsibility of local government, with
local outlays accounting for about three-fourths of

all expenditures for this purpose. Each county elects
a sheriff, who has law enforcement powers, serves
as an officer of the courts and, in some cases, also
maintains the jail. In populous localities, municipal
police departments enforce state and Federal laws
as well as local ordinances. There are 1,062 local po-
lice departments in the state, of which more than 500
have five or fewer full-time, sworn personnel.®

In an effort to upgrade the caliber of law enforce-
ment throughout the state, the general assembly
established, in 1974, the Municipal Police Officer’s
Education and Training Commission, which sets
minimum standards for basic police training and
certifies training programs and facilities. The law
specifically required that all police officers undergo
a certified basic training course within one year of
their employment. The commission’s efforts are
carried out by the state police.

The Pennsylvania State Police is the oldest organi-
zation of its kind in the United States. Headed by
a commissioner appointed by the governor, it is res-
ponsible for enforcing both traffic and criminal
laws. The state police provide direct law enforce-
ment services to many of the state’s rural areas
and criminal investigation assistance to local agen-
cies, on request. The state police operate a com-
puterized information system, training academies
and crime laboratories, which are available to local
law enforcement agencies.

By a 1968 constitutional amendment, Pennsyl-
vania established a unified judicial system under the
administration of the State Supreme Court. Provi-
sion was made for three levels of courts: courts of
initial jurisdiction (district justice courts and the
Municipal Court of Philadelphia); courts of general
trial jurisdiction (courts of common pleas); and
appellate courts (the Superior Court, an intermediate
appeals court, and the Supreme Court, the court of
last resort). The Commonwealth Court, which
handles government litigation, generally has either
original or appellate jurisdiction in cases involving
issues between citizens and the government and
between governmental units.

Judges and justices for courts of record (general
trial or appellate jurisdiction) are elected to an init-
ial ten-year term of office in partisan contests. Subse-
quently, voters determine whether or not to retain
the judge in office. The constitutional amendment
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also established a system of salaried district magis-
trates to replace the fee-based, justice of the peace
system. Other reforms included: mandatory retire-
ment at age 70 for all state judges, merit retention
of judges after they have been elected to their first
terms, a guaranteed right of appeal in all cases and
the establishment of a Judicial Inquiry and Review
Board.

The 1968 amendment assigned to the Supreme
Court general supervisory and administrative auth-
ority over the courts and granted it power to pre-
scribe rules governing practice, procedure and con-
duct, and to appoint a court administrator. The court
administrator has general management responsibility
for the court system, which includes collecting and
interpreting statistical data, preparing court budgets
and making recommendations for expediting litiga-
tion. Although the court system is administratively
unified at the state level, local governments (par-
ticularly counties) bear most of the financial burden.
In FY 1973, localities spent $75 million on the ju-
dicial system compared with $21 million in state
outlays for this purpose.

The attorney general, as chief state prosecutor
and head of the Department of Justice, has authority
to coordinate practices and policies among county
district attorneys, who are elected officials respon-
sible for prosecuting all criminal cases and repre-
senting the county in civil actions.

All counties provide legal services to indigent
defendents, but few maintain full-time public de-
fenders. In Philadelphia, defense of the indigent
is provided by the Defenders’ Association, a quasi-
governmental agency supported by both the city and
the United Fund.

The state’s correctional system is fragmented, both
functionally and jurisdictionally. Expenditures are
almost equally divided between state and local gov-
ernment, with the state accounting for about 56 per-
cent and localities for 44 percent. The Bureau of
Corrections of the Department of Justice maintains
a statewide system of adult institutions, a regional
correctional facility, community service centers and
group homes. Sixty-eight county jails and prisons
operate independently of the state system and hold
both pre-trial detainees and sentenced offenders.
Pennsylvania is one of the few states in the coun-
try where a significant portion of convicted felons
serve their sentences in locally operated institutions.
The State Bureau of Correction has the authority
to set standards, inspect and recommend improve-

ments within these local jails and prisons, but it lacks
enforcement powers.

The Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole
has full responsibility for the parole and supervi-
sion of adult offenders sentenced for two or more
years. The agency is authorized to conduct pre-
sentence investigations, establish statewide standards
for county adult probation agencies and provide
grants-in-aid to counties to improve their probation
services. Local probation services are administered
by the common pleas court of each county; adult
and juvenile probation may be administered sepa-
rately or together.

The State Department of Public Welfare over-
sees all juvenile correctional institutions, including
10 that are state-owned and operated and nine that
are privately run with local government support.
Until recently, two adult facilities also admitted juve-
niles. The attorney general terminated juvenile ser-
vices at one of these institutions (Camp Hill) on
Aug. 15, 1975. The Department of Public Welfare
also operates a number of youth development cen-
ters, forestry camps and a day treatment center.

Juvenile probation services are primarily local
functions administered under the aegis of the juvenile
division of the court of common pleas and financed,
for the most part, by county government. The juve-
nile court judge is responsible for the appointment
of probation officers and the proper treatment of
youthful offenders under his jurisdiction. Several
counties maintain juvenile detention facilities. The
state role in juvenile probation is carried out by the
Juvenile Court Judges Commission, of the Depart-
ment of Justice, which establishes personnel stan-
dards for county probation agencies.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

When the Safe Streets program was inaugurated
in 1968, Governor Raymond P. Shafer designated
the Pennsylvania Crime Commission as the state
planning agency (SPA) required under the act to
plan for and receive block grants. The crime com-
mission, initially established by statute to investi-
gate organized crime and official corruption, divided
its time between its normal investigative duties and
Safe Streets responsibilities until April 1970, when
the governor established the Pennsylvania Criminal
Justice Planning Board to assume administration of
the program. In 1971, the board was renamed the
Governor’s Justice Commission (GJC).



Table 1

Functional and Jurisdictional Composition
of the
Governor’s Justice Commission

October 1975

Functional Areas Percent
Police 12
Courts 6
Prosecution and Defense 12
Corrections 12
Juvenile Delinguency 25
Public 6
Other 25

Jurisdictions
State government 50

Elected officials 25
Appointed officials 25
County Government 25
Elected chief executive
or legislative officials 6
Elected law enforcement
officiais 12
Appointed officials 6
City Government 6
Elected chief executive or
legislative officials Y
Elected law enforcement
officials 0
Appointed officials 6
Public 19
Other 0

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey.

The GJC is located within the Department of
Justice and operates by authority of an executive
order issued by Governor Miiton J. Shapp on June
2, 1975. Its principal functions, defined in the ex-
ecutive order, are as follows:

® Preparing and revising the comprehen-
sive statewide plan;

® Defining, developing and correlating all
programs, projects and priorities to
improve the criminal justice system in
the state, including juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention;

® Reviewing fund accounting, evaluation
and monitoring procedures;

e Coordinating the state’s law enforce-
ment and criminal justice plan with other
federally supported programs;

e Collecting, analyzing and interpreting
crime statistics;

® Recommending legislation; and

® Supervising the administration and plan-
ning effort of the regional planning
councils.

The executive order expanded commission mem-
bership from 12 to a maximum of 17 persons, under
the chairmanship of the attorney general. The com-
mission’s members, appointed by the governor, rep-
resent law enforcement and criminal justice (includ-
ing juvenile delinquency) agencies, units of general
local government, and citizen, professional and
community organizations. At the time of the field
work, four of the 16 commissioners were state legis-
lators. Only one commissioner was an elected official
of general purpose local government. The attorney
general, an appointed official, is the only ex officio
member of the board (see Table 1).

Officials interviewed in Philadelphia, Pittsburgh
and Allegheny County generaily thought that their
jurisdictions were not adequately represented on
the commission. The two commissioners from Phil-
adelphia were not associated with the city govern-
ment. There are no local government officials
(elected or appointed) from Pittsburgh or Allegheny
County among the commission’s members.

The GJC staff is organized into three major divi-
sions: Program Support, State and Regional Opera-
tions, and Finance and Administration. A separate
policy section reports directly to the executive direc-
tor. Sixty-five persons staff the GJC state office in
Harrisburg under the executive director, who is
appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the gov-
ernor. Since 1969, there have been four directors,
each remaining for about one-and-a-half years.*

The GJC also has regional directors and support
staff in each of eight regional offices. The regional
director is a state employee selected by the GJC ex-
ecutive director and formally appointed by the gov-
ernor. These officials are responsible for planning,
organizing and administering the Safe Streets grants
in their region and serve as liaisons between local
governments, criminal justice agencies, private non-

*Subsequent to the ACIR field interviews, the attorney general
requested and received the resignation of the GJC executive
director, effective Oct. 1, 1975.
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profit groups and the commission. The state staff
members work in tandem with the planners hired
by the regional planning counciis.

The governor appoints the supervisory board
members of both the Governor’s Justice Commis-
sion and the eight regional planning councils. The
present governor appears to have little interest or
involvement in the program. According to the former
executive director, the governor seldom communi-
cates directly with commission members and rarely
offers recommendations concerning particular pro-
jects. However, if commission members are aware
that a project under consideration has gubernatorial
support, they may be influenced to make a favor-
able decision. Yet, according to the LEAA regional
office, few such occasions actually arise.

Although the GJC is not a creation of the state
legislature (the general assembly), there are several
areas where the GJC and the legislature interact.
The legislature must appropriate state by-in and
matching funds in order for the state to receive Safe
Streets block grants. In 1975, the GJC found legis-
lative approval of its request very difficult to obtain.
Several legislators opposed the GJC-funded Special
Prosecutor’s Office, due to its investigations of al-
leged official corruption in Philadelphia. In addi-
tion, the GJC executive director believed that the
problems were due to the state’s tight financial
condition and a lack of legislative understanding of
the Safe Streets program.

The legislators on the Governor’s Justice Com-
mission (four as of mid-1975) serve as a valuable
link between the general assembly and the GJC.
One state senator (a commission member) said that
the legislature used to be almost unaware of the Safe
Streets program; he noted, however, that legislators
(in particular, members of the appropriations com-
mittees) are now sensitive to the problems of con-
tinuation funding, scrutinize the use of Safe Streets
funds and require that all Federal monies be identi-
fied during the budget hearings.

The GJC has played a limited role in substantive
criminal justice legislative activities. The commis-
sion developed the proposal to establish a Municipal
Police Training and Education Commission. The
GJC staff has worked on two other bills —one setting
up a victim’s compensation pregram and the other
limiting police use of logger-recording equipment.
The staff has also been asked by the commission
to draft a proposal of particular interest to the gov-
ernor on security and privacy in criminal justice
information systems.

Table 2

Size of Pennsylvania
Regional Planning Councils

1975

Regional Planning Number of

Council Counties Population
Allegheny 1 1,605,016
Central 16 1,031,363
Northeast 15 1,796,985
Northwest 14 964,410
Philadelphia 1 1,948,609
Southcentral 8 1,260,357
Southeast 4 1,917,201
Southwest 8 1,103,903

Source: FY 1976 Pennsylvania pianning grant application; and U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 7970
Census of Population, pp. 24-25.

As chairman of the GJC and head of the Depart-
ment of Justice, of which the GJC is a part, the
attorney general has direct administrative control
of all GJC staff activities. For example, the 1975
executive order was drafted by members of the at-
torney general’s staff and approved by him prior to
being signed by the governor. The attorney gen-
eral also makes recommendations to the governor
regarding appointees to the commission. Thus, the
attorney general is a key agent in the Pennsylvania
Safe Streets program. The present attorney general
attends and chairs almost all commission meetings
and, during critical periods such as appropriations
hearings, is in almost constant contact with the GJC
staff. He intends to change the commission’s role
from that of a reactive reviewer of grants to that of
a pro-active policy-maker. As part of his leader-
ship responsibility, the attorney general sponsored,
in mid-October 1975, the first of a series of proposed
seminars for commission members, key staff and
regional chairmen and directors. The purpose of the
seminar was to enable the group to exchange ideas
and obtain a comprehensive overview of past and
present problems while soliciting ideas for the
future.

The role of GJC with respect to the state’s other
criminal justice agencies mainly involves the distribu-
tion of Safe Streets monies. Two agencies are par-
ticularly dependent on Safe Streets funds as a por-
tion of their annual budgets —the crime commission



and the Board of Probation and Parole. According
to the former executive director, the GJC does not
plan or evaluate state agency activities not supported
with Safe Streets funds, nor does it play a role in
reviewing and commenting on state agency budget
submissions.

The 1975 executive order established a Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Advisory Com-
mittee in order to comply with the requirements
of the Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. The commissioner of children
and youth in the Department of Public Welfare was
empowered to review and approve (but not disap-
prove) ‘“‘that portion of the Governor’s Justice Com-
mission State Plan dealing with the Improvement
of Juvenile Justice and Prevention of Juvenile De-
linquency before adoption of the Plan by the Gov-
ernor’s Justice Commission.”® The GJC executive
director is responsible for insuring coordination of
the GJC staff and the Division of Children and
Youth in the planning process.

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS

From the outset of the Safe Streets program,
Pennsylvania has utilized eight regional planning
councils (RPCs) to assist in the planning for and
administration of block grants (see Table 2). The

" RPCs generally conform to the six common human

service regions established in 1968 by Governor Sha-
fer, but two special regions were created for Alle-
gheny County and the City of Philadelphia because
these areas have significantly different crime pro-
blems than their neighboring counties and com-
mand a substantial amount of Federal funding.

Each regional council develops and adopts an
annual plan, reviews and evaluates local grant re-
quests, establishes regional priorities and policies,
provides technical assistance to its member jurisdic-
tions and makes recommendations to the GJC for
the approval or denial of local applications. The
RPCs establish their own bylaws, subject to the
approval of the GJC executive director. The organi-
zation of the councils varies slightly from region to
region; in general, each has an executive as well as
several standing committees that consider grants
in their respective areas. For example, the Allegheny
County RPC has five subcommittees: evaluation,
civil rights, information and communications sys-
tems, juvenile facilities and services, and application
screening. These committees make recommenda-
tions to the full council concerning both individual
applications and policy issues. Other RPCs are
structured along more functional lines. For example,
the standing committees of the Southcentral region
are police, courts and corrections, community, per-
sonnel, and bylaws and guidelines.

Source: FY 1976 Pennsylvania planning grant application.

Table 3
Distribution of Elected Officials in Pennsylvania Regional Planning Council Membership

1975

General Locat Criminal Total Percent of

Region Membership Government Elected Justice Elected Elected Al Elected
Allegheny 47 16 8 24 51
Central 33 11 7 18 55
Northeast 38 11 9 20 53
Northwest 54 17 11 28 52
Philadelphia 51 15 13 28 55
Southcentral 51 26 3 29 57
Southeast 38 17 4 21 55
Southwest 30 12 6 18 60
TOTAL 342 125 61 186 54
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Table 4
Functional Distribution of Regional Planning Council Membership
1975
Other
Region Police Courts Corrections Government Public Total
Allegheny 7 8 4 18 10 47
Central 7 6 3 13 4 33
Northeast 5 6 4 13 10 38
Northwest 9 8 4 21 12 54
Philadelphia 3 15 2 17 14 51
Southcentral 4 5 4 28 10 51
Southeast 7 4 2 19 6 38
Southwest 4 6 3 12 5 30
TOTAL 46 58 26 141 71 342

Percent of Total 13 17 8 41 21 100
Source: FY 1976 Pennsylivania planning grant application.

Composition of
Regional Planning Councils

The 1975 executive order also specified member-
ship requirements for the RPCs. Each must have at
least 24 persons, all of whom are appointed by the
governor. Council membership must meet the same
representative-character criteria as the GJC; how-
ever, 1t must also adhere to the 1973 Safe Streets
Act amendment requiring at least 51 percent of the
members to be local elected officials (see Tables
3 and 4).

Interviewees revealed skepticism about the effects
of the 51 percent requirement. Some contended that
the major effect had been to increase the size of the
RPCs to such an cxtent that they were too unwieldy
to be effective. The LEAA regional office said that
the requirement had resulted in more “logrolling”
on the councils. The former executive director of the
GJC noted a demonstrable increase in politicization
of the program at the local level —more ‘‘pie-cut-
ting” and “‘pork barreling.” Some local officials
interviewed disputed the definition of “‘local elected
officials,”” arguing that judges and other elected
criminal justice officials should not fall within this
classification, but only elected executive and legi-
slative officials of general purpose local government
units.

Responses to an ACIR questionnaire mailed to
all Pennsylvania counties and municipalities over

10,000 population yielded a more positive assess-
ment of this requirement. Twenty-three jurisdictions,
30 percent of those replying, thought that the pri-
mary effect of the 1973 amendment was to make
Safe Streets programming more realistic in terms
of local budget consicderations; 21 said that it had
increased the influence of chief executive and legis-
lative officials in regional decision-making; 16 in-
dicated that the requirement had had no effect at all;
and 15 noted that it had reduced the influence of
criminal justice functional specialists. Seven cited
other, miscellaneous effects.*

In two of the three regions visited by the ACIR
field team, interviewees raised questions about the
composition of the regional councils. The City of
Philadelphia believed that it has been underrepre-
sented on the Philadelphia Regional Council. As of
June 1975, 14 RPC members were city officials.
However, all but four were city councilmen and
therefore not accountable directly to the mayor’s

*In June 1975, ACIR mailed a questionnaire to the chief execu-
tive officers of all cities (including towns and townships) and
counties of 10,000 or more population in order to probe their
attitudes concerning the operation of the Safe Streets program.
By October, responses had been received from 64 percent of the
cities and 27 percent of the counties in Pennsylvania surveyed.
Since not all localities answered each question, the response
rate cited in the case study will vary.



office. According to the interviewees, the council is
divided into three major factions: the city adminis-
tration, the courts and private, nonprofit associa-
tions. City agency representatives said that commu-
nity groups were overrepresented; an important city
administrator stated that the courts were overrepre-
sented — 19 members of the council were either of-
ficers of the court or held positions directly related
to the courts. Conflicts over RPC representation
have led some city officials to complain that the
council is an artificial body superimposed over the
one legal and accountable unit of government—the
city.

Interviewees in the Allegheny region contended
that Allegheny County—the only jurisdiction in the
Allegheny region with a full range of criminal jus-
tice responsibilities —has been underrepresented on
the RPC, with three county representatives on the
50-member council. Similarly, a judge interviewed
pressed for increased judicial representation, since
only four judges, one of whom had administrative
duties, served on the RPC.

Staff

One of the distinguishing characteristics of Penn-
sylvania’s regional structure is its bifurcated staf-
fing pattern. Two separate staffs serve each RPC:
one, an extension of the GJC staff and accountable
to it; the other, a staff employed by and responsible
to the RPC itself.

The GJC supports (out of the state share of the
annual Part B planning funds) a staff for each RPC
consisting of a regional director, two or three field
representatives, one accountant, one fiscal monitor
and two or three clerical personnel. The regional
director is a state employee, reporting to the GJC
executive director. He and his staff are responsible
for implementation of the plan and management of
the grants process.

The RPC employs (with funds from the pass-
through portion of Part B monies) a regional plan-
ning staff consisting of a chief planner and one or
more assistants, depending on the size of the region.
The regional planner is hired by and reports direct-
ly to the RPC. All job descriptions and pay scales
for regional planning staff are determined by the
individual RPCs. The primary function of the re-
gional planner and his staff is to prepare the com-
prehensive regional criminal justice plan. Specific
tasks include collecting and analyzing regional crime
and criminal justice system data, formulating state-

ments of regional needs and problems, and prepar-
ing recommendations of policies and priorities for
council action.

In two of the regions visited (Philadelphia and
Allegheny County), it appeared that the bifurcated
staffing system adversely affected staff-RPC rela-
tionships. The state staffs run RPC meetings. In the
Philadelphia RPC, members did not know whether
questions should be addressed to the state regional
director or to the regional planner. In the same
RPC, it appeared RPC members and the regional
staff were conspiring against the state staff. As a
result, effective grants management and policy-mak-
ing were impeded.

According to the ACIR observer, the regional
director and the chief planner in the Northwest re-
gion appeared to have developed a relatively stable
and effective working relationship. There was no
evidence of discord between the two staffs or dis-
satisfaction on the part of the RPC members. Al-
though the state regional director is the “lead” staf-
fer and conducts council meetings, this does not
seem to generate antagonism from the chief planner
or create a lack of confidence in the RPC.

