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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 
Commission 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 Acr 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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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 fot 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 
this part of the act. 

Buy-in-under Section 303(2), Part C of the act, 
states are required to contribute at least half of 
the nowFederal funds for a local 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 - cont inued 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 crimi- 
nal 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. 

90day 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. 

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 I 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 conditim-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 law enforce- 
ment during the preceding fiscal year. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 
Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 

Streets Act of 1968 was a bold experiment in inter- 
governmental relations. Conceived in the wake of 
political assassinations, urban civil disorders and 
campus unrest, the act embodied the Federal gov- 
ernment's first comprehensive grant-in-aid program 
for assisting state and local efforts to reduce crime 
and improve the administration of justice. Moreover, 
the instrument used to dispense Federal funds was a 
sharp departure from the traditional categorical 
grant, which has tended to focus on specific areas of 
national priority, reduce the latitude given to recip- 
ients, increase the influence of Federal administrators 
and require compliance with numerous conditions. 
Instead, Congress opted for a block grant approach 
that assigned the major share of responsibility for 
planning, fund allocation and administration of the 
program to state governments. 

BLOCK GRANT CHARACTERISTICS 

A block grant has five major characteristics that 
distinguish it from a categorical grant: 

A block grant authorizes Federal aid for 
a wide range of activities within a broad 
functional area; 
Recipients are given substantial discre- 
tion in identifying problems and design- 
ing programs to deal with them; 



Administrative, fiscal reporting, planning 
and other federally established require- 
ments are geared to keeping grantor in- 
trusiveness to a minimum, while recog- 
nizing the need to insure that national 
goals are accomplished; 
Grants are distributed on the basis of a 
statutory formula, which narrows grantor 
discretion and provides some sense of fis- 
cal certainty for grantees; and 
Eligibility provisions are fairly specific 
and tend to favor general purpose govern- 
mental units. 

SAFE STREETS AND THE 
BLOCK GRANT EXPERIMENT 

Although the Safe Streets Act was technically not 
the first Federal block grant effort, it was the first 
Federal program designed to operate as a block 
grant from its outset -as opposed to being a con- 
solidation of previously separate categorical pro- 
grams.* 

Implementation of the Safe Streets program by 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) and the state planning agencies (SPAS) for 
criminal justice has been characterized by contro- 
versy from the beginning. Although many issues 
have been raised, much of the debate has focused on 
the desirability of block grants to states versus other 
forms of Federal assistance. At the one extreme, di- 
rect aid to localities on a project-by-project basis 
has been a long-standing alternative; at the other, 
distribution of funds to state agencies and local units 
in accordance with a revenue sharing approach has 
been a more recent proposal. 

Realizing that the success or failure of the block 
grant experiment would strongly influence the 
course of future Federal grant-in-aid policy, in 1970 
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re- 
lations (ACIR) assessed the early experience under 
the planning and action grant provisions of the stat- 
ute and issued a report, "Making the Safe Streets 
Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge." The 
commission concluded then that although there had 
been some gaps in the states' responses to the needs 

*The Partnership for Health Act, approved by Congress in 1966. 
was technically the first Federal block grant program. Under 
that statute, 16 previously separate categories of assistance were 
consolidated into one broad grant for comprehensive health 
services. 

of high-crime areas, the block grant was "a signifi- 
cant device for achieving greater cooperation and 
coordination of criminal justice efforts between 
the states and their political subdivisions." It rec- 
ommended that Congress continue the block grant 
experiment and that the states make further efforts 
to target funds and improve their operations under 
the act. 

PURPOSE OF THE 1975 STUDY 

Five years later, the ACIR launched a second 
examination of the Safe Streets program as part of 
its comprehensive study of The Intergovernmental 
Grant System: An Assessment and Proposed Poli- 
cies. The commission's current interest is twofold. 
First, Safe Streets provides an opportunity to review 
the operation of the block grant instrument over a 
multi-year period; sufficient time has passed to arrive 
at some firmer judgments about the program's 
strengths and weaknesses and to develop strategies 
for change. Second, the experience of Federal, state, 
sub-state regional and local agencies in planning and 
programming under the Safe Streets Act can provide 
important information for policy-makers to use in 
considering new block grant proposals or existing 
programs in the health, community development, 
manpower and social services areas that embody this 
approach. 