A majority of Pennsylvania county and city of-
ficials perceived regional criminal justice planners
as state personnel, according to ACIR’s survey.
When asked whether they perceived regional crim-
inal justice planners as state or local, 37 (54 percent
of the 69 respondents) said “state,” 21 (30 percent)
replied “local,”” and 11 (16 percent) did not know.
Although some field interviews revealed GJC at-
tempts to influence the activities of the RPCs
through the regional directors, it also appears that
some state regional directors consider themselves
advocates for their region. In general, however, the
staff’s relationship with the RPC and the GJC vary
from region to region and depend upon the person-
alities involved.

SAFE STREETS PLANNING

As in the other case study states, statewide com-
prehensive criminal justice planning in Pennsylvania
was non-existent before the advent of the Safe
Streets program. Most major state criminal justice
agencies, such as the state police, had research and
planning divisions, and some efforts had been made
at the local level (for example, in 1966 the mayor
of Philadeiphia formed a Law Enforcement Policy
Council for the City), but there was no framework
for integrated planning efforts. Although Safe
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Streets created a new structure for comprehensive
planning, inexperience, lack of staff, short time
frames for plan submission and an emphasis on
“getting the money out” all impeded the develop-
ment of sound and stable planning processes in
Pennsylvania, as in most of the other case study
states.

The RPCs have played a dominant role in the
state’s development of the annual comprehensive
criminal justice plan required under the Safe Streets
Act. As a result, state plans were simply compila-
tions of regional plans and state agency requests,
lacking integrated analysis and statements of needs,
goals and priorities. The GJC staff has been in-
volved primarily in the technical aspects of prepar-
ing the plan, allowing the regions to take the lead-
ing role in determining needs, setting priorities and
formulating programs.

During development of the FY 1975 plan, the
GJC staff attempted to exert stronger state leader-
ship in the planning effort, and, in conjunction with
the regional planners, established statewide prior-
ities. Their intent was to set overall objectives with
regional concurrence, instead of collating regional
objectives into a state plan. This transition is an
important issue in Pennsylvania. The state staff,
although wanting to become more involved in sub-
stantive planning, is wary of usurping the long-ac-
cepted role of the regions as the most knowledgeable
assessors of the needs in their areas. In addition,
some groups (particularly private, non-profit organ-
izations and the state police) disputed the priorities
set by the GJC and the RPCs in 1975, and thought
that they -had beenunfairly excluded from the process.

The FY 1975 Plan was structured according to
the nine functional categories suggested in the
LEAA guidelines: legislation; planning and evalu-
ation; research and information systems; prevention;
detection, deterrence, and apprehension; diversion;
adjudication; institutional rehabilitation; and non-
institutional rehabilitation. A general statement of
standards, priorities and goals for each category
was included. Within these categories, there were
a total of 25 substantive programs. For example,
within the category ‘Non-Institutional Rehabilita-
tion,”” one program was “Development and Im-
provement of Community Based Treatment Services
and Facilities for Juvenile Offenders as an Alter-
native to Institutionalization.” A description of need
(including specific indicators), program objectives,
implementation strategy - and appropriate budget
data was provided for each program. While the plan

identified some specific projects and was developed
on the basis of identified projects, it did not commit
funds to any. The state’s total block award (Part C
and E) was allocated on the basis of the 25 program
areas.

During interviews, some local officials disagreed
with the use of program categories, claiming that
projects had had to be manipulated to fit the pro-
gram description in the plan rather than actual local
needs. However, questionnaire replies did not corro-
borate this impression. Fifty-five of 72 (76 percent)
municipal and county officials responding indicated
that restrictions and requirements placed on the use
of Safe Streets funds had not adversely affected their
jurisdiction. Only a few of those who had experi-
enced difficulties attributed them to the program
structure of the state plan.

On the other hand, the former GJC executive di-
rector expressed dissatisfaction with the number
of program areas provided and claimed that the
LEAA regional office had insisted on such a large
number in response to what it considered to be the
complex needs of the state. He said: ““The GJC is
trying to limit the number of program subcategories;
however, LEAA wants us to plan for our very di-
verse program by specifying each program area.
Additional categories [programs] would cause in-
creased fragmentation of funds to the detriment of
planning flexibility.”

Once the GJC and the RPCs develop statewide
priorities and program objectives, this information,
along with GJC funding policies and other appro-
priate instructions, is compiled into a plan develop-
ment brochure that is distributed to state agencies,
private, nonprofit organizations and the RPCs.

Each participating nonprofit organization and
state agency prepares a plan that describes its cur-
rent operations, goals, and objectives and lists all
projects for which Safe Streets support is requested.
The project listings include statements of the prcb-
lem to be addressed, objectives, methods of impie-
mentation, anticipated results and a multiyear
budget.

Each region also prepares a plan. However, the
RPCs, unlike state agencies and nonprofit orgaii-
zations, are aware of the amount of Part C funds
their region will receive. In FY 1975, the GJC al-
lotted 80 percent of the total Part C award for local
use. Seventy-five percent was distributed among the
eight RPCs, according to the state’s formula, and
the remaining five percent was distributed to the



“Safe Streets Cities.”” The Pennsylvania Safe Streets
Cities effort was modeled on the LEAA Impact
Cities program. Medium-sized, high-crime com-
munities recieved supplemental funding to initiate
crime-specific projects. In May 1975, the GJC de-
cided that future funding of Safe Streets Cities ef-
forts would be at the discretion of the respective
RPCs.

In the summer of 1975, the GJC adopted a recom-
mendation, made by a committee representing
all eight RPCs, to utilize a more objective formula
for allocating Part C funds. The new formula takes
into account the regional proportion of population,
crime and criminal justice system work loads and
penalizes regions that have not efficiently expended
previous allocations. The formula weights popula-
tion twice as heavily as the number of arrests and
defendants processed and multiplies this ratio by
a “cash flow multiplier” (the percent of monies
spent from the previous fiscal year’s allocation).

Use of the revised formula has reduced the
amount of Part C funding awarded to the Allegheny
and Philadelphia regions. Allegheny, which has had
difficulty in fully utilizing its block monies, was
particularly affected. A regional staffer complained
that the region was being penalized for management
deficiencies at the state level: “Witness the exper-
ience of the Allegheny Region in the new formula.
The emphasis on spending money does not help to
deal with high crime area problems. The funding
flow is tied directly to...changes in policies and
procedures in Harrisburg —ex post facto!”

Part E corrections funds are not distributed ac-
cording to the formula for Part C funds. Although
some local projects receive Part E monies during the
grant award process, Pennsylvania awards most of
these funds to state programs, as do the other case
study states.

The planning process generally begins with pub-
lic hearings held by the RPCs. Needs and problems
expressed at these forums, combined with formal
written requests from local government and private
nonprofit agencies, provide the basis for the region-
al plan. However, survey replies show only moderate
satisfaction at the local level with the responsive-
ness of the regional plans to local needs. Thirty-
five out of 72 (48 percent) city and county officials
said that the regional plan reflected their criminal
Jjustice needs and priorities ‘‘adequately;” four indi-
cated “‘significantly;” 31 answered “very little” and
two said ‘“‘not at all.”

Each RPC reviews and approves the regional

plan before it is transmitted to the GJC. The RPCs
play an active role in the overall plan development
and review process: regional plans are usually ap-
proved by the state with only minor modifications
and become the basis for project awards once the
state receives its block grant.

The Philadelphia region developed a regional
plan for FY 1975 oriented to overall program ob-
jectives rather than project listings, as other regions
had done previously. The former GJC executive di-
rector was extremely concerned about Philadelphia’s
plan because it did not provide the necessary budget
data for the state plan and symbolized an RPC’s
ability to define the structure of its own regional
plan. Nevertheless, the GJC accepted the Philadel-
phia plan and submitted a state plan to LEAA that
incorporated GJC staff estimates of that region’s
budget breakdown.

The quality of the regions’ planning efforts de-
pends upon the degree of interest of RPC members,
the sophistication of the regional planning staff and
the extent to which the state regional directors (GJC
employees) and the regional planners (RPC staff)
clearly understand their respective roles and respon-
sibilities. The development of comprehensive plan-
ning capacity at the regional level was hindered in
the past by use of short-term consultants rather than
a full-time planning staff.

The GJC staff reviews the eight regional plans
and proposals from state and nonprofit agencies and

. makes tentative allocations to each program group-

ing. The GJC staff has greater discretion over state
and nonprofit agency requests than regional ones,
because funds are not allocated to those groups by
formula during the planning process. Regional plans
fall within the exact dollar allocation to each region.
Thus, the GJC staff can differentiate among state
and nonprofit agency projects, but are hard-pressed
not to accept regional priorities as submitted. Conse-
quently, regional plans are almost always approved
by the GJC and incorporated into the state plan.

The GJIC itself plays only a small part in the de-
velopment of the comprehensive state plan. Al-
though the GJC must approve the plan before it is
sent to the LEAA regional office, a thorough review
is not made. Generally, the recommendations of
state and regional staffs are endorsed.

According to the former GJC executive director,
approval of the state plan by the LEAA regional
office generally took 11-12 weeks from the time of
submittal. The FY 1975 plan, however, was ap-
proved within seven weeks. During this period, as
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well as during the development of the plan, the
LEAA regional office holds informal meetings with
GJC staff to discuss guideline requirements. The
LEAA regional staff reviews the plan in conjunc-
tion with technical assistance specialists and ne-
gotiate with the state concerning any special condi-
tions attached to the plan. (As in the other case
study states, LEAA places special conditions on
plan approval to insure guideline compliance, yet
not delay the flow of funds.)

To promote state leadership in the planning pro-
cess, ‘the GJC staff is initiating a “special emphasis”
planning concept for the FY 1976 plan. GJC plan-
ners will outline priority concerns and then develop
projects including several program areas, such as an
anti-victimization project. Funding for these pro-
jects will come from the allotment to state agency
projects, which are receiving diminishing support
under the GJC’s assiumption-of-cost policy.

GJC . planning staff morale seems to rest on the

success of the special emphasis project. The GJC
staff feels ineffective as a planning agent, only co-
ordinating the planning process rather than initiat-
ing it. Staff members see the special emphasis con-

" cept as a seed program that could evolve from one
demonstration project to comprehensive, statewide
planning begun by the GJC and implemented by the
regions.

The GJC also plans to coordinate its planning
process with the standards and goals developed for
the state’s criminal justice system by the Pennsyl-
vania Joint Council on the Criminal Justice System,
with support from an LEAA discretionary grant.
The joint council and the GJC have already spon-
sored a number of conferences to obtain citizen
views on the criminal justice system. The executive
director of the GJC sits on the joint council (ex of-
ficio), and a full-time staff liaison has been assigned.
When adopted, statewide goals and standards will
embrace all criminal justice components and func-

Table §
Part B Planning Funds Distributed to Pennsylvania’s Eight Regions
FY 1969-1972
1969-1970
1969 1970 Percent Change 1971 1972 1971-1972 Percent Change
Allegheny 47,255 99,802 52 105,600 132,600 20
Central 32,091 33,266 3.5 50,000 75,000 33
Northeast 53,955 33,266 -62 50,000 75,000 33
Northwest 29,623 33,266 109 50,000 75,000 33
Philadelphia 62,419 99,802 37 105,600 132,600 20
Southcentral 35,618 33,266 -7 50,000 75,000 33
Southeast 53,250 33,266 -60 50,000 75,000 33
Southwest 38,439 33,266 -15.5 50,000 75,000 33
TOTAL $352,650 $399,200 $511,200 $715,200
Part B Planning Funds Distributed to Pennsylvania’s Eight Regions
1973-1975
1973-1974 Percent Change Between
1973 1874 Percent Change 1975 1975 and 1969
Aliegheny 185,786 204,365 12 204,752 76
Central 100,188 110,207 9 110,416 70
Northeast 100,188 110,207 12 110,416 51
Northwest 100,188 110,207 12 110,416 73
Philadeliphia 185,786 204,365 9 204,752 43
Southcentral 100,188 110,207 12 110,416 67
Southeast 100,188 110,207 12 110,416 51
Southwest 100,188 110,207 12 110,416 65
TOTAL $972,700 $1,069,972 $1,072,000
Source: Governor's Justice Commission.




tions and will help determine the framework of the
state plan. A number of RPCs are also integrating
standards and goals into their planning processes.

Planning Funds

Pennsylvania received $2,930,000 in Part B plan-
ning funds for FY 1976 (12 months). Of this amount
approximately 45 percent was made available to
the eight RPCs and four localities eligible for and
requesting direct planning funds. Planning monies
are allocated generally among the regions on the
basis of population. Factors such as crime incidence
and urbanization are also considered (see Tables
5 and 6).

There was some dissatisfaction at the regional
level with the amount of funds received. For ex-
ample, the Philadelphia RPC planner thought that
Part B monies were inadequate, at all levels, for
effective planning. The Northwest region (Erie)
planner, however, rated Part B funding as adequate
and agreed with the present division of planning
monies between the state and the regions.

The Safe Streets Act provides that planning funds
be made available directly to major cities and coun-
ties. As a result, four Pennsylvania localities re-
ceive Part B funds .(the Counties of Allegheny, Del-
aware and Montgomery and the City of Pitts-
burgh).* Under the 1973 Safe Streets amendments,
these localities are also eligible to present local plans
directly to the GJC for review and approval; how-
ever, at the time of ACIR field work, GJC guide-
lines for this process had not been developed.

There was some concern expressed by the GIC
staff that local planning efforts may duplicate and
overlap regional planning activities. The Allegheny
County criminal justice planner, in a letter to Rep-
resentative John Conyers (D.-Mich.), strongly ad-
vocated that planning responsibilities and funds
be placed in the hands of local governments and
not RPCs: “This money [Part B pass-through funds]
.. 15 to be granted to the local units of government,
not for the subsidization of SPA [GIC] operations.
The planning council was never delegated nor de-

*The City of Philadelphia received LEAA discretionary funds
to establish a “Mayor’s Criminal Justice Improvement Team,”
to develop a “crime-specific” plan for reduction of robbery and
burglary and, eventually, other types of crimes as well. The
team also reviews all city applications for Safe Streets funds
and provides technical assistance to criminal justice agencies.

Table 6

Distribution of Part B Funds to
Pennsylvania Regions and Localities

FY 1976
Allegheny Region 223,852
Allegheny County 50,000
City of Pittsburgh 19,000
Central Region 120,716
Northeast Region 120,716
Northwest Region 120,716
Philadelphia Region 223,852
Southcentral Region 120,716
Southeast Region 120,716
Delaware County 36,000
Montgomery County 41,000
Southwest Region 120,716
TOTAL 1,328,000

Source: FY 1976 planning grant application.

signated the authority to act as planning agent for
criminal justice by any local unit of government
in this county. The planning process and resulting
programs have been dictated by the SPA with local
government having virtually little say as to the ex-
penditure of action funds for criminal justice pro-
grams.””’

The GJC executive director thought that the a-
mount of planning funds retained at the state level
was not sufficient to support effective planning,
evaluation, monitoring, grants management and
auditing of the Safe Streets program. The LEAA re-
gional office agreed that additional planning monies
are needed, even if, in the words of one high-level
staff member, ““it means less C and E money.”

SAFE STREETS FUNDING

In FY 1975, Pennsylvania received $27,058,000
in Part C funds and $3,185,000 in Part E funds
(see Table 7). These monies were expended through
the award of grants by the GJC to state criminal
justice agencies, local units of government and pri-
vate, nonprofit agencies.

As in the other case study states, in order to deter-
mine the distribution and use of these funds, the
ACIR staff analyzed a sample of grants awarded
from Part C funds during calendar year 1974. The
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Table 7

Safe Streets Block Grant Funding to Pennsylvania
FY 1969-1975
(In Thousands)

Fiscal

Year Part C
1969 $ 1,427
1970 10,591
1971 19,5632
1972 23,679
1873 27,482
1974 27,482
1975 27,072

Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data.

Part E Total
0 $ 1,427
0 10,591
$1,431 20,963
2,790 26,469
3,233 30,715
3,233 30,715
3,185 30,257

sample was selected by choosing every fifth pro-
ject, for a total of 151.

Table 8 shows the distribution of Safe Streets
funds by type of recipient. State agencies received
32 percent of the funds; local governments, 55 per-
cent. The 12 percent of the funds classified as ‘“oth-
er” were awarded to private, nonprofit agencies-
a higher percentage than that found in the other case
study states. A number of criminal justice agency

*For a discussion of the grant sample methodology, see Chapter
VIII. The approach in Pennsylvania varied somewhat from that
employed in the other case study states. Since the RPC staffs
are the most knowledgeable about iocal projects, regional di-
rectors were queried by mail about grants in the sample. Thus,
it is possible that there are greater discrepancies in the method
of classification than otherwise might be found.

officials interviewed thought that these groups re-
ceived too much money.

Data from LEAA’s Grants Management Informa-
tion System (GMIS) are generally consistent with
the findings of the grant sample.* According to
GMIS figures, from FY 1969-1974, state agencies re-
ceived 35 percent of the block funds; local govern-
ments, 59 percent; and private agencies, five per-
cent (see Table 9). However, the GMIS data in-
clude Part E and Part C funds, which may explain
the larger state agency share.

*For a discussion of the uses and limitations of GMIS data, see
Chapter V. GMIS records include 87.2 percent of FY 1972
Pennsylvania awards; 92.2 percent of FY 1973; and 86.5 percent
of FY 1974, as of August 1975.

Number of Percent of
Recipient Grants Grants
State 10 6.6
County 52 34.4
Chty 40 26.5
Other 49 32.5
TOTAL 151

Table 8

Recipients of Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Amount of Percent of Amount of
Funds Funds Average Grant
2,159,151 323 $215,915
1,860,796 27.8 35,784
1,835,105 27.4 45,877
827,220 12.4 16,882
$6,682,272




ACIR survey responses indicated that almost all
city and county officials thought that more action
funds should be made available to the local level.
Fifty-five of 72 (76 percent) respondents disagreed
‘with the current pass-through formula based on
relative expenditures (under which localities must
receive at least 68.4 percent of the Part C award)
and said a greater portion of the money should be
allocated for local use.

GMIS data were also used to determine whether
or not major cities received allocations proportion-
ate to their population and crime rate. Pennsylvania
has two cities over 250,000 population— Philadel-
phia and Pittsburgh —whose total population com-
prises 19.6 percent of the state’s population and 33.6
percent of its reported index crimes (1973). The two
cities received 24.4 percent of the Part C funds
awarded to Pennsylvania jurisdictions in FY 1972-
1974. Allentown and Erie (pop. 100,000-250,000)
have two percent of the state’s population and 3.3
* percent of its crime. The cities received 2.4 percent
of the local FY 1972-1974 Part C funds awarded.
Major jurisdictions received a portion of the funds
slightly above what their population alone would
warrant, but far below what their percentage of
the state’s crime index could justify.

The 151 grants in the sample were also catego-
rized according to criminal justice functional com-
ponents, as reflected in Table 10. According to the
sample, the greatest percentage of action funds
(34 percent) was awarded to corrections (a higher
percentage than that for any other case study state
except Minnesota). This finding indicates compli-
ance with the Part E provision of the Safe Streets
Act, which requires states to maintain their level
of Part C funding for correctional purposes—about
35 percent in Pennsylvania. Courts received 15 per-
cent of the action funds, a figure slightly above that
for most of the other states examined. That this
figure is lower than the allocations to the other major
functional areas confirms court officials’ statements
that participation in the Safe Streets program has
only recently begun.

GMIS data served to cross-check the grant sample
findings. Although the functional component cate-
gories used differ, the data generally support the
sample results (see Table 11). An examination of
Table 11 reveals the changing distribution of funds
over the years (1969-1974). For example, police
allocations decreased from 71 percent of Part C
funds in FY 1969 to 28 percent in FY 1974. Courts

Table 9

Distribution of Funds (Part C and E) by Type of Recipient

FY 1969-1974

Total

Private

Counties

Cities

State

Fiscal Year

972,455
10,967,668
17,214,862
23,081,931

5,000
844,804
903,307
443,999
875,920

3,226,432
6,299,462

378,566 38
4,953,552 45

417,098 42
3,096,850 28

17
18
27

171,791
2,072,462
4,760,261

10,282,945 44
12,508,158 44

1969
1970
1971

7
5
1
3

12

4,243,249 24

7,308,045 42

6,756,177 29

5,598,810 24

1972
1973
1974

28,333,811

7,409,103 26

7,540,630 26

26,575,766
107,146,493

5,763,038 21
29,493,685 28

9,821,824 36
33,783,257 31

7,774,472 29
37,570,089 35

5

TOTAL

Source: GMIS data.
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Functional Number of
Component Grants
Police 78
Courts 19
Corrections 23
Juvenile Delinquency 26
Drug and Alcohol 2
Combinations 3
TOTAL 151

Table 10

Distribution of Action Funds by Functionali Component
1974 Grant Sample

Percent Amount Percent
of Grants of Funds of Funds
52 1,671,889 25
13 1,022,653 15
15 2,290,659 34
17 1,555,739 23
1 80,850 1
2 60,482 0.9

$6,682,272

510 funding, on the other hand, increased from four to

11 percent during the same period.

In order to find out what kinds of activities were
supported with Safe Streets funds, the ACIR field
team, with the assistance of GJC staff, classified the
grants in the sample by primary activity supported
(see Table 12). As in the other case study states,
Pennsylvania awards most of its monies to projects
that provide services (68 percent). The GJC restricts
the types of activities that can be supported. Since
1970, for instance, the GJC has funded equipment
projects only if they were consistent with the prior-
ities in the state plan and met one or more of the fol-
lowing criteria: use as part of an areawide effort with
other criminal justice agencies; it makes an innova-
tive or qualitative improvement in law enforcement;
and/or it meets a critical need in a community that
lacks resources to respond.® A policy adopted in
June 1973 was intended to limit construction fund-
ing. It reads: ““Large capital construction or equip-
ment purchases are discouraged. Expenditures for
planning and design studies for such purpose are
considered appropriate if they contribute to con-
solidation of services or significant programmatic
improvements.”’

GJC policy also prohibits projects that merely add
personnel, except to fill positions for a new service
or program. The grant sample indicates that 17 per-
cent of the funds were awarded overall to person-
nel projects. It was difficult, in the sample, to dis-
tinguish between service activities (which generally
involve new staff) and personnel projects in which
no new or expanded service is involved.

Finally, ACIR staff attempted to assess the degree
of innovation of Safe Streets projects by two sets
of measures. The first (see Table 13) reveals the
extent to which an activity had been attempted
prior to receiving Federal funding.

By this measure, 44 percent of the grants and 41
percent of the funds were awarded to projects that
had been attempted in the recipient locality before
Safe Streets funding. This finding indicates that
Pennsylvania supports a greater portion of activi-
ties that have been tried before than any of the
other case study states and seems to contradict the
GJC’s stated emphasis on new and innovative ef-
forts.

With the help of the GJC staff, the field team
analyzed the grants with a second set of measures.
Each of the 151 grants was classified as ‘“‘new,”
“expansion,” “update” or “routine” (see Table
14).

According to the sample, 52 percent of the funds
was used for “new” projects, a low percentage com-
pared with the other case study states.

Discretionary Funding

The allocation of LEAA discretionary funds has
had an impact on overall funding patterns in the
state. According to some interviewees, political
factors have occasionally influenced the award of
discretionary funds. In his article, “The Krogh File
-The Politics of Law and Order,” Edward Jay Ep-
stein reported that large sums of discretionary funds
were awarded to the City of Philadelphia in order to



Table 11

Pennsylvania Distribution of Part C and E Block Funds
FY 1969-1974

Fiscal
Year Subgramt Police Courts Corrections Combinations Non C-J Agencies
No. % DOAmounmt % No. % DOAmount % No. % DOAmount % No. % O Amount % No. % O Amoumt %
1969 Part C 81 75 694,406 71 6 5 42,369 4 15 14 124,197 12 4 3 96,483 9 1 0 15,000 1
Part E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
Total 81 75 694,406 71 6 5 42,369 4 15 14 124,197 12 4 3 96,483 9 1 0 15,000 1
1970 Part C 259 63 4,254,967 38 27 6 1,502,011 13 55 13 1,712,446 15 46 11 2,710,183 - 24 18 4 788,061 7
Part E 0 o0 o o 0 o0 o0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 o0
Total 259 63 4,254,967 38 27 6 1,502,011 13 55 13 1,712,446 15 46 11 2,710,183 24 18 4 788,061 7
1971 Part C 234 54 5,093,516 29 34 7 1,986,401 11 83 19 5,297,374 30 49 11 2,914,104 16 26 6 1,923,467 11
Part E 0 o0 0o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 O 0o o o o0
Total 234 54 5,093,516 29 34 7 1,986,401 11 83 19 5,297,374 30 49 11 2,914,104 16 26 6 1,923,467 11
1972 Part C 162 37 4,944,739 23 79 18 3,053,616 14 100 22 7,682,013 36 30 6 2,468,263 11 65 14 2,818,805 13
Part E 0 o 0o o [V} 0 0 13 100 2,114,495 100 0 0 0 ] o o 0 o
Total 162 36 4,944,739 21 79 17 3,053,616 13 113 25 9,796,508 42 30 6 2,468,263 11 65 142,818,805 12
1973 Part C 397 53 6,368,221 25 103 13 4,835,736 19 137 18 8,891,955 35 48 6 2,945,124 11 53 7 2,038,823 8
Part E 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 18 100 3,253,952 100 o o ¢ 0 o o 0 0
Total 397 52 6,368,221 22 103 13 4,835,736 17 155 20 12,145,907 42 48 6 2,945,124 10 §3 7 2,038,823 7
1974 Part C 365 52 6,822,932 28 96 13 4,629,325 19 108 15 6,630,674 28 51 7 2,721,423 11 70 10 2,830,715 11
Part E 0 0 o o0 0 o 0 0 15 100 2,940,688 100 [C ] o 0 [C ] 0 o
Totatl 365 51 6,822,932 25 96 13 4,629,325 17 123 17 9,571,362 36 51 7 2,721,423 10 70 9 2,830,715 11

Source: GMIS data.
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Table 12

Primary Activities Supported With Action Funds
1974 Grant Sample

Primary Number of Percent Amount Percent
Activity Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
Equipment 14 9 523,017 8
Construction 3 2 160,453 2
Service 77 51 4,548,085 68
Training 50 33 339,879 5
Personnel 7 5 1,110,838 16
TOTAL 151 $6,682,272
Table 13
Prior Attempts of Activity
1974 Grant Sample
Number of Percent Amount Percent
Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
Never attempted anywhere 4 3 445,692 7
Never attempted in state 16 ik 1,341,754 20
Never attempted in locality 64 42 - 2,181,475 33
Has been attempted in locality 67 44 2,713,351 41
TOTAL 151 $6,682,272
Table 14
Degree of Innovation
1974 Grant Sample
Degree Number of Percent Amount Percent
of Innovation Grants of Grants of Funds of Funds
New 68 45 3,493,937 52
Expansion 31 21 1,055,615 16
Update 18 12 1,653,616 23
Routine 34 23 579,104 9

TOTAL 151 $6,682,272




Comparison of Discretionary Funds to the State and Cities Over 1,000,000

Table 15

Pennsylvania

FY 1971-1975

Discretionary
Discretionary Funds Awarded
Funds Awarded to Cities Over
to Recipients in 1,000,000 in
Fiscal Year the State the State* Percent
1971 $ 3,982,829 $ 1,040,155 26.1
1972 3,733,982 3,643,431 95.5
1973 2,248,500 2,000,000 88.9
1974 1,361,435 681,024 50.0
1975 4,976,535 3,989,383 80.1
TOTAL $16,303,281 $11,353,993 69.6
*Philadelphia is the only city with a population of more than 1,000,000.
Source: GMIS data.
Table 16
LEAA Discretionary Funding to Cities Over 1,000,000 in Population*
FY 1971-1975
California Ilinois Michigan New York Pennsylvania Texas Total
197
Amount ($) 0 0 356,864 1,520,393 1,040,155 308,200 3,225,612
Percent 0 0 11 47.1 32.2 9.5
1972
Amount ($) 938,234 0 146,788 598,770 3,643,431 6,347 5,333,570
Percent 17.5 0 2.7 11.2 68.3 0
1973
Amount ($) 2,000,000 0 0 1,090,969 2,000,000 1,396,899 6,487,868
Percent 30.8 0 0 16.8 30.8 21.5
1974
Amount ($) 0 0 0 325,192 681,024 ] 1,006,216
Percent 0 0 0 32.3 67.7 (]
1975
Amount ($) 0 0 0 1,036,436 3,989,383 0 5,025,819
Percent 0 0 ] 20.6 79.3 0
TOTAL
Amount ($) 2,938,234 0 503,652 4,571,760 11,353,993 1,711,446 21,079,085
Percent 13.9 0 2.3 21 54.7 8.1

*The cities in the six states represented are Los Angeles, California; Chicago, lllinois: Detroit, Michigan;

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and Houston, Texas.

Source: GMIS data.

New York, New York;
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gain Mayor Frank Rizzo’s support for President
Nixon in the 1972 election and to further Mr. Nix-
on’s “law and order” record prior to the elec-
tion. '°

Between 1971 and 1975, more than $16 million of
discretionary funds was awarded to recipients in
Pennsylvania (see Table 15). Almost 70 percent
of this total was allocated to the City of Philadel-
phia. Despite the city’s size and crime problem, this
appears to be a relatively high proportion. GMIS
data indicate that from 1969 to 1975, 47 percent of
LEAA’s discretionary funds (C and E) was awarded
to state governments and 30 percent, to cities. Com-
pared to the allocations received by other cities with
populations greater than 1,000,000 (Chicago, Detroit,
Houston, Los Angeles and New York), the amount
awarded to Philadelphia appears extremely high
(see Table 16). Every year except FY 1971, Philadel-
phia has received funding equal to or greater than
that awarded to other cities of more than one mil-
lion population. Overall, Philadelphia received 55
percent of all discretionary funds awarded to cities
with populations in excess of 1,000,000. Yet, Phil-
adelphia had the lowest crime rate of these cities for
the period examined, according to the “Uniform
Crime Report.”

What caused this distribution pattern is a matter
of speculation, because the amount of criminal jus-
tice responsibility within states varies considerably.
As both a city and county, Philadelphia probably
has more responsibility for criminal justice than Los
Angeles, for example, which handles only the police
and lower court functions. At the same time, a re-
view of the grants awarded to Philadelphia showed
that most were law enforcement and drug abuse re-
lated, areas that Mr. Epstein contends were prime
concerns of the Nixon administration’s “law and
order” effort.!’ The dramatic increase in the amount
and proportion of discretionary funding to Phila-
delphia as compared with the entire state and other
cities in the nation did occur in 1972, when, Mr.
Epstein indicated; the Nixon administration initiated
its funding of Philadelphia’s programs.

Grant Administration

The GJC awards about 500 grants each year. The
RPCs are responsible in large measure for initiat-
ing and overseeing the process by which applica-
tions are developed and projects implemented. The
former GJC executive director estimated that 95 per-
cent of the projects included in the state plan were

funded and implemented. A very low percentage of
fiscal year funds has been reallocated among pro-
gram categories through formal plan amendments.
In FY 1971, only one percent of the Part C monies
was transferred; in FY 1972, three percent; and
in FY 1973, one percent. Although the state plan
does not earmark monies for specific projects, it
provides a basis for the development of applications
and a control point for the administration of block
funds, primarily because the plan allocations are
based in part upon previously identified projects.

All applications from local governments (or pri-
vate, nonprofit agencies with local government spon-
sorship) are submitted to the RPC for review by the
regional director and his staff, who are also respon-
sible for notifying the appropriate regional A-95
clearinghouse. After these preliminary reviews, the
full RPC decides whether or not to recommend ap-
proval or denial of each application.

The GJC staff checks each application for fiscal,
legal, administrative and programmatic compliance
with the commission’s policies, priorities and re-
quirements. Criteria used by the GJC staff to recom-
mend acceptance or rejection of a project to the com-
mission may rest on evaluations of continuation pro-
jects or the applicant’s past compliance with quart-
erly financial reports. The most influential factor,
however, is the RPC’s recommendation. Applica-
tions are then presented for a decision at the monthly
meeting of the GJC, with the recommendations of
both the RPC and the GJC staff. In order to ex-
pedite the flow of grants as well as to ease the burden
on the commissiom, the executive director is autho-
rized to approve applications for less than $25,000
in Federal funds that have been already recommend-
ed for approval by an RPC. The executive director
presents a list of such approvals to the GJC at its
next meeting.

State agency applications (as well as nonprofit
agency requests for state-level funding) receive the
same GJC review.

In accordance with the 1973 amendments to the
Safe Streets Act, the GJC has adopted procedures
designed to insure that all applications are acted
upon within 90 days. In Pennsylvania, the 90-day
period begins when an application is received by an
RPC office, or, in the case of a state agency request,
by the GJC central office. Regional directors and the
GJC executive director are empowered to disapprove
(without prejudice) and return applications that con-
tain substantial fiscal deficiencies. A return of the
application for this reason stops the 90-day clock,



which begins again upon resubmission. According
to the GJC executive director, only one or two ap-
plications have received funding because of expira-
tion of the 90-day limit. The GJC staff thought that
the rule hinders rather than helps the grant process.
The effectiveness of the deadline in reducing delays
is negated by the practice of stopping the clock for
administrative and fiscal revisions. Yet, given the
extensiveness and complexity of application require-
ments and the inexperience of some applicants, the
GJC believes that it has no other practical alter-
native to this procedure.

The multi-step review procedure dismays appli-
cant and staff alike —both feel caught up in their
respective mounds of paper work and unable to func-
tion effectively. Each level blames the higher one for
delays in the award process.

The RPC staffs dislike spending 75 percent of
their time on grants management. Some suggest
that RPCs should solicit applications to obviate
the necessity of eliminating projects that do not
fall into established categories. Local governments,
however, dislike having to write an application to
fit a category rather than a real criminal justice
need. The mayor of one Pennsylvania city refuses
to become personally involved in the LEAA pro-
gram, despite his own membership on the RPC, be-
cause he considers the bureaucratic problems too
enormous. He submits only large projects from his
municipality because the length of review time pre-
cludes the practicality of small undertakings.

State agencies experienced fewer delays partly
because they do not participate in an RPC review.
One cause of delay frequently mentioned by the
agencies, however, was conflicting advice about ap-
plication or granting procedures from the GJC staff.
Usually there was an administrative misunderstand-
ing involved, but the state agencies were often left
confused. GJC staff were concerned about the lack
of respect they received from other state agencies due
to this problem and to the technical, routine nature
of their role as grant reviewers.

Responses ta the ACIR local questionnaire show
that 20 of 65 (31 percent) cities and counties reply-
ing had experienced major delays in the award pro-
cess. Factors cited as contributing to these delays
were generally “bureaucracy” and ‘“‘red tape.”

Continuation Funding

In June 1974, the GJC adopted a policy limiting
the length of time a profect may receive Safe Streets

funding. The policy restricts Federal support to a
maximum of four years and requires state and local
government to assume an increasing share of the
financial responsibility over this period. In the
first year of funding, Federal support can be up to
90 percent of the total project costs, with compli-
mentary local or state contribution. In the second
year, the Federal share drops to 75 percent, and the
state and local portion increases to 25 percent. In
the third and fourth years, Federal funding declines
to 50 and 25 percent and the non-Federal support
rises to 50 and 75 percent, respectively. Private,
nonprofit agency grantees are exempt from this
policy; however, they must document efforts to ac-
quire other funding sources.

One of the purposes of the continuation policy is
to insure that an adequate portion of the block grant
each fiscal year is available to initiate new programs,
in keeping with the GJC’s view of Safe Streets funds
as seed money. The GJC found that prior to 1974,
some projects had been funded for longer than a
“reasonable period,” and that, each year, a greater
portion of the state’s block grant (especially monies
reserved for state agency use) was committed to con-
tinuation funding. This trend, the leveling-off of
Congressional Safe Streets appropriations and rising
inflation limited the GJC’s ability to redirect funding
as new problems were identified for priority atten-
tion. For example, in FY 1973, 52 percent of Part
C monies was committed to continuation activities,
and in FY 1974, this figure jumped to 68 percent.
As the new policy began to take effect, the FY 1975
continuation percentage declined to 60 percent.

Field interviews indicated that there was some dis-
satisfaction with the continuation policy at the local
level. Officials in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia were
particularly concerned about the declining ratio of
Federal support, given the uncertain condition of the
national economy and the cities’ fiscal situations.
Generally, city and county officials interviewed were
increasingly wary of starting new projects because of
the commitment to provide continuation support
from local revenues. State agency officials did not
express great concern about the issue, asserting that
they plan for eventual cost assumption when they
first submit an application. :

Although there is no hard evidence, it appears
that the GJC is meeting with some success in its
efforts to encourage state and local government sup-
port for projects receiving Safe Streets funds. While
the former executive director estimated that only
20 percent of the total Safe Streets projects initiated
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were now operating with state and local revenues,
local officials responding to the ACIR survey gen-
erally said that a higher number of projects were
continued. Forty of 62 cities and counties replying
estimated that over 90 percent of their former Safe
Streets projects were operating with local support.
The two most important factors influencing assump-
tion of costs were the proven success of the project
and the financial condition of the local unit of gov-
ernment.

Match

At least one local criminal justice planner thought
that the state buy-in (the Safe Streets Act require-
ment that the state provide at least one-half of the
non-Federal funding for local programs) should in-
crease as the portion of local support increases. In
other words, as non-Federal funding increases (from
10 percent to 25 percent, for example), then the
state buy-in should increase proportionately (from
10 percent to 12.5 percent) rather than remain at a
constant percent. The executive director of the GJC
pointed out that an increase is not required by
statute (a view supported by an LEAA legal opinion)
and, because of its open-endedness, would be impos-
sible to appropriate legislatively.

Results of the ACIR questionnaire indicate that
officials of local government do not view the current
matching ratios as unfair. Responses from 61 of 72
cities and counties surveyed said that the match
requircment was ‘‘very satisfactory.”

Evaluation

The Evaluation and Monitoring Unit of the Divi-
sion of Program Support is responsible for coord-
inating monitoring and evaluation efforts for the
Safe Streets program throughout the state, managing
evaluations of projects with statewide impact and de-
veloping a strategy for program and systemwide
evaluation.

The basic element of the GJC’s evaluation effort
is its ‘‘independent project, evaluation system.”’
First implemented in 1973, the system calls for
selected projects to be assessed by outside evalua-
tors, using a small (three to five percent) amount of
project funds (Part C or E). Approximately two
percent of the state’s total block grant-$600,000-
is spent on these project evaluations. Each year,

projects supported by 20 percent of the GJC grants
(40 percent of the block monies) are evaluated by
independent contractors. Recently, the responsibility
for managing the system has been delegated to the
RPCs because the regions play a dominant role in
planning and program development. The GJC’s staff
in Harrisburg continues to supervise evaluation
activities and retain responsibility for all state-
level assessments.

Some interviewees opposed the use of project
money for evaluation. Dissatisfaction with the eval-
uators was expressed also. However, city and coun-
ty questionnaire responses indicated mixed support
for the GJC evaluation system. Three localities rated
the system excellent; 22, good; 16, fair; 13, poor;
and 10 said the system should be abolished. Only
17 respondents said that evaluation had “‘great in-
fluence” on project refunding decisions; 14, that it
had great influence on developing or funding pri-
orties; 12, on assumption of project costs; and seven,
on modification of on-going projects.

Early in 1975, the GJC received a two-year grant
for $261,162 from LEAA’s National Institute Model
Evaluation Program for implementation of program
and system-level evaluations.

Lapsed Funds

Pennsylvania has had difficulty fully expending
its fiscal year block funds. The state reverted
$1,120,124 in FY 1970 Part C monies—11 percent
of its total award. The next year, $1,015,926 Part
C and $202,383 Part E funds were unused and re-
verted to the Federal government. Of the FY 1972
block funds, $957,866 Part C and $145,892 Part E
awards were identified as unused as of June 1975.