Seven years have passed since President Lyndon 
B. Johnson signed the Safe Streets Act into law. In 
1968, criminal justice was lacking not only a body 
of knowledge for planning, but also academic atten- 
tion as a separate discipline. Few states, regional 
bodies or localities had undertaken any comprehen- 
sive planning activities in this area before passage 
of the Safe Streets Act. Even the first state plans 
produced under the statute were little more than 
project listings. But by 1975, the state-of-the-art 
had changed greatly: a new profession-criminal 
justice planning - had emerged. State planning agen- 
cies had experimented with and implemented altern- 
ative planning models and techniques. Although 
systems improvement began as and has remained 
the preferred approach, a crime-specific model 
gained impetus with the launching of LEAA's High 
Impact Anticrime Program (Impact Cities Program) 
in 1972. More recently, with the report of the Na- 
tional Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, a third method-the adoption 
by individual states of specific standards and goals 
for criminal justice and the delineation of programs 



and funding criteria to encourage their implementa- 
tion - has gained attention. 

The nation's understanding of the crime problem 
has also changed over the past seven years. No long- 
er is the answer to lawlessness seen as simply more 
and better-equipped police. It is now almost con- 
ventional wisdom that preventing and controlling 
crime is more than a matter of detection and 
apprehension, that the efficiency with which offend- 
ers are processed and the effectiveness with which 
they are rehabilitated are vital to enhancing respect 
for the law and possibly to deterring criminal be- 
havior. It is also generally recognized that crime is 
a complex societal problem that cannot be solved 
solely by investing substantial resources in improv- 
ing the processing of offenders. 

Despite these advances, serious questions about 
the program's impact continue to be raised. Although 
it abated slightly during the early 1970's, the rising 
crime rate continues to be a major public concern. 
In 1974, the reported crime rate increased by 17 per- 
cent, and since 1968, the rate of violent crime has in- 
creased by 57 percent. Yet, a major assumption 
underlying the Safe Streets Act is that money makes 
a difference-the more funds available, the greater 
the possibility of reducing crime. Does the increase 
in reported crime, then, reflect the failure of the 
Program to achieve its objectives? 

The 1971. 1973 and 1974 amendments to the act 
reflect the changing congressional understanding of 
the nature of the crime problem, the responses to 
pressures from various functional interests and the 
Politicization of the crime issue. The title and the 
emphasis of the statute have both been altered- 
from "Safe Streets" in 1968 to "Crime Control" in 
1971 and 1973.* The initial emphasis on better law 
enforcement to curb domestic violence has given way 
to a growing awareness of the needs of the criminal 
Justice system as a whole. 

Congressional earmarking of funds for specific 
functional areas, such as corrections and juvenile 
delinquency, has converted Safe Streets into a 
' 6  

hybrid" block grant and raised questions about the 
extent of discretion to be accorded states and local- 
ities in tailoring Federal assistance to their own 
needs and priorities. Categorization pressures 

*The term "Safe Streets Act" is used throughout this report to 
refer to the LEAA enabling legislation during the seven-year 
Scope of the Commission's study. Where "the act" is used, the 
report refers to the law in effect at the time. 

continue to be exerted by those who complain 
that not enough money has been distributed to those 
jurisdictions having the greatest problems or among 
those functional areas having the greatest needs. 

Since the earlier ACIR report, there have also 
been changes in the Federal administration of the 
program. In 197 1, Congress abolished the so-called 
"troika" arrangement and vested responsibility in a 
single administrator of LEAA. But controversy and 
confusion have continued to surround the question of 
the proper Federal role in administering a block 
grant. Frequent changes in leadership at the Federal 
and state levels have exacerbated this issue. 