As explained above, the GJC attempted to ad-
dress the problem of reversion by revising the re-
gional allocation formula to include a prior expendi-
ture factor. In 1972, the GJC determined that any
regional funds remaining unencumbered at the end
of a fiscal year automatically became available for
use* by all RPCs and state agencies. The GIC set
up a schedule for the receipt of “Sennett Fund”
applications. The Sennett Fund is the title given to
a commission resolution passed in February 1972
establishing a ‘‘rationale for effecting a lapse period
for the regional award of action funds.” Project ap-
plications from regions relinquishing unused funds
have first priority, followed by applications from



regions that have fully expended their allocation,
and finally, state agency applications. About $2.5
million in action funds is redistributed annually.

Because applications for Sennett funds far exceed
available monies, the executive director of the GJC
exercises considerable discretion with regard to
these awards. A number of interviewees objected
to this practice and said that the executive director’s
influence was too great and that the distribution cri-
teria were not sufficiently clear.

IMPACT OF THE SAFE STREETS ACT

Interviewees agreed that the Safe Streets program
has provided the impetus —in terms of both dollars
and ideas—~for a number of substantial improve-
ments and reforms in the criminal justice system.
Examples cited included increased diversion of
juveniles, more public defender services, expanded
and improved training of law enforcement officers,
better planning and evaluation capabilities in crimi-
nal justice agencies, increased use of probation, pa-
role and other alternatives to incarceration and mod-
ernized police communications. In addition, the
attorney general pointed out that the ‘“‘total pro-
gram planning activities . . .. have resulted in an
immeasurable amount of interest, support and in-
volvement in the total criminal justice program
on the part of the public, the legislature and pro-
fessionals.”

It was also agreed that the program’s planning
efforts had led to better coordination and communi-
cation among the diverse elements of the criminal
justice system. The GJC has encouraged the estab-
lishment of multijurisdictional police communica-
tion systems and is in the process of developing a
statewide communications plan. It has influ-
enced consolidation of police services in a number of
localities; and the GJC, using Safe Streets funds, has
played a leading role in the development of a state-
wide network of criminal justice computer systems.

The crime rate in Pennsylvania, as in other case
study states, has increased since the inception of
the program, from a reported 1,296.7 in 1968 to
2,458.8 in 1973. However, most interviewees believed
that the crime rate was not the measure of the im-
pact of the Safe Streets program, given funding
limitations and the nature of crime. The attorney
general, for example, stated: ““‘Since the causes of
crime are so broad, the knowledge about what is
effective so limited, the criminal justice system so

long neglected, the LEAA funds so limited (com-
pared to national expenditures for welfare, high-
ways, defense, etc.), it is not reasonable to expect
the program to have a great impact on crime.” Fur-
ther, he questioned whether crime could be reduced
without dealing with its root causes, which are large-
ly outside the scope of the traditional criminal jus-
tice system.

Although the GJC has stressed development of
intra- and inter-agency planning capabilities at ail
levels of government, its main purpose is seen to
be disbursement of Federal funds rather than com-
prehensive planning. It is uncertain whether or not
the agency would continue to exist if the Safe Streets
program were ended. The former executive director
thought it probably would, although with a reduced
staff. The attorney general, on the other hand, be-
lieved that it would not, because it was unlikely
that either the GJC or the RPCs would receive state
or local financing.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES

In Pennsylvania, a large urban state with a com-
plex and fragmented criminal justice system, the
administration of the Safe Streets program is
largely regional. The overriding issue in the pro-
gram has always been the degree of authority and
responsibility resting with the eight regional plan-
ning councils as opposed to the GJC.

The GJC has divided action funds among the
regions by formula and allowed the RPCs to deter-
mine what projects to fund. These regional plans,
in turn, shape the state plan. Further, the commis-
sion seldom disagrees with a recommendation from
one of the regional councils, although it retains
formal authority to approve all applications. In ef-
fect, then, most control of Safe Streets monies rests
with the regions, not the state.

Since Pennsylvania was one of the first states
to experiment with decentralization, its regions have
had more time to gain the recognition of units of
government and to develop planning expertise. The
field visits indicated that the regions achieved these
objectives to varying degrees. Nevertheless, it is clear
that the regions are setting priorities, establishing
their own policies and criteria, and making decisions
about the distribution of Safe Streets dollars. They
are also increasingly assuming an active role in eval-
uating the results of activities supported by the Safe
Streets program.
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Conversely, the GJC’s posture has been almost
totally reactive, responding to proposals rather than
giving direction. The GJC has established few pri-
orities or funding policies that restrict state or local
agencies in their use of Safe Streets monies. While
it can be argued that this approach properly vests
authority in those closest to the problems, some be-
lieve that the GJC has abrogated its responsibility
to provide leadership and has delegated too much
authority to the regions.

The GIC is a relatively weak agency. Lacking
strong legislative or gubernatorial support and not
well respected by some powerful state agencies, it
is unable to control completely the use of Safe Streets
funds, much less to influence the use of other crimi-
nal justice resources within the state. While some
interviewees encourage the GJC to assume a more
active role in setting policy and priorities, it seems
that few steps have been taken in that direction
yet, with the possible exception of the new planning
initiatives and program-evaluation effort.

An allied issue is the regions, structure, which
involves both state and RPC personnel. In some re-
gions, this staffing pattern creates a conflict, with
two administrators working side by side and at-
tempting to respond to two different constituencies.
At times, local officials interpret the presence of state
staff as Harrisburg’s attempt to dominate the re-
gional councils. In other circumstances, however, the
regional directors (state staff) have developed close
relations with the councils and their planning staff,

The third major area of concern centers on the
relationship of the state’s major localities (Allegheny

FOOTNOTES

1U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census
of Governments, vol. I. Government Organization (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 110.

2U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Crime in the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reports
{Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974), pp.
60, 61, 73.

3us. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of
Governments, p. 110.

4U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Department of Com-

merce, Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal
Justice System, 1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Print-
ing Office, 1975), pp. 34-35.

County, the City of Pittsburgh and the City of Phil-
adelphia) to their respective regional planning coun-
cils and the SPA. By virtue of their size and crime
problems alone, these jurisdictions play command-
ing roles in the Pennsylvania Safe Streets program.
In Philadelphia, this posture is accentuated by the
political visibility of the incumbent mayor. None of
these three areas has been particularly satisfied with
the block grant program. Their common concerns
focus on three general issues. First, they believe
they are inadequately represented on both the RPC
and the GJC boards. (In Philadelphia, the RPC was
viewed as an artificial body forced on the city by the
state and lacking in both authority and accounta-
bility.) Secondly, these localities (and several
others) complained about the bureaucratic excesses
of the program and, in particular, the GJC’s placing
special conditions on local project applications.
Thirdly, they are unhappy with the revised regional
allocation formula under which all three stand to
receive fewer funds.

In conclusion, Pennsylvania illustrates a decen-
tralized administration of the Safe Streets program
characterized by strong regional planning units
and a weak state planning agency (GJC). Criminal
justice planning, to the extent that it exists, takes
place at the regional and local levels without over-
all state direction or leadership. Despite this de-
centralization, there is also serious dissatisfaction
with the program on the part of the states’ major
urban jurisdictions —reflecting, in part, the differ-
ences between these jurisdictions, the state, the
suburbs and the rural localities.
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7Gerald N. Massaro, Criminal Justice Program Director, County
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10Edward J. Epstein, “The Krogh File-The Politics of Law and
Order,” The Public Interest, no. 39 (New York: National Af-
fairs, Inc., 1975), pp. 109-112.

Wopid., p. 107,



|

APPENDIX 1
Pennsylvania Site Visits

Three researchers conducted the field work for this
case study from June 9 through June 20, 1975. In
addition to interviewing staff members of the GJC
and other relevant state agencies, the field team
visited four counties, three cities and three RPCs
in the state. These jurisdictions, located in three dis-
itinct areas, were selected in order to provide geo-
graphic and demographic balance: the Philadelphia
Region encompasses the nation’s fourth largest
city, with a population of over one million; the
Allegheny Region includes Allegheny County and
the City of Pittsburgh, the state’s second largest
city; the Northwest Region, includes the City and
County of Erie and Jefferson County. The City of
Frie is a smaller urban environment than either
Pittsburgh or Philadelphia, though it is the third
largest city in the state. Jefferson County is purely
rural; Erie County has both urban and rural ele-
ments. A complete listing of the persons interviewed
follows.

Interviews Conducted in Pennsylvania

Governor's Justice Commission

John Snavely, Executive Director

Charles Morn, Deputy Director

Thomas C. Berard, Director of Administration

Richard Allen, Director, Special Services Office

Thomas Buzby, Director, Policy Section

Joe Riggioni, Director, Program Support Division

Peter Rompler, Director, Comprehensive Planning

James Thomas, Comprehensive Planning

Christine Fossett, Director, Evaluation and Moni-
toring

Richard Reeser, Application Control

Ed Kaminsky, Application Control

State Criminal Justice Agencies

Erskind DeRamus, Executive Deputy Commissioner,
Bureau of Corrections

Jerome Miller, Commissioner, Office of Children
and Y outh, Department of Public Welfare

William Gschwend, Office of Children and Youth

Major Sidney C. Deyo, Director, Bureau of Research
and Development, Pennsylvania State Police

William Boor, Director, Pennsylvania Board of
Probation and Parole

John R. McCool, Director, Bureau of Administra-
tive Services, Pennsylvania Board of Probation
and Parole

Judge Alexander F. Barbieri, Court Administrator
of Pennsylvania, Supreme Court of Pennsylvania

Carlile King, Deputy Court Administrator

Lee Bernard, Chief Criminal Justice Analyst,
Legislative Budget Office

George Rayburn, Pennsylvania Crime Commission

Commission Members

William Nagel, The American Foundation, Inc.

Senator Richard Snyder, 13th District (Lancaster
and Chester), Appropriations Committee member

LEAA Regional Office

Chris Martin, Director of Operations
William Adams, Pennsylvania Representative

Regional Planning Units

Philadelphia

Yvonne Haskins, Regional Director, GJC, Philadel-
phia Region

Richard Moore, Chief Planner, Regional Council,
Philadelphia Region

Alfred Dezi, Planner, Philadelphia Regional Coun-
cil

Ted Schmaker, State Representative, GJC

Judge Paul Chalfin, Court of Common Pleas, Chair-
man, Philadelphia Regional Council

Allegheny
Rodney Torbic, Regional Director
Nancy Van Vuuren, Planning Director

Northwest Region

Raymond Frankenburg, Regional Director

Steven Delano, Chief Planner

Lawrence K. Grean, Manager of Public Affairs,
General Electric Company, Chairman, North-
west Regional Planning Council
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Localities

Philadelphia - City/County

Hillel Levinson, Managing Director, Member of the
Regional Council

Tony Riley, Assistant to the Managing Director,
Managing Director’s Office

Dr. Rosengarten, Chief Deputy, Family Court

Ervin Davis, Deputy for Management, Family Court

Fredrick Downs, Chief Probation Officer, Mem-
ber of the Regional Council

James Stewart, Administrative Assistant, Proba-
tion and Parole

President Judge Edward Bradley, Court of Common
Pleas, City of Philadelphia

Commissioner Joseph F. O’Neill, Philadelphia
Police Dept., Member of the Regional Council

John A. Craig, Chief Inspector, Community Re-
lations, Philadeiphia Police Dept., Member of
the Regional Council

Stephen Lee, Mayor’s Crime Improvement Team

Pittsburgh

Robert Coll, Superintendent of Police

Marilyn Cosetti, Assistant to the Mayor for Fed-
eral Relations

Ronald Jacoby, Criminal Justice Planner

City of Erie
Louis J. Tullio, Mayor, Member of the Regional
Council

Samuel J. Gemelli, Chief of Police, Member of the
Regional Council

Aliegheny County
Charles H. Starrett, Jr., Courts Administrator,
Member of the Regional Council

‘Henry Ellenbogen, President Judge, Court of Com-

mon Pleas

Gerard Massaro, Criminal Justice Program Direc-
tor

Maurice B. Cohill, Jr., Judge, Juvenile Section,
Family Division, Court of Common Pleas, Mem-
ber of the Regional Council

Dr. William Hunt, County Commissioner

Leonard C. Staisey, Chairman, County Commis-
sion, Member of the Regional Council

Jefferson County

John R. Caldwell, County Commissioner, Member
of the Northwest Regional Council

Erie County

Lt. Robert Michel, Sheriff’'s Department

Edward Carney, President Judge

David Christersen, Chief Juvenile Probation Officer

Leo Wair, County Commissioner, Member of the
Northwest Regional Council



Population Group

Over 500,000
250,000 - 500,000
100,000 - 249,999
50,000 - 99,999
25,000 - 49,999
10,000 - 24,999
TOTAL

APPENDIX 2

Responses to Local Questionnaires

Pennsylvania

1975
Counties
Number Surveyed Responding

No. %

4 3 75
9 3 33
16 3 19
13 4 23
16 4 19
6 2 17
64 19 30

Cities
Number Surveyed

L WON

115
159

Responding

No. %

2 100

0

2 67
10 71
13 43
32 28
59 37
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Appendix A

1975 SAFE STREETS ACT QUESTIONNAIRE
(STATE PLANNING AGENCIES)

RESPONDENT': PHONE:

TITLE:

e ey i e -

STATE:

(This questionnaire should be completed by the person most familiar with the
overall operations of the SPA over the past several years. Usually this would
e the Executive Director unless he or she has only recently assumed the
position)

I. BACKGROUND AND STATUS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING
(This section 1s designed to determine what changes have taken place in
criminal justice planning in your State since 1968. It addresses the
planning activities of the SPA and the structure and responsibilities
of the RPUs).

1. Were there any comprehensive criminal justice planning activities at
the State, regional, or local levels in your State prior to the
initiation of the Safe Streets block grant program in 1968?

(Circle one) YES NO

If YES, please describe the activities.

2. How would you describe the changes in your SPA's capabilities in the
following activities over the past six years? (Check the approoriate
column)

GREATLY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY
INCREASED INCREASED INCREASED NO CHANGE DECREASED

a) planning . . — — —
b) establishing fund-

ing priorities . . o _— N
c) implementing fund-

ing priorities

525



GREATLY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY
INCREASED INCREASED INCREASED NO CHANGE DECREASED

d) monitoring

e) evaluation

f) grant review

g) research

h) technical assistance
i) auditing

j) other (specify)

COMMENTS ¢

526

3. a) Please indicate which of the Minimum Standards adooted by the
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators
have been achieved by your SPA. If not achieved, when do you
anticipate meeting the remaining standards?

HECK IF YEAR STANDARD WILL
STANDARD ACHIEVED BE ACHIEVED

1. Planning
2. Auditing
3. Monitoring
4. Evaluation
5. GMIS/MIS

6. Grant Adminis~
tration

7. Fund Flow

8. Organizational
Structure



STANDARD

9'

10.

11.

12.

Training and
Development

Public
Information

Affirmative
Action

Technical
Assistance

CHECK IF
ACHIEVED

YEAR STANDARD WILL
BE ACHIEVED

b) what are your SPA's most important achievements as a result of
implementing one or more of these standards and what problems

have you encountered?

4. What actions have been taken by your State in the area of criminal justice
standards and goals? (Check one or more)

a)_____
b)

c)__

d)___

e)

£)

g)____ Other (specify)

Informal review of National Advisory Commission recommendations

Formal review of National Advisory Commission recomnendations

Development of process for establishing State standards and

goals

Establishment of State standards and goals

None

Adoption of National Advisory Commission recommendations in
whole or in part
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5. In developing the Annual Comprehensive Plan, to what extent do the
planning activities of the SPA staff involve the following functions?
(Check approoriate column.) Please rank the functions in the far rigat
colum in the order of importance of the functions to the SPA (1= most
important, 14= least important)

GREAT SOME LITTLE NO
INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT | RANK

a) establish program
categories - L L L o

b) establish volicies
and priorities

¢) conduct public
hearings
528 - - — i -
d) analyze crime and
criminal justice
data

e) develop planning
guidelines

f) analyze previous
year's projects
and programs

g) review regional
plans

h).coordinate and
assemble regional
plans

i) assist RPU's in
developing plans L |

j) assist local govern-
ments in developing
plans

— ———— ——— ——— e

k) review and approval
of Annual Plan by
Supervisory Board ____

1) negotiate with
Federal authoritieg__




GREAT SOME LITTLE NO
-INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT | RANK

m) review State
criminal justice
requests for SPA
funds

n) plan for other
State criminal
justice agencies
(Please specify
agencies)

.- A e et At e s ——_ “m—— ————— — o e

- —— e . —— ————

. _ 529
.0) other (specify)

—— ——— ) ©——— ———  s—

6. Please rate the adequacy of Part B planning funds for carrying out
planning responsibilities at each of the following levels:
(Check appropriate column)

EXCESSIVE ADEQUATE INADEQUATE

SPA
RPU or other regional units

Local government

7. a) If you indicated in question & that SPA planning funds were inadequate,
to what extent, if any, are the following SPA functions and responsi-
bilities hampered by a lack of Part B planning funds? (Check appropriate
column) Also please indicate in the far right column the aporoximate
vercentage of professional staff time devoted to each function.

GREATLY MODERATELY NOT AT ALL CURRENT PERCENTAGE

1. planning

2. grant manage-
ment
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3.

GREATLY

MODERATELY

NOT AT ALL

CURRENT PERCENTAGE

assistance to
applicants in

. project .devel-

10.

11.

opment

application
development

application
review

monitoring
auditing
evaluation

technical
assistance

financial
administration

other

b) If additional planning funds were made available, to which of the
above functions would you allocate these funds and why?

If you indicated in gquestion 6 that RPU planning funds were inadequate,
to what extent, if any, are the following PPU functions and responsi-
bilities hampered by a lack of Part B planning funds? If a function

is not an RPU responsibility, check the far right column.

a) planning

b) grant management

NOT AN RPU

GREATLY MODERATELY NOT AT ALL | RESPONSIBILITY

c) assistance to applicants

in project development

d) application development

e) application review

f) monitoring




NOT AN RPU
GREATLY MODERATELY NOT AT ALL | RESPONSIBILITY

g) auditing

h) evalaationd:aent
i) techn&cal assistance

j) financial administration

— et . R ———

k) other

9. a) what percentage of 1975 Part B planning funds did you pass through to
local units of government? _ 3
b) Do you feel that the 60-40 pass-through formula for Part B planning
funds provides the most appropriate division of planning resources
between the State and local levels? (Circle one) YRS NO
. . 531
¢) If not, which level of government should receive more planning resources
and why?

10. what percentage of your 1975 Part B planning funds was passed through
separately to each of the following:

Regional Planning Units? 3
Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils? &
Cities over 250,0002___ %
Cities under 250,000? $
Counties over 500,000? 3
Counties under 500,000? _ %

11. a) How many Regional Planning Units are there in your State?

b) How and under what authority were they created?

c) Were they created specifically for criminal justice purposes?
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12.

(Circle one) YES NO

Did they exist orior to Safe Streets funding? (Circle one) YRS NO
d) If they are usad for purposes other than criminal justice planning,

please indicate these purposes.

&) Are RPUs part of a uniform statewide system of substate districts?
(Circle one) YES NO

Did local units of government participate in establishing the Regional
Planning Units? (Circle one) YES NO If YES, in what manner?

13. what changes, if any, have taken place in the geographical boundaries of

these RPU's since 1969 and what caused these changes?

14. which of the following criminal justice planning functions are generally

15.

performed by Regional Planning Units in your State:
"YES" or "NO")

(Please indicate

a) —_— Perform criminal justice planning for area of jurisdiction

b) __ Coordinate criminal justice planning by units of local government
¢) ___ Make planning subgrants to units of local government

d) Review apolications from units of local government for action

subgrants before submission to

the SPA

e) Review applications from units

subgrants uoon referral by the
information copy directly from

the following functions?

(Check appropriate column)

of local government for action
SPA or after receiving an
the applicant

f) Make action subgrants to units of local government
-g) Expend action funds as ultimate grantee
To what extent do the planning activities of the RPU's generally involve

Please rank the

functions below in the far right column in the order of the importance

of the functions to the RPU. (1= most

important, 10= least important)



GREAT SOME LITTLE NO
INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT RANK

a) establish program
categories

b) establish policies
and priorities

¢) conduct public
hearings

d

S

analyze crime and
criminal justice
data

—— — —— —— e—

e) assist local agencies
in developing plans

f) review local plans L ) 533

g) coordinate and
assemble local plans

h) negotiate with
State authorities

i) Review and approval
of Annual Plan by
RPU Supervisory
Board

am— —— —— —— —————

j) A-95 review process

COMMENTS :

16. a) In your opinion, to what extent have the Regional Planning Units
in your State developed a capacity to plan for the effective
use of block grant funds? (Check one)
a) Highly developed planning capacity

b) Adequate planning capacity

c) Inadequate planning capacity



d) No planning capacity

If, in general, there is inadequate planning capacity at the RPU level,
please explain why this is so.

b) Please describe the extent to which the RPUs reqularly participate in
the SPA's criminal justice planning and program activities.

17. Has the SPA developed special procedures for submission and review
of comprehensive plans by local units of government, or combinations
thereof, with populations of 250,000 or more? (Circle one) YES NO

534 If YES, please describe these procedures.

JII. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

- (The purpose of this section is to gather information on the roles and
influence of the SPA and RPU's in developing and implementing the
Comprehensive Plan and the process by which the Plan is developed)

18. In the geographic areas covered by RPU's, which of the following has
greater actual influence in determining which activities and jurisdictions
receive funding at the local level? (Circle one) SPA RPUs

why?

19. poes the SPA indicate, by formula or other means, the percentage of each
year's Part C action funds each region will receive? (Circle one) YES NO



a) If YES, when does this take place with respect to local and regional
plan preparation? (Check one)

1. Before preparation of the Regional Plan?

2. After review and consideration of the Regional Plan by the SPA?

b) What criteria or formulas are used to determine the division of funds
among the regions?

c) Have the formulas or criteria been changed? (Circle one) YES NO
If YES, in what ways and for what reasons?
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d) If there are no established criteria or formulas, on what basis are
funds distributed to the RPU's?

19. e) what factors inhibit the deveiopment of an equitable distribution
formula?

20. a) Does the SPA select which specific local activities will he included in
the Annual Comprehensive Plan from among a large number of local projects
proposed by the RPU, accepting some while rejecting others? (circle one)
YES NO

b) Does the SPA usually accept the RPU decisions and incorporate the
Regional plan into the overall State Plan with few changes? (circle one)
YES NO

2l. In the planning or funding process, has the SPA established policies or
priorities which exclude certain activities or projects from funding and
encourage others? (Circle one) YES NO



a) If YES, please list the most important current policies or priorities.

b) To what extent are these policies and priorities influenced by the
following: (Check appropriate column)

GREAT SOME NO
INFLUENCE INFLUENCE  INFLUENCE

1. LEAA vriorities
2. Congressional priorities as
expressed in the ACT and

536 amendments thereto

3. The Governor

4. The State Legislature

5. SPA Supervisory Board

6. SPA staff

7. Other State criminal justice
agencies (specify below)

8. RPUs
9. local governments

10. interest groups
(specify)

11. other (specify)

22. Do most RPUs establish their own funding policies and priorities?
(Circle one) YES NO
If YES, please answer a, b, ad c



a) How are these determined?

b) How often do these priorities conflict with those established by the
SPA? (Circle one)

USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

c) How are such conflicts resolved?

a) In your planning process what percentage of your Part C funds are

earmarked for specific projects which have been identified by local 537
and State agencies? %

b) In your planning process, what percentage of the Part C funds do you
set aside in broad categories under general statements of needs or
problems without having identified the specific project to be funded?

%

If the SPA receives more requests for funds in a particular category than
it can support, how important are the following factors in choosing from
among them?

VERY MODERATELY LITTLE NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANCE IMPORTANT

a) examination of data to
determine need

b) completeness of the
application

c) conformity with priorities
of SPA

d) first-come-first-served
e) apparent need

f) geographical or population
balance

g) political influence of the
applicant
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25.

25.

26.

27.

VERY MODERATELY LITTLE NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT  IMPORTANCE IMPORTANT

h) judgment of project gquality
i) qualifications of applicant

j) number of years of previous
suppor t

k) length of commitment
requested

1) grantee financial commitment
{MATCH)

m) other (specify) . L . -
Please describe the effects of the categorization of block grant funds
in the Annual Plan on:

a) the discretion and flexibility of the SPA when later awarding funds.

b) the use of‘ the funds by State and local applicants?

If the SPA establishes additional categories for the use of block grant
funds, please indicate the nature of and reasons for this action and
describe the effects of this additional categorization on the discretion
of applicants in using Safe Streets funds.

Please indicate the effects, if any, of each of the following kinds of
restrictions and requirements on the SPA's and applicants' ability

to carry out their responsibilities. Please specify the particular
restrictions and requirements to which you are referring.

a) Federal or State statutory requirements (specify):



b) LEAA administrative requirements (specify):

¢) SPA administrative requirements (specify):

d) Other State administrative requirements (specify):

539

28. To what extent does the allotment of funds to specific activities in the
State Plan reflect identified needs and problems as determined by a
statistical analysis of crime rates or criminal justice data? (Circle one)

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

29. a) In your opinion, over the years, what percentage of the projects included
in your comprehensive plans ultimately received funding? %

b) What percentage have been actually implemented and carried through to
completion of the grant period? %

Cc) What percentage of ‘projects which were awarded funds never got off the
ground? %

d) How and for what reasons have each of these percentages changed over
the years?

30. a) Are there any areas (functional or jurisdictional) which have heen
purposely excluded or de-emphasized in your Annual Plan? (Circle one)
YES NO

If YES, please specify which areas and why?



b) In your opinion, are there any functional areas or jurisdictions which
consistently request far greater resources than the SPA is able to
provide? (Circle one) YES NO
1f YES, which areas and approximately what percentage of their requests
are funded?

c) In your opinion, are there any functional areas or jurisdictions which
consistently request less funds than they need? (Circle one) YES NO
If YES, which areas and why?
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III SUPERVISORY BOARD ROLES

(The purpose of this section is to determine the characteristics, responsi-
bilities, and relationships of the SPA and RPU Supervisory Boards and their
roles in the planning and funding activities of the SPA and the RPUS.)

31. To what extent does the Supervisory Board of the SPA take an active and
influential role in reviewing and approving specific activities in the
Annual Plan ? (Check one)

a) sets broad policies and priorities only

b) review and approval of general activities
c) review and approval of specific activities
d) accepts staff recommendations with review

e) accepts staff recommendations without review

f) other (specify)




32.

33.

34.

To what extent do the Supervisory Boards of the RPUs take an active and
influential role in reviewing and approving specific activities in the
Regional Plan? (Check one)

a) sets broad policies and priorities only

b) review and approval of general activities

c) review and approval of specific activities

d) accepts staff recommendations with review

e) accepts staff recommendations without review;____

f) other (specify)

To what extent does the SPA Supervisory Board take an active and
influential role in reviewing and approving specific applications
for funding? (Check one)

a) All approval and disapproval authority delegated to SPA staff
b) Supervisory Board approves and disapproves avplications above $

c) Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications normally
without individual discussion except for a problem or controversial
case

d) Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications, normally
after discussing each of them

e. Other (specify)

——— W a m e e ah sm e M e e e L e A el e M an W e e A W T M a8 A MR e TN e e o

To what extent does the RPU Supervisory Board take an active and
influential role in reviewing and approving specific applications for
funding? (Check one)

a) All approval and disapproval authority delegated to RPU staff

b) Supervisory Board approves and disapproves applications above $

c) Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications normally
without individual discussion except for a problem or controversial
case

d) Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications, normally
after discussing each of them

e) Other (specify)

541



35. Does the SPA Supervisory Board review and approve Part B allocations
to the SPA, RPUs, and local governments? (Circle one) YES NO

36. a) How many Executive Directors has your SPA had since 1969?

b) If your SPA has had several Executive Directors, what are the reasons
for this and what problems have occurred as a result of this turnover?

37. a) How many members are currently on the SPA Supervisory Board?

b) On the average, what percentage of the SPA Board members attend

meetings? $
542 C) How are members of the SPA Board chosen or selected, and what is their
tenure?

d) How is the Chairman selected?

38. a) Can all SPA Supervisory Board members send reoresentatives to Board
meetings? (Circle one) YES NO

b) If NO, can some members send representatives? (circle one) YES WO
Please explain.
c) 1f YES, are these representatives allowed to wvote? (Circle one) YES MNO

d) Do local elected officials who are members often send criminal justice
officials to represent them at SPA meetings? (Circle one) YES NO

e) If so, which officials are usually asked to attemd as representatives?



39. what percentage of the members of the SPA Board represent the following

40.

41,

42.

groups: (Each category should total 100%)

a) Police %
Courts %
Prosecution and defense %
Corrections %
Juvenile Delinquency %
Public %
Other %

b) State government $

elected officials %
appointed officials %

County government
elected chief executive or legislative officials )
elected law enforcement officials %
appointed officials %

City government
elected chief executive or legislative officials %
elected law enforcement official $
appointed officials %

Public %

Other %

In your opinion, which of the above groups or individuals exercises
the most influence over the decisions of the SPA Board? _

why?

To what extent does representation on the SPA Board determine which

agencies and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets funds? (Circle one)
CRUCIAL VERY SOMEWHAT NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT

a) Are any agencies, jurisdictions, or groups underrepresented on the
SPA Board? (Circle one) YES NO

543



If YES, which ones and why?

42, b) Are any agencies, jurisdictions, or groups overrepresented on the SPA
Board? (Circle one) YES NO
If YES, which ones and why?

544 43. Does the SPA Supervisory Board operate under approved by-laws?
(Circle one) YES NO

44. In your opinion, what have been the effects of the 1973 requirement that
a majority of the RPU Board consist of local elected officials?

45. In general, what role does the Governor play in the planning and funding
activities of the SPA?

46. a) Does the Governor or his representative ever make recommendations, either
formally or informally, concerning particular projects and programs
seeking support from the SPA? (Circle one) YES NO

b) If YES, what influence do these recommendations have on whether the
project or program receives funding from the SPA? (Circle one)

GREAT MODERATE ~ VERY LITTLE NOT AT ALL



47. How would you characterize the SPA Supervisory Board's relationship with
the Governor? (Check one)

a) Very independent .
b) Occasional communication and consultation _
c) Regular communication and consultation
d) Strong direction from the Governor
48. In general, how often is the need to accommodate particular jurisdictional

or functional interests the determining factor in the decisions of the
SPA Supervisory Board? (Circle one)

ALWAYS OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

49. In general, how often is the need to accommodate particular jurisdictional
or functional interests the determining factor in the decisions of
RPU Supervisory Boards?

ALWAYS OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

50. a) How often are applications approved by the Supervisory Board even if
they have little or no relation to the Annual Action Program?

Never
o Rarely
1-5 percent of SPA allocations each year
5-10 percent of SPA allocations each year
____10-25 percent of SPA allocations each year

over 25 percent of SPA allocations each year

b) If more than 5 percent are approved, is this considered a problem?
If so, please explain?

545



IV FUNDING

(The purpose of the section is to gather information about issues relating to
the use of Safe Streets funds including the kinds of activities supported,
the duration of support, and the results achieved)

51. In your opinion, in the early years of the LEAA program, was the growth in
Part C block grant action funds too rapid to allow the SPA to effectively
plan the distribution of the funds, not rapid enough to meet the needs
of the criminal justice system, or about right? (Circle one)

TOO RAPID NOT RAPID ENOUGH ABOUT RIGHT

COMMENTS:

546

52. a) Do you feel that the existing pass-through formula for Part C funds
based on level of State/local expenditures provides the most
appropriate division of resources between the State and local
levels? (Circle one) YES NO

b) If not, which level of government should receive more resources
and why?

c) Do you have any other objections to the pass-through formula or the
data upon which it is based?

53. In your State, are local jurisdictions having greater criminal justice
problems and needs receiving a proportionately greater share of block grant
funds? (Circle one) YES NO

If not, why are they not?



54.

55.

56.

57'

58.

In your opinion, what percentage of the projects and programs which have
been supported by block grant funds in your State to date could be
described as: (a and b should equal 100%)

a) routine activities of State or local agencies which usually
would be supported by State or local funds if Safe Streets funds
were not available? %

b) supplemental activities of local agencies which would probably not be
supported by local funds if Safe Streets funds were not available?
%

What percentage of the projects and programs could be described as:
(a, b, ¢, and d should equal 100%)

a) innovative programs which would be considered pilot programs or tests
and demonstrations of new approaches which have never been attempted.
%

b) innovative programs and activities which, although new to your State,
have been attempted in other places %

c) generally accepted programs and activities which have already been
implemented widely in other areas of the country but not in your State

%

d) generally accepted programs and activities which have already been

implemented in other areas in your State %
What percentage of the projects and programs could be described as:
(a, b and c should equal 100%)
a) successful in terms of their own goals and objectives? %
b) partially successful, in terms of their own goals and objectives )
c) unsuccessful, in terms of their own goals and objectives %
What percentage of the projects and programs could be described as:
(a, b, and cshould equal 100%)
a) having a direct effect in reducing or preventing crime %
b) having an indirect effect in reducing or preventing crime %

c) having little or no effect, direct or indirect, in reducing crime

What percentage of the projects and programs could be described as:
(a, b and ¢ should equal 100%

a) having a direct effect in improving the criminal justice system %

547
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b)

C)

59. a)

o)

c)

d)

60. a)

having an indirect effect in improving the criminal justice system %

having little or no effect, direct or indirect in improving the
criminal justice system 3

Over the past six years, to what extent have the various components of
the criminal justice system bequn to view themselves, and to function,
as part of a highly integrated and interdependent system? (Circle one)

VERY MUCH SOMEWHAT NOT AT ALL

which components of the criminal justice system have not been a part of
this trend and why?

How important have the roles of the following been in encouraging
and promoting a more systemized and coordinated aoproach to criminal
justice problems? (Check appropriate column)

CRUCIAL ROLE IMPORTANT ROLE MINOR ROLE NO ROLE

SPA staff
SPA funds

RFU

—— r——— e s .

State Criminal Justice funds
(other than Safe Streets)

Local Criminal Justice funds
(other than Safe Streets)

General Revenue Sharing funds

Please describe the ways in which the SPA has encouraged this trend.

what is your SPA's policy regarding the number of years an activity may
receive Safe Streets Act funding from the State?



b) Does the SPA require that applicants provide an increased percentage of
matching funds in successive years to receive continued SPA support?
(Circle one) YES NO

c) If so, what are the percentages of matching funds required in each
successive year of SPA support?

61. What percentage of the following fiscal year funds supported projects
continued from previous fiscal years?

FY 1971 FY 1974
Fy 1972 FY 1975 (estimated)
Fy 1973
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62. Will the projected cutback in Part C funds have any effect on the extent of
continuation funding and the initiation of new programs by the SPA. (Circle
one) YES NO
If YES, please specify.

63. a) Has the SPA developed or proposed any State legislation affecting the
criminal justice system? (Circle one) YES NO

b) If YES, in what areas:

C) With what results?

64. Does the SPA do any of the following:

a) Draft proposed criminal justice legislation?
(Circle one) YES NO
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65.

66.

66. c) Evaluating programs-

b)

Identify and track all proposed legislation affecting the criminal
justice system as it enters the State legislative process?
(Circle one) YES NO

c) Advise the legislature on pieces of State criminal justice legislation?

a)

b)

(Circle one) YES NO

To what extent has your SPA experienced difficulty in obtaining
legislative approval of the State buy-in and matching funds for the
Safe Streets Program? (Circle one)

GREAT SOME . NO
DIFFICULTY DIFFICULTY DIFFICULTY

If you have experienced difficulties, what are they and how have
they been resolved?

Does the SPA become involved in planning and budgeting for the activities
of State criminal justice agencies other than those supported by Safe
Street funds? (Circle one) YES NO

If YES, indicate below the functional agencies, the activities, and the
extent of SPA involvement?

GREAT SOME NO
INVOLVEMENT  INVOLVEMENT  INVOLVEMENT

a) Planning programs-

(specify agencies)

- - - vt o me—————

b) Reviewing and commenting on

budgets~-
(specify agencies)

(specify agencies)




GREAT SOME NO
INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT  INVOLVEMENT

d) Obtaining matching funds-
(specify agencies)

e) Other
(specify agencies)
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67. what is the influence of the SPA in the following areas? If this is not
an SPA function, check the far right column.

NO

GREAT MODERATE LITTLE NONE ROLE

a) reviewing State criminal justice
agency annual budget requests
(specify agencies)

b) seeking State funds for SPA
supported activities of State
agencies
(specify agencies)

c) evaluation of State agency pro-
jects supported by SPA funds
(specify agencies)




GREAT MODERATE LITTLE NONE ROLE

67. d) evaluation of State agency pro-
jects not supported by SPA funds
(specify agencies)

e) auditying State agency activities
(specify agencies)

f) other (specify)
552 (specify agencies)

e
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68. a) Have any State criminal justice agencies consistently relied on Safe
Streets funds to support a significant portion of their annual budget?
(Circle one) YES NO

b) If YES, which agencies and what percentage of their budget?

: AMOUNT OF SAFE STREETS FUNDS AND
AGENCY PERCENTAGE OF AGENCY BUDGET

FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974

AMOUNT % AMOUNT 3 AMOUNT

c) How does this affect the SPA's flexibility in shifting funds to meet
changing needs?



69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

a)

o)

a)

b)

b)

b)

a)

How often has the SPA performed special analyses and studies related
to the criminal justice system at the request of its Supervisory Board,
the Governor, or the heads of State agencies? (Circle one)

OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

Please describe these studies.

How often has the SPA received substantive requests for technical
assistance from local and State criminal justice system agencies?
(Circle one)

OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

What has been the SPA's response to these requests? 553

How often does the SPA have to assume the cost of criminal justice
programs which did not receive funds in the State legislature and
executive budget processes? (Circle one)

OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

Please indicate the particular kinds of criminal justice projects
which tend to be denied funding in the State and local budget processes
and turn to the SPA for funding?

How often does the State legislature or State budget office have to _
assume the cost of criminal justice projects which were omitted or
rejected in the SPA planning process? (Circle one)

OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

Please describe the kinds of projects.

To what extent has your SPA been successful in getting State and local
governments to assume the costs of projects and programs which were
initiated and previously supported by Safe Streets funds? (Check one)
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73. b)

74.

c)

d)

b)

GREAT MODERATE VERY LITTLE NO
SUCCESS SUCCESS SUCCESS SUCCESS

STATE:

What types of projects are most often continued with State and local
support when Safe Streets funding terminates?

To what extent are the following factors important in determining
whether a project previously funded by block grant funds will be
supported by State or local government? (Check approoriate column)

VERY MODERATELY OF LITTIE UNIM-
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANCE PORTANT

proven success of the project

ability of the governmental unit
to support the project

functional area of the project
{police,courts,corrections,etc)

innovativeness of the project

non~controversial nature of the
project

political appeal or support of
the project

Other (specify)

—— o - i o ——— - - - ——

Approximately what percentage of the projects which were initiated with
Safe Streets funds, but which no longer receive Safe Streets funds, are
continuing to operate with State or local government support? %

In planning for the distribution of Safe Streets funds, does the SPA
itself assess the needs of the State criminal justice agencies and
allocate funds accordingly? (circle one) YES NO

Does the SPA review requests made by the agencies based on the agencies'
own assessment of their needs? (circle one) YES NO



75. a) If the Safe Streets program were discontinued, what is the likelihood
that the SPA would continue to operate? (Circle one)

VERY CERTAIN LIKELY POSSIBLY UNLIKELY VERY DOUBTFUL

If so, in what capacity and with what support?

75. b) In such a situation, would the Regional Planning Units receive support
from State or local governments and operate as a planning agency for
the criminal justice system at the regional and local levels? (Circle
one)

VERY CERTAIN LIRELY POSSIBLY UNLIKELY VERY DOUBTFUL
555

VI SUBGRANT AWARD AND ADMINISTRATION ISSUES

(Questions in this section are designed to provide information on the SPA's
subgrant award procedures and related administrative issues including the
evaluation and monitoring efforts of the SPA and the effects of restrictions
on the use of block grant funds.)