ACIR began the current study by identifying the 
issues surrounding the block grant instrument in 
general and the Safe Streets program in particular 
and found that several concerns that were addressed 
in 1970 merited continued attention. The issues pre- 
sented below formed the framework of ACIR's 1975 
inquiry. 3 

What were the original objectives and the 
expectations of Congress in enacting the 
Safe Streets Act and how have they been 
modified over the years? 

T o  what extent has LEAA provided ap- 
propriate leadership for the Safe Streets 
block grant program? 
What is the nature and extent of the 
states' capacity to plan for block grants 
and how has it changed since 1969? 
In what ways does the SPA relate to the 
governor, the legislature and other state 
criminal justice agencies? 
What is the organization and function of 
regional planning units (RPUs) and how 
do they relate to the SPA, other regional 
planning bodies and local governments? 

*To what extent has the total amount of 
planning funds available to state and local 
governments and regional units provided 
for the most effective use by each level? 
What groups are represented on the SPA 
and RPU supervisory boards, and what 
impact does their representation have on 
the distribution of funds? 
What portion of total state and local ex- 
penditures for police, courts and correc- 
tions do Safe Streets block grant funds 
account for, and have Federal dollars had 
an additive, stimulative or substitutive 
effect? 



For what purposes have Safe Streets 
block grants been used, how have these 
changed over the past seven years and 
has a jurisdictional and functional bal- 
ance been achieved? 

.To what extent do the current "action" 
funds pass-through formulas reflect the 
most appropriate balance between state 
and local needs? 

.To what extent have SPAs developed 
efficient and effective subgrant award 
procedures? 
What effects have the categorization of 
the block grant and the earmarking of 
funds, as well as other requirements im- 
posed by the Federal and state govern- 
ments, had on the flexibility and discre- 
tion of recipients in planning, adminis- 
tration and resource allocation? 
To what extent have state and local agen- 
cies assumed the costs of block grant-sup- 
ported activities over time? 
What is the relationship between the uses 
of Safe Streets block grants and local 
government general revenue sharing out- 
lays? 

.To what extent have the activities sup- 
ported by Safe Streets block grants 
been evaluated at the Federal, state, re- 
gional and local levels? 
For what purposes have LEAA discre- 
tionary funds been used and how have 
these changed over the past seven years? 
Has the Safe Streets program played a 
role in bringing about significant im- 
provements in the criminal justice system 
at the state, regional and local levels? 
As a result of the block grant approach, 
do the various components of the crim- 
inal justice system view themselves as a 
part of a highly integrated and inter- 
dependent system? 

T o  what extent has the block grant en- 
hanced the authority of elected chief 
executive and state legislative officials 
and administrative generalists in plan- 
ning and managing Federal aid? 

.To what extent has the Safe Streets pro- 
gram fulfilled the objectives and ex- 
pectations associated with use of the 
block grant instrument? 

DATA SOURCES 

The study of the operation of the Safe Streets 
program since 1968 was conducted by the ACIR re- 
search staff between March and November of 1975. 

The research team discovered that, despite grow- 
ing national interest in the program, there was a 
general lack of reliable information concerning Safe 
Streets operations over the years. Hence, much time 
and effort was devoted to the development, compila- 
tion and analysis of data needed to compensate for 
this deficiency. 

Data for the study were gathered from three major 
sources: ACIR national surveys, information sup- 
plied to LEAA by the states and ACIR field ob- 
servations of the program. 

In the national surveys, three different question- 
naires, designed to gather factual and attitudinal 
information, were mailed to representatives of the 
state planning agencies, regional planning units and 
selected local governments. The questionnaires are 
described briefly below. 