76. a) How often during the year does your SPA award subgrants?
(Monthly, quarterly, etc.)?

b) what is the average grant period of subgrants awarded by your SPA
(1 yr., 2 yrs., etc.)?

c) Please describe any problems caused by your method and timing of
awarding subgrants.

77. Approximately how many weeks does it usually take during the award process
for local projects for each of the following functions?

a) Development of the grant application by the subgrantee wks
b) Review and approval of the application by the RPU ) wks
c) A-95 clearance (unless concurrent with above steps) wks
d) Review and approval of the application by SPA wks

e) Receipt of funds by the subgrantee (from time of award) wks



f) Total time from the development of the application
through the receipt of funds by the subgrantee (if this
does not equal a, b, ¢, and e combined, please explain
why not) wks

g) Please indicate if there are significant delays in any
of the above steps and why?

78. Approximately how many weeks does it usually take during the award process
for State agency projects for each of the following functions?

a) Development of the grant application by the subgrantee ____ wks
b) A-95 clearance (unless concurrent with c) ____wks
336 c).Review and approval of the application by SPA . Wks
d) Receipt of funds by the subgrantee (from time of award) wks

e) Total time from the development of the application through
the receipt of funds by the subgrantee (if this does not
equal a, b, ¢ and 4 combined, please explain why not) wks

f) Please indicate if there are significant delays in any of the above
steps and why?

79. a) Are all applications approved or disapproved in whole or part, no
later than ninety days after receipt by the SPA? (Circle one) YES NO

b) Has the SPA had to award funds to a project because of the expiration
of the 90 day deadline? (Circle one) YES NO

c) Please describe the procedures established by the SPA to insure
compliance with the 90 day rule.



80. Please describe any difference you have noticed between the 25 percent
"in-kind" matching requirements and the 10 percent cash matching require-
ments, in terms of applicants' willingness to provide matching funds
and ultimately to assume project costs.

81. To what extent has the change to cash matching requirements curtailed
the number of requests for Part C block grant funds for construction 557
which require a 50 percent match? (Circle one)

ELIMINATED REDUCED REDUCED REDUCED NO
ALL REQUESTS SHARPLY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY CHANGE

82. Please describe the SPA's policies and policies and activities in
each of the following areas:

a) Civil Rights Guidelines

b) Comprehensive Data Systems
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82. c) Security and Privacy Guidelines

83. wWhat problems has the SPA experienced as a result of the different fiscal
- years and budget schedules of the Federal, State, and local governments?

84. How much programmatic and administrative flexibility and discretion has
the block grant funding approach given the SPA in carrying out its
responsibilities in the following areas: (Check appropriate column)

GREAT SOME LITTLE NO
DISCRETION DISCRETION DISCRETION DISCRETION

a) control and use of funds

b) establishing action grant
priorities

¢) planning procedures
d) budgeting procedures
e) auditing procedures
f) evaluation procedures

Please describe how the amount of the SPA's programmatic and administrative
flexibility and discretion in the above areas has changed over the vyears.



85. a) In your opinion, to what extent have Safe Streets funds supplanted

86.

87.

or replaced previously budgeted State and local expenditures rather
than being used to support new programs? (Check one)

OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

STATE:
LOCAL:

Under what conditions does this occur?

b) What is the number, percentage, and dollar value of Part B, C, and E
subgrants audited of the following fiscal year's allocations?

FY 1970 FY 1971 FY 1972

Total number of subgrants audited
Percentage of all subgrants audited % % %

Dollar value of all subgrants audited $ $ $

What were the amounts of Part B, Part C, and Part E funds reverted to
the Federal government.
FY FY FY FY
1969 1970 1971 1972
PART B . L L L
PART C o . . ..
PART E

To what extent do the following factors contribute to the problem of
lapsed or unused funds which are returned to the Federal government?
(Check one)

PRIMARY (CONTRIBUTES NOT A CONTRI-
FACTOR SOMEWHAT BUTING FACTOR

a) two year life of block grant funds

b) slow start of many projects
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PRIMARY (ONTRIBUTES NOT A CONTRI-
FACTOR SOMEWHAT BUTING FACTOR

¢) underspending by projects
d) lack of applicants for funds

87. e) slow develooment of applications
by applicants

f) delays in the award process

g) Other (specify)

—— r—— ——

88. a) What proportion of the following fiscal years' funds originally

560 allocated in the Annual Plan had to be reallocated?
FY 1971 3
Fy 1972 $
FY 1973 $

b) what were the major reasons for these reallocations?

(For the purposes of the next section, monitoring will be defined as a periodic
on-site assessment of the progress, problems, and results to date of a project.
Evaluation will be defined as an in-depth analysis of the overall results and
impact of a project in meeting its objectives.)

89. With respect to SPA monitoring activities:

a) Are the monitoring activities sufficient to generate adequate infor-
mation for SPA management, planning and funding decisions? (Circle one)
YES NO

b) Are monitoring activities carried out regularly and in time for
decisions to be made based upon monitoring information? (Circle one)
YES NO

90. a) Is the kind of data and information collected through the monitoring
process sufficient to assess project/activities and performance?
(Circle one) YES NO



b) Is monitoring information actually used to modify the operations of
projects and affect SPA planning and funding decisions? (Circle one)
YES NO

91. Has the SPA developed a state evaluation strategy outlining a program
for evaluating the results and impact of the activities it supports?
(Circle one) YES NO

92. If YES, does it appear that the staff and other resources available are
adequate to carry out the SPA's evaluation responsibilities outlined

in that strategy? (Circle one) YES NO
93. a) What percentage of your projects do you evaluate each year? (Do
not include routine monitoring efforts) 3
b) Wwhat percentage of your total block grant funds do you evaluate? %

c) For what purposes are evaluation funds generally utilized?

561
YES NO % OF EVALUATION FUNDS

Consultants
SpA staff

Other (specify)

d) What percentages of Part B, Part C, and Part T funds were devoted to
evaluation in each of the following vears?

PART B PART C  PART E

FY 1970
FY 1972
FY 1974

94. To what extent have your SPA's evaluation efforts increased or decreased
since 19732 (Circle one)

GREATLY MODERATELY NO MODERATELY  GREATLY
INCREASED INCREASED CHANGE DECREASED DECREASED

95. To what extent have the =valuations that your SPA has conducted had any
effect in the following aresas? (Check aporopriate column)

GREAT MODERATE LITTLA NO
INFLUENCE INFLUENCE  INFLUENCE INFLUENCE

a) project refunding
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GREAT MODERATE LITTLE NO
INFLUENCE  INFLUENCE INFLUENCE  INFLUENCE

b) on-going modification
of projects

c) provided feedback to the
planning process

— s s ————

d) assumption of project costs
by State and local government

95. e) developing new funding
priorities

f) other (specify)

96. a) Do RPUs have a substantial role in project monitoring or program
evaluation? (Circle one) YES NO

b) If so, do their staff and other resources appear to be adequate for
carrying out this role? (Circle one) YES NO

c) If RPUs are involved, has the SPA provided guidelines, training, and
other forms of assistance to ensure adeguate monitoring and evaluation?
(Circle one) YES NO

VI ROLE OF THE LEAA REGIONAL OFFICES

(The purpose of this section is to gather information about the role of the
LEMA Regional Offices in the block grant program)

97. In the three columns on the left, please indicate, by checking the
appropriate column, how useful each of the following LEAA Regional Office
activities is to your SPA. In the three columns on the right, please
indicate how helpful the LEMA Regional Office has been to the SPA in
carrying out these activities.

ESSEN- USE- UNNEC-| VERY MODERATELY WNOT AT ALL
TIAL FUL ESSARY | HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL

a) interpreting Fed-
eral guidelines

b) reviewing annual
plans




97.

98.

99. a) How do you perceive the present role of the State representative in the

c)

.d)

e)

£)

9)

h)

i)

3)

How many weeks did it require for the LEAA

ESSEN-
TIAL

USE-

ONNEC-{ VERY
ESSARY |HELPFUL HELPFUL

applying and enfor-
cing requirements

providing tech-
nical assistance

communications with
Federal author ities__

distributing discre-
tionary funds

responding to SPA
requests

applying and enfor-
cing special condi-
tions on State plans

encouraging national

priorities in State
plans

other (specify)

approve your Annual Plan for the following years:

1970: _ wks
1972:  wks
1974: _ wks
1975: _ wks (if known)

Regional Office?

MODERATELY

NOT AT ALL
HELPFUL

Regional Office to review and
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b) what should the role of the State representative be?

100. Has the LEAA Regional Office ever:

OFTEN SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER

a) disapproved your State plan?

b) disapproved selected programs
or projects in the State plan?

c) delayed approval of the State plan?_
564
d) ‘placed special conditions on final
approval of the State plan? . . - .
101. In your opinion, to what extent do the LEAA Regional Offices take account
of individual State differences in carrying out the following activities:
(Check appropriate column)

GREAT SOME NO
DIFFERENTIATION DIFFERENTIATION DIFFERENTIATION

a) in reviewing State plans

b) in enforcing guidelines
and requirements

c¢) in providing technical
assistance

d) other (specify)

COMMENTS :

102. Since 1969, approximately what percent of LEAA discretionary funds have
been used in your State for the following purposes:

a) to continue support of existing programs $



b) to support innovative programs 3
c) to fill gaps in block grant funding %
d) to build local jurisdictional support for the program %

e) research, demonstration, and pilot programs %

103. To what extent has the annual development of the following comprehensive
plan components proven to be a useful process for the SPA. (Check
appropriate column)

VERY SOMEWHAT OF LITTLE OF NO
ESSENTIAL HELPFUL USEFUL  USE USE

a) Existing Law Enforcement Systems
and Available resources

b) Needs and Problems

c) Statement of State Standards, 565
Practices, and Goals

d) Multi-year Budget and Federal
Plan

e) Multi-year Forecast of Results
and Accomplishments L o _

f) Annual Action Program

g) Related Plans, Programs &
Systems

h) Progress Report

VII GENERAL ISSUES

(The following section deals with several broad issues concerning the block
grant program, including its effect on crime.)

104. a) Has crime increased or decreased in your State since 1969? (Circle one)
INCREASED DECREASED

b) In your opinion, to what extent have the following factors contributed
to an increase in crime since 1969? (Check appropriate column)

SUBSTANTIALLY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY NOT AT ALL

1. increased drug abuse

2. increased juvenile crime
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105.

106.

107.

SUBSTANTIALLY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY NOT AT ALL

3. increased crime reporting _
4, increased unemployment -

5. other (specify)

In your opinion, what success have block grant funds had in reducing crime
or slowing the growth in the crime rate? (Circle one)

GREAT MODERATE LITILE NO

SUCCESS SUCCESS SUCCESS SUCCESS

COMMENTS::

Considering the nature of crime and the amount of Safe Streets Act funds
involved, what kind of reduction in crime should reasonably be expected
as a result of the block grant program? (Circle one)

GREAT MODERATE LITTLE NO

REDUCTION REOUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTION

COMMENTS :

In your opinion, to what extent would the crime rate have been greater

today if Safe Streets Act funds had not been available over the past
six years? (Circle one)

FAR MODERATELY SLIGHTLY NO
GREATER GREATER GREATER GREATER



108. a) In your opinion, how do State and local recipients of Safe Streets
block grant funds view these funds? (Circle one)

STATE RECIPIENTS LOCAL RECIPIENTS
1. as State funds? YES NO YES NO
2. as PFederal funds? YES NO YES NO

3. Other? (specify)

e e e e e an e .

b) Do recipients understand the differences between Safe Streets block
grant funds and other law enforcement funds administered by the
State? (Circle one)

1. State agency recipients YES NO
2. RPU recipients YES NO
3. Local recipients YES NO 567

109. Please rank each of the following in terms of its importance as an
objective of the Safe Streets program (1= most important objective;
5= least important objective). Assume for the moment that all of
these objectives aim toward the overall goal of reducing crime. If
it is not an objective, check the far right column.

POSSIBLE OBJECTIVES RANK NOT AN OBJECTIVE

a) provide State and local governments with a
comprehensive criminal justice planning
capacity

b) provide funds to supplement State and local
criminal justice budgets

c) provide funds to support innovative, pilot,
and demonstration criminal justice programs

d) replace existing criminal justice expendi-
tures by State and local governments

e) give State and local governments greater
latitude and flexibility in the use of
Federal funds for law enforcement and
criminal justice

f) Other (specify)
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110. a)

b)

To what extent have general revenue sharing funds been used for
criminal justice purposes by the following units of government:
Check appropriate column)

VERY VERY NOT AT DON'T
MUCH MODERATELY LITTLE ALL RNOW

1. STATE GOV'T

2. LOCAL GOV'T

3. OTHER (SPECIFY)

Have the SPA or the RPUs played any role in planning for the use of
general revenue sharing funds by State and local governments?
(Circle one) YES NO

If so, please describe this role.

State:

Local:

110. ¢) To what extent have each of the following components of the criminal

justice system been aided by general revenue sharing funds?

SUBSTANTIALLY MODERATELY NONE DON'T KNOW

1. police

2. courts

3. corrections

4. juvenile delingquency
5. other (specify)

d) Please describe, if possible, any differences in the use to which

block grant funds and general revenue sharing funds have been put in
the criminal justice area.

111. How does the SPA see its long-range role in relation to operational
criminal justice agencies?
(Check as many as apply in each functional area)



POLICE CORREC- JUVENIIE DRUG & ALCOHOL LAW
SERVICES COURTS TIONS DELINQUENCY ABUSE REFORM

a) Primary force for
change in the
State

b) One of several
groups working
for change

c¢) Coordinating amd
legitimizing other
groups' efforts — L — - .
d) Disseminating
information on new
approaches that have
proven successful
elsewhere L - . . . - 569
e) Source of funding
to support other
agencies' efforts
to modernize L . L — L
f) Source of funding
to supplement
inadequate State
and local resources
("revenue-sharing")

g) Not currently
involved

112. Listed below are various activities which may represent possible improvements
in the criminal justice system. By checking one of the three columns
on the left, please indicate the extent to which these improvements have
occurred in your State since 1969. Also, by checking one of the three
columns on the right, please indicate the influence of Safe Streets block
grant funds in bringing about the improvements.

EXTENT OF INFLOENCE OF
IMPROVEMENT SAFE STREET FUNDS

GREAT MODERATE NONE GREAT MODERATE NONE

POLICE AND LAW ENFORCEMENT:

a) consolidation of small
police depts.
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EXTENT OF INFLUENCE OF '
IMPROVEMENT SAFE STREETS FUNDS
GREAT MODERATE NONE | GREAT MODERATE  NONE

b) updated the equipment
inventory of police depts.

¢) developed new and
improved equipment

d) improved organization of
police depts. .
e) improved police communications
capacity

—

f) more effective patrol

techniques

g) improved police response
time

h) increased use of civilians
in police depts

i) improved police education
and training

j) increased the nuwber
of policemen

k) increased police
salaries

1) better detection and
use of evidence

m) improved police
facilities

n) increased use of
alcohol and drug
abuse detox centers

o) increased police
planning, research,
and evaluation

p) recruitment of
minority police




‘ EXTENT OF INFLUENCE OF '
IMPROVEMENT SAFE _STREETS FUNDS

GREAT MODERATE NONE | GREAT MODERATE  NONE

q ) recruitment of
women police

r ) decreased police
cerruption

s) improved crime
laboratories

t) criminal code
revision

u) other (specify)
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COURTS, PROSECUTION, AND DEFEMSE

a) more unified court
system

b) established or
strengthened Office of
State Court Administrator__

c) updated court
scheduling system

~d) reduction in court
backlog

e) reduction in
court processing
time

f) improved pretrial
_screening

g) creation of
alternatives to trial

h) reduction in plea
bargaining

i) uniform plea bargaining
procedures
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EXTENT OF
IMPROVEMENT

INFLUENCE OF
SAFE_STREETS FUNDS

GREAT  MODERATE

NONE

j) pre-trial release
alternatives

k) bail reform efforts

1) judicial training and
.education efforts

m) decriminalization of
selected crimes

n) improved caseflow
management

o) decreased role of part-
time prosecutors and
defense counsel

p) increased prosecutorial
services

q) increased public
defender services

r) improved prosecution and
defense training

s) increased diversion
of juveniles

t) improved court
facilities

u) improved court
record-keeping

v) improved sentencing
information

w) improved sentencing
practices

x) increased use of release-
on-recognizance

y) other (specity)

GREAT MODERATE  NONE



EXTENT OF INFLUENCE OF l
IMPROVEMENT SAFE_STREETS FUNDS |
GREAT MODERATE NONE | GREAT MODERATE NONE

CORRECTIONS, PROBATION, AND PAROLE:

a) built new correctional

b)

f)

9)

h)

i)

J)

k)

1)

m)

n)

institutions

improved existing
correctional
institutions

increased training for
correctional personnel

improved diagnostic and
classification services

increased treatment
alternatives

expanded community-
based alternatives

increased use of
probation and parole

improved probation and
parole services

improved drug treatment
for inmates

improved educational

opportunities for inmates_

increased use of work
release programs

improved treatment of
juvenile offenders

improved treatment of
women offenders

increased corrections
research and evaluation

e
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EXTENT OF
IMPROVEMENT

INFLUENCE OF
SAFE STREETS FUNDS

GREAT

 MODERATE

NONE

GREAT  MODERATE

NONE

o) improved administrative
justice for offenders

p) improved security
measures

q) other (specify)

574 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

| a) established youth service
bureaus

b) increased diversion

c) established court intake
units .

d) decreased incarceration of
juveniles .in adult
facilities

e) expanded counseling and
referral services

f) expanded recreation and
education services

g) established ha]f-wéy houses
for juveniles

h) established family courts

i) decreased construction
of new juvenile insti-
tutions

j) improved training for
police handling juvénile
crime




DRUGS

EXTENT OF
IMPROVEMENT

TNFLUENCE OF
SAFE STREETS FUNDS

GREAT MODERATE  NONE

k) expanded alternatives
to incarceration

GREAT MODERATE NONE

1) other (specify)

AND ALCOHOL

a) increased use of drug
and alcohol emergancy

units

b) established methadone
clinics

c) expanded counseling,
vocational training and
job referral services

d) improved and expanded
crisis intervention

e) established therapeutic
communities

f) established half-way
houses for drug and
a1cohol abusers

g) decriminalized drunkenness___

h) increased drug and
alcohol abuse education

i) established hot lines

-j) improved training for
-+ drug and alcohol personnel

k) other (specify)
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EXTENT OF INFLUENCE OF
IMPROVEMENT SAFE STREETS FUNDS

GREAT  MODERATE  NONE | GREAT  MODERATE  NONE

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION

a) estahlished rape pre-
vention and education
services

b) improved law-related
education in schools

¢) expanded volunteer
programs

d) established citizen
complaint offices in
576 police depts. -

e) expanded po

relaticons ¢
f) improved street 1ighting
g) revised building codes

—— et e | e e ee—

h) improved burglary prevention

i) established anti-shoplifting
-campaigns

j) other (specify)

——— e g

113. In your opinion, what are the most important factors, orerequisites,
or preconditions necessary for the success of a block grant program,
such as that established by the Safe Streets Act?



114. In your opinion, what legislative or administrative changes are
needed in the Safe Streets program to improve block grant operation?
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PLEASE RETURN TO:

Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations
726 Jackson Place
Washington, D.C. 20575

ATTN: Safe Streets Project Staff






Appendix B

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

1975 Safe Streets Act Questionnaire

Regional Planning Units

Respondent Name of RPU

Title State

Address SMSA(s)
Phone

This questionnaire should be completed by the person most familiar with the
overall operations of the RPU over the past several years. Usually this would
be the Executive Director and/or Chief Criminal Justice Planner unless he or
she has only recently assumed the position.

I. BACKGROUND AND STATUS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING

C7-2)

B. By what means and under what authority was it established? (Check the
authority under which you currently operate.) If there have been changes in

the executive order or statutory bases of authority, please indicate the
years of operation under each.

Number of years

9= 1. Executive order.......... sesesersesnsreresncnas caes
(10-11)

2. Statute..ceeecscnans tectsersncsrnsesenrenns cessnenne
R (12-13)

3. No legal basis......... tecsssannean sessesssssesesees
(14-15)

2. A. Was your agency Initially established specifically for
criminal justice planning purposes? (Circle appropriate

DUMBET) o e v e eeeeeeenanensnsnnsasossosesesnsssnsssssnsncssssss YES 1 NO 2 16
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B. Has your agency assumed additional regional planning and
other responsibilities? (Circle appropriate number)......... YES 1 NO 2 17

If "YES," please indicate any such responsibilities. (Check all applicable)

18_ a. Comprehensive regional planning ('701")
19 b. Health services and facilities planning
20_ c. Manpower planning

21, d. Transportation planning

22, e. Economic development planning

23 f. Air quality control

24 g. Water quality control

25 h. A~95 clearinghouse

26 i. Other (specify)

C. Did local governments participate in establishing your RPU?. YES 1 NoO 2 27

If "YES," in what ways?

580
3. A. How many of each of the following local governments does your region
encompass?
Municipalities
1972 Census population (cities, towns) Counties Townships
a. Over 250,000...000000eccaes
(28-31) (32-39) (36-39)
b. 100,000 - 249,999..........
Cuo w3l Cenmu7) Cves1)
c. 50,000 - 99,999..........
(52- 55) (s6-59) (60-63)
d. 25,000 - 49,999..........
(eu-67) (ee-71) (72-75)
e. 10,000 - 24,999..........
( ™~10) Cit-1u) (rs~18)
f. Under 10,000..0cc00eescnans
(19-22) (27 26) (2730)
TOTAL NUMBER IN REGION
(31~3m) (35-38) (39-u2)
B. What is the total population of your region according to the
1972 Census? (State actual number)....ccceceesecess cessreaas
(x3-50)
C. What percentage of the state's population is encompassed by
your region?..... creesseveannse O caenen )4
(51-353)

4. How would you describe your region compared with others in your state in terms
of the following factors? (Circle one in each row)

a. Primarily urban Urban-rural mix Primarily rural Sk
1 2 3
b. High crime rate Average crime rate Low crime rate °°

1 2 3



(=9

1]

High income
1

. High local criminal

justice expenditures
(non LEAA)
1

. High state criminal

justice expenditures
(non LEAA)
1

Middle income
2

Average local criminal
justice expenditures
(non LEAA)

2

Average state criminal
justice expenditures
(non LEAA)

2

Low income
3

Low local criminal
justice expenditures
(non LEAA)

3

Low state criminal
justice expenditures
(non LEAA)

3

5. Were there any comprehensive regional criminal justice planning
activities in your region prior to the initiation of the Safe

Streets program in 1968? (Circle appropriate nubmer)......... ‘e

YES 1 NO 2

6. Please indicate which of the following criminal justice functions are generally
performed by your agency. (Check all applicable)

60—
61—
62—
63

6 -

6 5~
66

before submission to the SPA

from the applicant

f. Make action subgrants to units of local government
g. Expend action funds as ultimate grantee

a. Perform criminal justice planning for area of jurisdiction

b. Coordinate criminal justice planning by units of local government

c. Make planning subgrants to units of local government

d. Review applications from units of local government for action subgrants

e. Review applications from units of local government for action subgrants
upon referral by the SPA or after receiving an information copy directly

7. To what extent do the criminal justice planning activities of your agency
generally involve the following functions? (Circle appropriate number for each)

a. Establish program cate-
gories.....ouu cessennn
b. Establish policies and
priorities..... sessenee
¢. Conduct public hearings
d. Analyze crime and
criminal justice data..
e. Assist local agencies
in developing plans....
f. Review local planms.....
g. Coordinate and assemble
local plansS...eeocesces
h. Negotiate with state
authorities......c.....
i. Review and approve

Annual Plan by RPU
Supervisory Board......

. A~95 review and comment

Great Some Little No
involvement involvement involvement involvement

1) (2) 3) (4)
1 2 3 4 &7
1 2 3 4 68
i 2 3 4 63
1 2 3 4 70
1 2 3 4 71
1 2 3 4 72
1 2 3 4 73
1 2 3 4 7
1 2 3 4 75
1 2 3 4 76

56

57

58

59
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k. Other (specify)

.o

for each item)

Please rate the adequacy
responsibilities at each

1 2

3

4 77

of Part B planning funds for carrying out assigned
of the following levels. (Circle appropriate number

10. A.

Excessive Adequate Inadequate
L eY) (2) (3
A, SPA. . ittt iterntttenecnnnans cereceans 1 2 3
b. RPU or other regional units....... 1 2 3
c. Local government....oeceeeseoesoesecs 1 2 3
B. Do you feel that the 60-40 pass-through formula for Part.B
planning funds provides the most appropriate division of
planning resources between the state, regional, and local
levels?.iviiiesannnns Ceescasecnanns tesessss sesessesssssssses YES 1 NO 2
If "NO," please indicate the percentage of Part B funds
each level should receive.
a. State......euee Cesessesesatsssssennsannes 4
(11~-13)
b, Regiomal...viveinieionennensnosonnsosanonnnss ) 4
(14-16)
Co Localiesiviisnrnnnincnnnas Cesessserrstresaas 4
(17-19)
9. A. Has your agency experienced high turnover of Executive
Directors?.iuciiniieiereensiososossecncsoenssacnsoasscnnesss YES 1 NO 2
B. Has your agency experienced high turnover of criminal
Justice planners?.......ciiiiiitiiieniesrresssccanonassseses YES 1 NO 2
COMMENTS :
II. SUPERVISORY BOARD COMPOSITION AND FUNCTIONS
How many members are currently on the RPU Supervisory Board?
(Specify number)............ Pt esseseensttecnstaascatetaaanas
(22-23)
B. On the average, what percentage of the members attend
meetIngs?. ...t uiieereronesrecnsosceassvesssecncens cesaanns %
(2u—26)
C. How are members selected?
27- a. Appointed by local governments
28_ b. Appointed by the governor
29_ c. Other (specify)
D. What is their tenure?. .. oot iiiiinercnercnceercnncnsanss __ __ _years

10

20

21



11. A. Can RPU Supervisory Board members send representatives to

12.

Board Meetings?....eeveeceresesassscssossssssasatasnsessssss YES 1 NO 2 32
If "YES," are these representatives allowed to vote?..... YES 1 NO 2 33

B. Do local elected chief executive or legislative officials
often send criminal justice officials to represent them at -
RPU meetings?.ccvcesosecnsvcnsvssasesssssosasnsascncsasasanse YES 1 NO 2

Please characterize the membership of the RPU Supervisory Board by both (A)
criminal justice representation and (B) local government representation. That
is, a member should be included under the criminal justice functional area

he or she represents and the local government he or she represents. Each
cateogry should total 100% of the membership. Also, please check the appro-
priate column if you think any of these groups (1) are overrepresented, (2)
are underrepresented, or (3) exercise very strong influence on Board decision-
making.

Z on Over - Under- Very
RPU represented represented influential
Criminal Justice Representation board (1) (2) (3)
1. POliCEuccrcronnconnasonnnnns 4 1 2 3 3
(35-37)
2, COUTLS.uicevsrvnennncnnnnane _ % 1 2 3 4
(39-u1) ‘
3. Prosecution and defense..... % 1 2 3 46
(43-45)
4, COrrectionS..cvevencoccecnss 3 1 2 3 50
(v7-us)
5. Juvenile delinquency........ Z 1 2 3 s
(s1-53)
6. PUbliC..ccerorevonnssaonnans % 1 2 3 s®
(55-57)
7. Other (specify)
z 1 2 3 82
(s9-61)
100%
Local Government Representation
1. County government
a. Elected chief executive .
or legislative officials. % 1 2 3 S
b. Elected law enforcement (63-65)
officials..eveecenrsacens 3 1 2 3 7
(67-59)
c. Appointed officials...... 4 1 2 3 7
(r1-73)
2. City government
a. Elected chief executive
or legislative officials. Z 1 2 3 78
b. Elected law enforcement (75-77) lo
officials..eecrccccnsccce Y4 1 2 3
(7= )

583
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c. Appointed officials...... ) 4 1 2 3
(11-13) 18
3. PublicC..vccerrocncsonccennns 4 1 2 3
(1s=17)
4. Other (specify) 22
.o X 1 2 3
(19-21)
1002
13, Does your Supervisory Board have an advisory council or sub-
committees which deal with criminal justice matters?
a. Advisory council teereceseecessarsessssessseassaanseass YES 1 NoO 2 23

b. Subcommittees.......iciiiieeeerititiaicttestttntaasacenenesss YES 1 NO 2 2%

If "YES," please describe the composition and functions of the advisory
council or subcommittees and their role in the RPU decision-making
process.

584

14. In your opinion, what have been the effects of the 1973 amendment to the Safe
Streets Act that a majority of the RPU board consist of local elected officials?
(Check all applicable)

25 a. Increased influence of chief executive and legislative officials in RPU
26 decision~making
- b. Reduced influence of criminal justice functional representatives in RPU
27 decision making
28 - ¢. Made programming more realistic in terms of local budgeting considerations
29" d. No effect
- e. Other (specify)

15. If your agency develops an annual criminal justice plan, to what extent
does the RPU Supervisory Board take an active and influential role in
reviewing and approving specific activities in the Annual Plan? (Circle
one)

a. Sets board policies and priorities only....eeeeeeeeeennsocosnnonsane oo
b. Reviews and approves general activVitleS....eeeuveeeeseenesnsavesoonnnnes
c. Reviews and approves specific activitieS....eeeeeerooennsensosnnasonnse
d. Accepts staff recommendations with review......ceesoseesee tescsscscavane
e. Accepts staff recommendations without review....... Gereteresatrcearranns
f. Other (specify) oo

oW =

16. To what extent does the Supervisory Board of your agency take an active
and influential role in reviewing and approving specific applications for
Safe Streets funding? (Circle one)

1
a. All approval and disapproval authority delegated to RPU staff.......... 1}

b. Supervisory Board approves and disapproves applications above a certain

dollar amount (Specify dollar amount.....eeeeeeeee $ S ).. 2
(32-37




17.

18.

19.

c. Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications normally
without individual discussion except for a problem or controversial
3
CAS s e v oeseosovasensasssesssssstssssssssssenssesessanosnsssacsonenoanas
d. Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications, normally
after discussing each Of them.....cceveeterscsetecessacsrcssoscnsnanes 4
e. Other (specify)

.o 5

To what extent does representation on the RPU Supervisory Board determine which
agencies and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets funds? (Circle one)

Very Somewhat Not at all
Crucial important important important 38
1 2 3 4

In general, how often is the need to accommodate particular jurisdictiomal or
functional interests the determining factor in the decisions of the RPU
Supervisory Board? (Circle one)

Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5

Please explain:

In general, how do members perceive their role on the Supervisory Board?
(Circle one)

a. As regional decision-maKersS....secessstesscsossscecsncasscscassasscsons
b. As spokesmen for their functional or jurisdictional interest...........
c. As local government representatives......ceceececsccccccssssascosnrcanns
d. Other (specify) ees

SO

FUNDING

III.

20.

Does the SPA indicate, by formula or other means, the
percentage of each year's Part C action funds each region will
receivel.iieeeeoesiroersceseseorseasssasssessssassnsscsssasscssss YES 1 NO

If "YES," A. When does this take place with respect to local and
regional plan preparation? (Circle one)

a. Before preparation of the Regional Plan......c.cevveees 142
b. After review and consideration of the Regional Plan by
the SPA....ciiirireereteososorsossosnsensnssasssansnsnns 2

B. What criteria or formulas are used to determine the division of
funds among the regions?

585
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C. If there are no established criteria or formulas; on what basis

are funds distributed to the RPUs?

21. A. What percentage of your state's total 1974 Part C block
grant funds did your region receivel.....ceveeeeresocnoncsas

B. Do you feel that your region received a fair share of Safe
Streets funds compared to other regions?.....coveesvsnoccsces

22. In your region, are local jurisdictions with greater criminal
Justice problems and needs receiving a proportionately greater
share of block grant funds?........ Cetrsecseseareracensns

23. Does your RPU establish its own funding policies and

Priorities?.ciiecieiiircincrntoncncancnsoonssans

If "YES," how often do these priorities conflict with those established by

the SPA? (Circle one)

Usually Sometimes

1 2

Rar
3

ely

24. Does your agency prepare an annual criminal justice plan?......

If "YES," A. Does the RPU select which specific local
activities will be included in the regional
annual plan from among a larger number of local
pProjects proposed, accepting some while

rejecting others?.....ccvvvvnnnee

------

B. Does the RPU usually accept local government
project decisions and incorporate them into the
regional annual plan with few changes?...

(v3-45)
YES 1 NO
YES 1 NO
YES 1 NO

Never
4
YES 1 NO
YES 1 NO
YES 1 NO

2

2

2

2

C. To what extent has the SPA's allocation of funds in particular

categories for different purposes limited flexibility im your

regional planning process? (Circle one)

Greatly Moderately

1

2

Very
little
3

25. A. Approximately what percentage of those projects in your
region which were initiated with Safe Streets funds, but
which no longer receive Safe Streets funds, are continuing
to operate with state or local government support?

a. State government supported...essse.

Not
at

all
4

(54~-56)

o8

49



26.

27.

28.

72

b. Local government supported....cceeeeescoscsosocnces caesnn A
(s7-59)

B. To what extent are the following factors important in determining whether a
project previously funded by Safe Streets funds will be supported by local
governments? (Circle appropriate number for each)

Very Moderately Of little
important important importance Unimportant

(€9) (2) (3) (4)
a. Proven success of the project. 1 2 3 4 90
b. Ability of the governmental 61
unit to support the project... 1 2 3 4
¢. Functional area of the project
(police, courts, corrections, 2
€tC.)evessanaeannss tesersssnens 1 2 3 4 o3
d. Innovativenecs of the project. 1 2 3 4
e. Non-controversial nature of
the project.ccecevccenscocecss 1 2 3 4 By
f. Political appeal or support of
the project...ceeeeovecronnsse 1 2 3 4 °°
g. Other (specify)
.1 2 3 4 °°
A. Approximately how many weeks does it usually take during the
award process from the development of the application
through the receipt of funds by the subgrantee?............. weeks

(67-68)
B. Please indicate if there are significant delays in the subgrant award process.

C. Is there a mechanism for RPU or local review of state
projects which will have an impact on the region?........... YES 1 No 2 9

In your opinion, to what extent have Safe Streets funds supplanted or replaced
previously budgeted state and local expenditures rather than being used to
support new programs? (Clrcle one for each)

Often Sometimes Rarely Never
(1) (2) (3) (4)
. StALL...vveceercecsscncsossssnsesess 1 2 3 4 70
B. LOCALleeeerenrnenansacnancsssssnsses 1 2 3 4 7

Please indicate wiiich of the following kinds of restrictions and requirements
placed on the use of Safe Streets funds have had the most serious adverse
effects on your RPU's ability to carry out its responsibilities. Also, please
describe briefly the most troublesome restrictions or requirements of each
type.

- a. Federal or state statutory requirements (specify)

587



7 b. LEAA adminigtrative requirements (specify)

The c. SPA administrative requirements (specify)

588 75 d. Other state administrative requirements (specify)

76 e. Local ordinances (specify)

77

f. Allocation of criminal justice functions among jurisdictions within

the region

(For purposes of the next section, monitoring will be defined as on-site
assessment of the progress, problems, and results to date of a project.
Evaluation will be defined as an in-depth analysis of the overall results
and impact of a project in meeting its objectives.)
29. Does your RPU have a substantial role in project monitoring or 7
program evaluation?....cceceercesseasesnsssscosnssescssscassssss YES 1 NO 2

If "YES," A. Are your staff and other resources adequate for . o
. YES 1 NO 2

carrying out this role?....cceveeescvvracesannns



30.

31.

32.°

IV.

B. Has the SPA provided guidelines, training, and
other forms of assistance to ensure adequate
monitoring and evaluation?.....eecvevevevenesess YES 1 NO 2

Is monitoring information actually used to modify the operations
of projects and affect RPU planning and funding decisions?...... YES 1 NO 2

10

A. What percentage of your projects do you evaluate each year?

(Do not include routine monitoring efforts).......c.cecesecase %
(11-13)
B. What percentage of total Safe Streets funds in your region do
you evaluate?..ceeeiiesastsrscosnesssaossocsaressscenossannre %
(14-16)

To what extent have the evaluations that your RPU has conducted had an effect
in the following areas? (Circle appropriate number for each)

Great Moderate Minor No
influence influence influence influence
1) (2) (3) (4)
a. Project refunding.....vec0veeceens 1 2 3 17 589
b. On-going modification of projects. 1 2 3 4 18
¢. Provided feedback to the planning 19
Process... ... eesesesessenrrnnsenea 1l 2 3 4
d. Assumption of project costs by 20
state and local government..,...... 1 2 3 4

GENERAL ISSUES

33.

34,

36.

In your opinion, what success have Safe Streets funds had in reducing crime or
slowing the growth in the crime rate? (Circle one)

Great Moderate Little ; No 21
success success success success
1 2 3 4

Considering the nature of crime and the amount of Safe Streets Act funds involved,
what kind of reduction in crime should reasonably be expected as a result of the
block grant program? (Circle one)

Great Moderate Little No 22
reduction reduction reduction reduction
1 2 3 4

In your opinion, to what extent would the crime rate have been greater today if
Safe Streets Act funds had not been available over the past six years? (Circle
one)

Far Moderately Slightly No
greater greater greater greater 23
1 2 3 4

Please rank each of the following in terms of what you think to be its
importance as an objective of the Safe Streets program (1 = most importanc

objective; 5 = least important objective). If it is not an objective, check
the far right column.
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37.

38.

39.

Rank

Possible objectives (1-5)

Not an

objective

(6)

Provide state and local governments with a comprehensive
criminal justice planning capacity....ceeeenesescvssoens

Provide funds to supplement state and local criminal
Justice budgets.c.iiivererenenoeoeusesssnscnnnsosnacenes

Provide funds to support innovative, pilot, and
demonstration criminal justice Programs.......eeceeesees

Replace existing criminal justice expenditures by state
and 1local gOVeIDMeNtS. s ccueeessooeeensnsnossonorosaasses

Give state and local governments greater latitude and
flexibility in the use of federal funds for law
enforcement and criminal justiCe...iveeeeseviovvreonvons

Other (specify)

Has your RPU played a role in the use of general revenue
sharing funds by local governments for criminal justice
PULPOSEST st esesetenruocaanssonsnsossosesessssosessssenssceacses YES

1 NO

Over the past six years, to what extent have the various components of the
criminal justice system in your region begun:

2

a. to view themselves as part of a highly integrated and interdependent system?

b.

(Circle one)

Very much Somewhat Not at all
1 2 3

to function as part of an interdependent system? (Circle one)

Very much Somewhat Not at all
1 2 3

31

32

Which components of the criminal justice system have not participated in this
trend and why?

40. In your opinion, what legislative or administrative changes are needed in the
Safe Streets program to improve block grant operation?

2h

25

26

27

28

29



Please return to:

Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations
726 Jackson Place, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20575

ATTN: Safe Streets Project Staff

591
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Appendix C

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

1975 Safe Streets Act Questionnaire
Municipal and County Elected Officials

-
.|
Respondent Phone
Position
This questionnaire should be completed by the chief
executive officer or his or her representative.
Please rank each of the following in terms of what you consider to be its

importance as an objective of the Safe Streets program. (1 = most important
objective; 5 = least important objective.) If it is not an objective, check
the far right column.

Possible objectives

Provide state and local governments with a comprehensive
criminal justice planning capacity...c.cevveevenrnnsens
Provide funds to supplement state and local criminal

justice budget8..cvuierrecerrvoencrosorocsorssosoroasnens:

Provide. funds to support innovative pilot and demonstra-
tion criminal justice programs.......coeceeesvsvcnrnsans
Replace existing criminal justice expenditures by state
and local gOVernmMeNtSB..csscessssvsecssnssasssesssasssnsnosse
Give state and local governments greater latitude and
flexibility in the use of federal funds for law
enforcement and criminal justice.......cce.ciiecnnanrnnns
Other (specify)

Not .an
objective

(6)

Has your city or county received Safe Streets Act funds from

either the State Planning Agency (SPA) or a Regional Planning
Unit (RPU) since 19697 (Circle number).....cccoeesanseacacnases

10

11

12

YES 1 No 2 !°



If "YES," A. How many separate grants? (Specify number)

From SPA From RPU
(1s-15) (16-17)
B. Approximately what is the total amount of funds
recelved to date?....cveeeneesscosccsansnsasoncs 9

(18-25)
1. STATUS OF LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING

3. Were there any comprehensive criminal justice planning
activities in your jurisdiction prior to the initiation of the
Safe Streets program in 19687 (Circle number).........e.ese.... YES 1 NO 2 26

If "YES," please describe the nature of these activities and the agency(s)
responsible for performing them.