SPA Questionnaire. This instrument was devel- 
oped in cooperation with the National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators and 
distributed to all 55 SPAs in May 1975. The 54- 
page, 114-question instrument covered a wide range 
of organizational, operational and financial activ- 
ities at the state level. By October 31, 1975, 51 SPAs 
(93 percent) had replied; Alabama, Kansas, New 
York and Puerto Rico had not responded.* (See 
Appendix A, Report A-55a.) 

RPU Questionnaire. A major void in data about 
the Safe Streets program concerned the operations 
of the regional planning units. To help fill this gap, 
ACIR prepared, with the assistance of the National 
Association of Regional Councils, a mail survey 
instrument. The questionnaire was distributed in 
June 1975 to the 460 regional units that perform 
criminal justice planning, according to the list de- 
veloped by the National Institute of Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Justice. By the end of October, 
74 percent of the RPUs had replied. Fifty-eight 
percent of the respondents were multi-purpose re- 
gions; the remainder were single-purpose. There 

*Alabama's questionnaire arrived one week after this date and 
was included in the tabulations; New York's questionnaire was 
returned in February 1976 and was not included. 



was some overrepresentation of heavily populated 
regions and of those reporting an average crime 
rate. Overall, however, the sample appears to be 
representative. (See Appendix B, Report A55a.) 

Local Questionnaire. To probe the attitudes of 
local officials concerning the operation, effects and 
necessary changes in the Safe Streets program, 
ACIR staff developed a questionnaire in cooperation 
with the National League of Cities-U.S. Conference 
of Mayors, the National Association of Counties and 
the International City Management Association. 
This instrument was sent to the chief executive of- 
ficer of all cities and counties of 10,000 popula- 
tion or more in July 1975. By October, responses 
had been received from 44 percent of the 2,301 cities 
and 30 percent of the 2,244 counties surveyed. (See 
Appendices C and D, Report A-55a.) 

Although the questionnaires were sent to the 
directors of SPAS and RPUs and to the chief exec- 
utive officers of local governments, a variety of per- 
sons prepared the responses. In general, the SPA 
questionnaires were completed by the executive 
director individually or, more commonly, by appro- 
priate department heads working in conjunction with 
the director. Usually the staff director or chief plan- 
ner responded for the regional planning units. The 
local questionnaires were generally answered by the 
mayor, chairman of the county board of supervisors, 
or the chief administrative officer. However, a 
substantial number of these officials routed the 
questionnaire to the police department or sheriffs 
office. To ensure that the responses from law en- 
forcement officials did not skew the results of the 
survey, most of the questions were tabulated on the 
basis of the respondent's position as well as popula- 
tion, region, form of government, and type of com- 
munity; no significant differences in the views of 
these officials were apparent. 

TO supplement the heavily subjective nature of the 
mail surveys, the FY 1976 planning grant applica- 
tions submitted by the states to LEAA were exam- 
ined. By late October, data supplied by 52 of the 55 
SPAS had been compiled. This information dealt 
with the composition of the SPA supervisory boards, 
the size and functions of state and regional staff, 
the number of RPUs, the SPA budget, the number 
of cities and counties eligible for planning or action 
funds and the status of waivers. Because the planning 
grant applications were analyzed prior to their re- 
view and approval by LEAA, some deficiencies or 

inaccuracies may have existed that had not yet been 
corrected. 

Another source of data for the report was LEAA's 
Grants Management Information System (GMIS), 
which covers Part B, C and E block grant awards, 
as well as discretionary fund allocations. Although 
GMIS offers the best data available on Safe Streets 
funding, incomplete reporting and inconsistent 
classification pose reliability problems. The specific 
strengths and limitations of GMIS data are ex- 
plained in depth in Chapter V of the report. 

The third major data source was the case study. 
In order to gain firsthand impressions of the opera- 
tion of the Safe Streets block grant under differing 
state-local conditions, the ACIR research team 
selected 10 states to be observed during May, June, 
July and August 1975. Factors used in the selection 
process included population, crime rates, degree of 
decentralization, state-local expenditure mix, loca- 
tion of the SPA and overall reputation of the SPA. 
One to two weeks of field work were conducted in 
each of the states. An ACIR field team visited at 
least two regions, two counties and two cities in each 
case study state. The impressions gained from the 
483 interviews were supplemented by information 
from the state comprehensive plans, planning grant 
applications, GMIS and ACIR questionnaires. A 
complete discussion of case study methodology is 
contained in Chapter VIII. 

Information from the Bureau of the Census, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the General 
Accounting Office, various congressional commit- 
tees, public interest groups, academicians and other 
sources has been used in appropriate parts of the 
report. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

This report is divided into four major sections. The 
first contains background chapters describing the 
legislative and administrative history of the program 
and analyzing planning and funding activities at the 
state, regional and local levels. The second discusses 
issues and perspectives concerning the Safe Streets 
program and the block grant instrument, and offers 
recommendations for improving the act and its ad- 
ministration. The third presents a comparative anal- 
ysis of the 10 case studies of Safe Streets experience 
and individual state reports. The final section con- 
tains the questionnaires used in ACIR's 1975 Safe 
Streets survey and response rate tables. 
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Chapter 11 

Congress and Safe Streets: 
Continuity and Change in Intent 

The decade of the 1960's brought rapid social 
change to the United States generated by the post- 
war baby boom and by population migration and 
metropoli,tanization. Accompanying this phenome- 
non was an increase in crime. Antiwar protests and 
racial disorders in the central cities of the nation also 
contributed to the growing public concern about 
personal safety and the protection of property. 
The climate was ripe for crime to become a political 
issue. 

THE WAR ON CRIME 

The call to combat crime was first heard in the 
1964 Presidential campaign when Republican candi- 
date Barry M. Goldwater frequently referred to the 
"breakdown of law and order" in his campaign 
speeches. President Lyndon B. Johnson also ad- 
dressed the crime issue in the 1964 campaign. While 
expressing concern about developing a national po- 
lice force and removing the basic responsibility for 
law enforcement from state and local officials, on 
March 8, 1965, he submitted a Special Message to 
Congress on Law Enforcement and the Administra- 
tion of Justice-the first presidential message to the 
Congress devoted exclusively to crime - which assert- 
ed that crime was no longer merely a local problem 
but had become a national concern, and that the 
trend toward lawlessness must be reversed by a con- 
certed "War on Crime" waged at all levels of gov- 



ernment. Although the President tended to stress the 
police and law enforcement themes, he also indicated 
that all components of the criminal justice system 
were vital to fighting crime: 

This message recognizes that crime is a 
national problem. That recognition does not 
carry with it any threat to the basic prerog- 
atives of state and local governments. It 
means, rather, that the Federal govern- 
ment will henceforth take a more meaning- 
ful role in meeting the whole spectrum of 
problems posed by crime. It means that the 
Federal government will seek to exercise 
leadership and to assist local authorities in 
meeting their responsibilities.' 

In this message, the President announced the 
establishment of the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, which 

lo 
was charged with investigating the causes of crime 
and proposing recommendations to improve its pre- 
vention and control. As a follow-up to the message, 
the President sent to the Congress legislation calling 
for the creation of a pilot program of Federal grants 
to "provide assistance in training State and local 
enforcement officers and other personnel, and in 
improving the capabilities, techniques and practices 
in State and local law enforcement and prevention 
and control of  rime."^ The proposed Law Enforce- 
ment Assistance Act was the first Federal grant 
program "designed solely for the purpose of bolster- 
ing State and local crime reduction responsibilities."' 
It sought a modest $7 million annual appropriation 
and provided for the creation of an Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance (OLEA). 

The OLEA program was viewed by the Johnson 
Administration as experimental in nature, designed 
mainly to promote new ideas and support research 
and innovative programs. More specifically, it was 
intended to emphasize: (1) training of state and local 
law enforcement and criminal justice personnel; (2) 
demonstration projects and studies; and (3) collec- 
tion and dissemination of information concerning 
effective crime control programs. Other noteworthy 
features of the bill were unspecified matching re- 
quirements, direction of the program by the attorney 
general and prohibition of any Federal control of a 
state or local law enforcement agency. 