4. A. Which of the following has primary responsibility for the planning and
administration of Safe Streets Act funds in your jurisdiction? (Check one
only unless this responsibility is shared by a local planning unit, a 593
» Ccriminal Justice Coordinating Council, a Regional Planning Unit, or
multiple local planning units.)

27~ a. Mayor's office 36— j. Citywide Criminal Justice
28—~ b. County Chief Executive's office Coordinating Council
29—~ c. District Attornmey's office 37— k. City-county Criminal Justice
30~ _d. City Manager's office Coordinating Council
31— e. County Manager's office 8- 1. Regional Planning Commission
32~ f. Department of Public Safety 39~ m. Council of Governments
33~ g. Department of Human Lo~ n. Regional office of SPA
Resources b1- 0. Other (specify)
3ha h. Police Department
35~ i. County Sheriff's Office
B. In what year was this office established?........cevevevaaeee 19 “2~43
C. Was this office created specifically for the planning and "
administration of Safe Streets Act funds? (Circle number).... YES 1 NO 2 N
D. How many professional staff members of this office spend
full-time on criminal justice activities? (Specify number)... 45=u6

E. Which of the following tasks related to the Safe Streets Act does the office
perform? (Check appropriate items)

7=~ a. Grant proposal writing 51~ e. Project evaluation

b8~ b. Development of comprehen-— s2- f. Guideline review
sive criminal justice plan 53— g. Other (specify)

49 c. Program planning ) .

S0~ d. Fiscal monitoring

5. A. How much Safe Streets Act Part B planning funds did your
jurisdiction receive in FY '747....0cvceevsorerssrcscnnneces $

(sw~60)
B. How much Safe Streets Act Part C action funds did your



jurisdiction use for criminal justice planning purposes in

L L P

(e1-58)

6. Please rate the adequacy of Safe Streets Part B planning funds for carrying out
the criminal justice planning responsibilities of your jurisdiction. (Circle
appropriate number)

Excessive Sufficient Inadequate 69

1 2 3

II. REGIONAL PLANNING UNIT (RPU) RELATIONSHIPS

7. Does the Regional Planning Unit (RPU) serving
your jurisdiction engage in an annual planning
process for criminal justice activities? NOT
(Circle appropriate number)....cceoceesessseesees YES 1 NO 2 APPLICABLE 3

8. How would you describe your RPU's capacity to plan for the effective use
of block grant funds? (Circle only one)

a. Highly developed planning capacity..ceeecreessscesescesssaessesorcnans 1
b. Adequate planning capacity..sceseeresensescrscssossetcsansannsnsonsons 2
394 c¢. Inadequate planning capacity.iseusiceeesesesssosrenoncsosesnnssssnnes 3

9. To what extent do the (a) state comprehensive plan and (b) regional plan reflect
and incorporate the criminal justice needs and priorities of your jurisdiction?
(Circle appropriate number for each)

(a) State Comprehensive Plan

Not
Very at
Significantly Adequately little all 72
1 2 3 4
(b) Regional Plan
Not
Very at
Significantly Adequately little all 73
1 2 3 4

10. For both the SPA Supervisory Board and the RPU Supervisory Board, please
indicate by circling the appropriate number which of the following groups
(1) exercise the most influence on the decisions of the SPA and RPU
Supervisory Boards; (2) are overrepresented on the SPA and RPU Supervisory
Boards; and (3) are underrepresented on the SPA and RPU Supervisory Boards.

SPA Board RPU Board
Most Over- Under- |Most Over- Under-
influ- repre- repre- influ- repre- repre-
ential sented sented ential sented sented
)y (2) (H 1 (2)
1. 8. POliCEuvenrneesencnnnnneseaness 17 1 28 1 2 10

1
B. COULtS.uuverenenreennnnnonanses 1 :; 1 2 12 1 ij 1 2 1
c. Prosecution and defense........ 1 1 2 1 1 2 18

70

71



19
d. CorrectionBS...eevecsceoscconcssse

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 -2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

20

24

28

32

36

40

bl

48

52

56

60

64

68

21
25
29

=

33
37

N

1 41

45
49

[

53
1
57

1
1 8!
1 85

1 69

=

o

1
1
1

1

22
26
30

NN

2 I
2 38

g b2

2 46
2 50

2 58
2 62
2 66

2 70

In your opinion, what have been the effects of the 1973 amendment to the Safe

Streets Act that a majority of the RPU Board consist of local elected officials?

1
e. Juvenile delinquency....ceeceee 1 ::
£. PubliC.cceeeeeossacssnsssssanss 1l
2. State government
a. Elected officials.....ceeeeness 1 3}
b. Appointed officials...cceeesses 1 3%
3. County government
a. Elected chief executive or
legislative officials.......... 1 °°
b. Elected law enforcement u3
officials..ciesscenscroncnoscas 1
c. Appointed officials......ocee.s 1Y
4. City government
a. Elected chief executive or
legislative officials........us 1 %!
b. Elected law enforcement ss
officials..eeecceenccscscescnces 1
c. Appointed officials......c.cess 1 ::
5. PUbDliCeccceereveccscnnssncasassonss 1
6. Other (specify)
. 1%
11.
(Check all applicable)
71= a.
RPU decision-making
72~ b.
RPU decision-making
73— e.
4= d. No effect
75— e. Other (specify)

Increased influence of chief executive and legislative officials in
Reduced influence of criminal justice functional representatives in

More realistic programming in terms of local budgeting considerations

12. Do you perceive RPU criminal justice planners as being mainly local or state

13‘

personnel? (Circle one)

Local State
1 2

Don't know

7
3

Please indicate the quality of technical assistance you receive from the SPA
and RPU in the following areas. (Circle the appropriate number for each)
Excellent Adequate Inadequate None
SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU
@ 2 @ @ Q) & Q) (2
.a. Planning assistance......... 18 28 110 2l 112 213 11+ 218
b. Application development..... 11¢ 217 118 21? 120 221 122 228
c. Project implementation and
OpPeration.....cecevnececcass 124 228 126 227 . 128 29 130 23t
d. EvaluatioNe.sececececcsvosss 132 233 1% 2% 1%¢ 237 138 239
e. Other (specify) 140 g4l 142 248 144 45 146 247

595



II1. FUNDING

14. A. With which of the following are most of your communications concerning
fund availability and application procedures for Safe Streets Act
funds? (Circle appropriate number)

a. The SPA........... ettt ettt aan, e, A T
b. The RPU...cevivionerecnscnsonaesns seeecanas cesenees seessasrasenes e 2
B. Who has the most influence in determining which activities and juris-
dictions receive Safe Streets action funds? (Circle appropriate number)
Be THe SPAu.ureneeersnnnnnnnneesssssennnsenneenss e e, eee 1 *?
b. The RPU.v.ieeicecrsecnsnnncness siesasesserasecnne cerereenns cererseena 2
15. How much of the following types of Safe Streets funds did your
jurisdiction receive in FY '747
a. Part C action funds.....coeeeveeneneens Ceeresesenesenee seees S 5057
b. Part E corrections funds.....veeeuese Cresscerasaennn - 58”64
¢. Discretionary funds other than Impact or Pilot Cityeveveeoee $ 65—71
596 16. As you know, the Safe Streets Act requires that a certain
percentage of Part C action funds be "passed-through" from the
state/regional units to local jurisdictions. Do you feel that
the amount of funds "passed-through" 1is equitable and reflects 72
a balance between state/local needs?......eevcveesnnscecasesss. YES 1 NO 2
If "NO," which level should receive more? (Circle one)
B, StALE. .t ecctesstessssscsssssssssssssassssenssssnsssasssanss 17
be LOCAL..cocerssoesssssscsssssnsnssssssssssasssssassssssssses 2
17. Given its population and crime rate, do you feel that your
Jurisdiction receives a fair share of Safe Streets Part C
action funds as compared with other jurisdictions in your 74
TeBlonT.uceieiiiueieeiencecnentitncaarrsrrsscncrssesanssessesess YES 1 NO 2
If “NO," to what extent do the following factors account for your jurisdic-
tion's receiving less than its fair share of funds? (Circle
appropriate number for each factor)
Major Contributing Minor Not a
factor factor factor factor
(1) (2) (3) (4)
a. Inability to provide matching ,
funds....... sesossreressenans 1 2 3 4
b. Inadequate representation on e
the SPA Supervisory Board.... 1 2 3 4
c. Inadequate representation on 0
the RPU Supervisory Board.... 1 2 3 4
d. Unwillingness to apply for
Safe Streets funds because of
inability to assume continu-~ 1o
ation co8t8..ccreesvesracannn 1 2 3 4
e. Inadequate allocation formula
or criteria of the: 11
B 1 2 3 4 12

14, RPU.cesvennsccnncncccense 1 2 3 4



f. Weak political position of
jurisdiction vis-a-vis other
local criminal justice
agencies or jurisdictions in

the Btate...coveveveeessenss 1 2 3 4 13
g. Other (specify)
.1 2 3 s
18. Have you experienced any major delays since 1973 in the grant 15

AWATrd ProCeBBY..ccecsccssssscssrssesssssnassssasasvsnancsacesses YES 1 NO 2

If "YES," what factors have contributed to these delays?
597
19. A. Approximately what percentage of the projects which were
initiated in your jurisdiction with Safe Streets Act funds,
but which no longer receive such grant funds, are continuing
to operate with local government Support?....ccececccssscsnes y 4
(16-1¢)

B. To what extent are the following factors important in determining whether a
project previously funded by Safe Streets Act funds will be supported by your
local government? (Circle appropriate number for each factor)

Very Somewhat Of little
important important importance Unimportant
(1) (2) (3) (4)
a. Proven success of the
project (in terms of its
own objectives)...cvevun.n 1 2 3 4 19
b. Ability of the government
unit to support the
 Project..ciiiiiieennoncnas 1 2 3 4 20
¢. Functional area of the
project (police, courts,
‘corrections, etC.).vesccn. 1 2 3 4 21
d. Innovativeness of the
Project.ceceisccescrasccces 1 2 3 4 22
e. Non-controversial nature
of the Project............ 1 2 3 4 %
f. Political strength of the
Project..cecieicecrconronnse 1 2 3 4 s
g. Other (specify)
1 2 3 s %
20. In your opinion, have any of the restrictions and requirements
placed on the use .of Safe Streets funds had serious adverse
effects on your jurisdiction's ability to carry out criminal 26

justice pPrograms?......ccceeerecsensccaccscseasssncssnsancscessse YES 1 NO 2
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If "YES," please specify the restrictions and requirements.

21. In your opinion, to what extent have Safe Streets funds supplanted or replaced
previously budgeted local expenditures rather than being used to support new
programs? (Circle one)

Often Sometimes Rarely Never
1 2 3 4

27

22. How would you describe your satisfaction with the current LEAA match requirement

(90% federal, 5% state buy-in, and 5% local funds)? (Circle one)

Very Moderately Moderately Very
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied unsatisfied ?°
1 2 3 4
23. How often do the SPA staff and the RPU staff monitor (i.e., on-site periodic
assessment of on-going operations) local projects and programs? (Circle
appropriate number)
Don't
Weekly Monthly Quarterly Annually Never know
1) 2) 3) 4) - _5) (6)
a. SPA staff..... T | 2 3 4 5 29
b. RPU Staff..eceecncenenss .1 2 3 4 5 6 *°

24, How often do the SPA staff and the RPU gtaff evaluate (i.e., iu-depth analysis
of overall results) local projects and programs? (Circle appropriate number)

Don't
Weekly Monthly Quarterly Annually Never know
(€] (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
a. SPA 8taff....evevveenasns 1 2 3 4 5 6 !
b. RPU staff......... AU | 2 3 4 5 6 32

25. A. Please indicate the evaluation system with which you are most familiar.
(Circle one)

- T 1 ¢

b RPUiieiieneennnrenensosoosncocoaaannsasssnssassasnsonsnssesossvscnsoans

B. To what extent has this evaluation system affected the following areas?
(Circle one for each)

Great Moderate Minor No
influence influence influence influence

Q) ) 3 (4)
a. Project refunding......eeve... 1 2 3 4
b. On-going modification......... 1 2 3 4 35
c. Assumption of project costs by .6

state and local governments... 1 2 3 4
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27.

28.

29.

d. Developing new funding
priorities....cccceecccccccnnse 1 2 3 4
e. Other (specify)

37

.. 1 2 3 s

How would you rate your SPA's and RPU's evaluation system? (Circle one for each)

(a) State Planning Agency

Excellent Good Fair Poor Should be abolished *°
1 2 3 4 5

(b) Regional Planning Unit

Excellent Good Fair Poor Should be abolished *°
1 2 3 4 5

In your jurisdiction, to what extent have LEAA discretionary funds been used for
the following purposes. (Circle appropriate number)

Not 599
Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never applicable
Q) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6)
a. To continue support of
existing programs...... 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
b. To support innovative
PrOSLaMS8..ccooeesesoscce 1 2 3 4 5 6 2
¢. To build local juris-
dictional support for
the program.....ssss0.0 1 2 3 4 5 6 3
d. Research, demonstration
and pilot programs..... 1 2 3 4 5 6 **
e. Other (specify)
1 2 3 4 5 6 “°

How much and what proportion of your jurisdiction's general revenue sharing
funds have been used for the following criminal justice purposes? (If none for
any category, indicate zero [0] for the dollar amount and percentage)

FY 1973 - FY 1974 FY 1975

a. Police..cess. §

A, % $ 4 $ %
(ve-53) (54=56) (57-6%) (6s-67) (68=75) (76~78)
$ % $ 4 $ %
C 7-14) (15-17) (18=-25) (26-28) (29-196) (37-39)

b. Courts.......
c. Prosecution

and defense.. $ Z $ __Z $ __Z
“(uo-u7y  (we=s0) (s1-s58)  (59-61) (62-69) (70-72)
4. Corrections.. § x $ % $ __x
T8y (@s=i7) T (ae-zs)  (ze-28) (2%-38)  (37-39)
e. Juvenile
delinquency.. §$ 3 $ 4 $ I
iR Ty (wisse) (5i=se) — (Ss=e1) (ez=es)  (79=72)
Have the SPA or the RPU played any role in determining the
use of general revenue sharing funds in your jurisdiction?



600

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

B SPA..iceieroeesocsencssasasscassssssonensassrencssansarssess JYES 1 NO 2
be RPU...iuiuececvnossrssosesesnccasansssssssasassasssecsncosss YES 1 NO 2

Please describe any differences in the use to which Safe Streets Act funds and
general revenue sharing funds have been put in the criminal justice area.

In your opinion, what success have Safe Streets Act funds had in reducing crime
or slowing the growth of the crime rate in your jurisdiction? (Circle appropriate
number)

Great Substantial Moderate Little No ”s
success success success success success
1 2 3 4 5

Considering the nature of crime and the amount of Safe Streets Act funds
involved, what kind of reduction in crime should reasonably be expected as a
result of the Safe Streets program? (Circle appropriate number)

Great Substantial Moderate Slight No 76
reduction reduction reduction reduction reduction
1 2 3 4 5

In your opinion, to what extent would the crime rate in your jurisdiction have
been greater today if Safe Streets Act funds had not been available over the
past six years? (Circle appropriate number)

Substantially . Moderately Slightly No
greater greater greater greater
1 2 3 4

What have been the most important improvements in your jurisdiction's criminal
justice system since 1969? To what extent have Safe Streets Act funds been
influential in bringing about these improvements?

Since the Safe Streets Act is scheduled for renewal in this Congress, what
recommendations would you make to improve the program?

77



601

PLEASE RETURN TO:

Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations
726 Jackson Place, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20575

ATTN: Safe Streets Project Staff






APPENDIX D
Responses to County Questionnaires
ACIR 1975 Safe Streets Survey
October 1975
Number of Counties
Counties Responding
Classification Surveyed No. %
TOTAL ALL COUNTIES 2244 664 30
Population group
Over 500,000 70 40 57
250,000 - 500,000 72 37 51
100,000 - 249,999 191 76 40
50,000 - 99,999 330 95 29
25,000 - 49,999 568 158 28
10,000 - 24,999 1013 258 25
5,000 - 9,999 0 0 o0 603
2,500 - 4,999 0 0 0
Under 2,500 0 0 0
Geographic region
Northeast 191 71 37
North Central 736 222 30
South 1070 272 25
West 247 99 40
Metro status
Metro 607 228 38
Non metro 1637 436 27
Form of Government
Without administrator 1850 485 26
With administrator 394 179 45
Unknown 0 0 0
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Classification

TOTAL ALL CITIES
Population group
Over 500,000
250,000 - 500,000
100,000 - 249,999
50,000 - 99,999
25,000 - 49,999
10,000 - 24,999
5,000 - 9,999
2,500 - 4,000
Under 2,500
Geographic region
Northeast
North Central
South
West
Metro/City typé
Central
Suburban
Independent
Form of government
Mayor-council
Council-manager
Commission
Town meeting
Rep. town meeting

APPENDIX D

Responses to City Questionnaires
ACIR 1975 Safe Streets Survey

October 1975

Number of
Cities
Surveyed

2301

27
30
97
256
535
1356

712
675
543
371

363
1311
627

926
1135
119
79
42

Cities
Responding

No.

1017

16
19
68
125
235
554

o O o

229
328
253

207

205
545
267

363
587
40
17
10

%

44

59
63
70
49
44
41

[« = N o]

32
49
47

56
42
43

39
52
34
22
24
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what is ACIR?

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations (ACIR] was created by the Congress in 1959 to
monitor the operation of the American federal sys-
tem and to recommend improvements. ACIR is a per-
manent national bipartisan body representing the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches of Federal, state, and
local government and the public,

The Cammission is composed of 26 members—nine
representing the Federal government, 14 representing
state and local government, and three representing
the public, The President appoints 20—three private
citizens and three Federal executive offlicials {!iri-'l'”}l'
and four governars, three state legislators, lour may-
ors, and three elected county officials from slates
nominated by the National Governors’ Conference,
the Council of State Governments, the Mational
League of Cities/U.5. Conference of Mayors, and the
National Association of Counties. The three Senators
are chosen by the .President of the Senate and the
three Congressmen by the Speaker of the House.

Lach Commission member serves a two year term and
may be reappointed,

As a continuing body, the Commission approaches its
work by addressing itself to specific issues and prob-
lems, trre resolution of which would produce im-
proved cooperation among the levels of iguvernrnenl
and more effective functioning of the federal system.
In addition to dealing with the all important functional
and structural relationships among the various gov-
ernments, the Commission has also extensively stud-
ied critical stresses currently being placed on tradi-
tional governmental laxing practices. One of the long
range efforts of the Commission has been to seek ways
to improve Federal, state, and local governmental tax-
ing practices and policies to achieve equitable alloca-
tion ol resources, increased efficiency in collection
and administration, and reduced compliance burdens
upon the taxpayers.

Studies undertaken by the Commission have deall
with subjects as diverse as transportation and as spe-
cific as state taxation of out-of-state depositories; as
wide ranging as substate regionalism 10 the more spe
clalized issue of local revenue diversification. In select-
ing iterns for the work program, the Commission con-
siders the relative importance and urgency of the
problem, its manageabhility from the point of view of
finances and stafl available to ACIR and the extent to
which the Commission can make a fruitful contribu-
tion toward the solution of the problem,

Alter selecting specific intergovernmental issues for
investigation, ACIR follows a multistep procedure that
assures review and comment by representatives of all
points of view, all affected levels of government, tech-
nical experls, and interested groups. The Commission
then debates each issue and ?ﬂrmuldlm its pulicy po-
sition. Commission findings and recommendations
are published and drafl bills and executive orders de-
veloped to assist in implementing ACIR policies,
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