The House and Senate passed the measure with 
no opposition. Only one day of hearings was held 
in the House and three were held in the Senate. The 

focal point of the limited floor debate was the at- 
torney general's possible interference in state and 
local law enforcement prerogatives and responsibili- 
ties. As a result of congressional concern over this 
issue, the final bill contained the clause: 

Nothing in the Act is to be construed to 
authorize any Federal department, agency, 
officer or employee to exercise any direc- 
tion, supervision, or control over the organ- 
ization, administration or personnel of any 
state or local police force or other law en- 
forcement agency .4 

The lack of congressional opposition to the legisla- 
tion seemed to  stem less from ideological reasons 
than from the fact that the amount of funds request- 
ed did not warrant much attention. Because of 
various criticisms and recommendations made by 
members of Congress, however, the thrust of the 
proposed legislation was shifted to law enforcement 
action rather than to research programs. Technolog- 
ical improvements in law enforcement and other 
activities that would have an immediate rather than 
a long-term impact on crime were emphasized. 

The potential beneficiaries were not instrumental 
in the passage of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act, nor did they give it much vocal support. The 
police wanted more men and equipment -not studies 
and innovative programs. In fact, at its 1965 con- 
vention, the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police (IACP) passed a resolution against "any 
attempted encroachment by the Federal government 
into State or local government in the law enforcement 
field."5 Likewise the courts reacted unfavorably to 
possible studies of judicial management. "Correc- 
tional officials were the only group that responded 
favorably to proposed Law Enforcement Assis- 
tance Act. Experimental projects, especially in the 
area of community based programs, had much sup- 
port within correctional circles and demand for 
further experimentation was ~ t r o n g . " ~  

Six months after his message on crime, the Pres- 
ident signed the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 
1965, which authorized the attorney general "to 
make grants to, or contract with, public or private 
non-profit agencies . . . to improve law enforcement 
and correctional personnel, increase the ability of 
State and local agencies to protect persons and prop- 
erty from lawlessness, and instill greater public 
respect for the law."' The attorney general was 
given considerable discretion in awarding grants, 



conducting research, providing technical assistance, 
disseminating information and evaluating programs. 

The War on Crime was funded at a demonstration 
ievel, with congressional appropriations during the 
1966-1968 fiscal year period ranging from $7.2 mil- 
lion in 1966 to $7.5 million in 1968. The program 
was not intended to be a major source of financial 
support. President Johnson, in his statement follow- 
ing the signing of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act, made this clear: "We are not dealing here in 
subsidies. The basic responsibility for dealing with 
local crime and criminals is, must be, and remains 
local."8 The Law Enforcement Assistance Act, then, 
established the notion of Federal seed money to state 
and local criminal justice agencies as a legitimate 
Federal role in criminal justice and as a matter of 
national policy. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, generally referred to 
as the crime commission, resulted from a commit- 
ment first made in the State of the Union Message 
of Jan. 4, 1965, which was implemented by Executive 
Order on July 23, 1965. This action "provided addi- 
tional direction and justification for the growing 
national involvement in criminal justice activities". 
The commission, headed by Attorney General Nich- 
olas deB. Katzenbach and composed of 18 mem- 
bers, worked for 18 months examining and inter- 
preting information on the causes and extent of 
crime as well as possible solutions to the crime 
Problem. 

In its general report, "The Challenge of Crime in 
a Free Society," the commission concluded that 
crime could be reduced by striving for the following 
objectives: 

l First, society must seek to prevent crime 
before it happens by assuring all Amer- 
icans a stake in the benefits and respon- 
sibilities of American life, by strengthen- 
ing law enforcement, and by reducing 
criminal opportunities. 

S e c o n d ,  society's aim of reducing crime 
would be better served if the system of 
criminal justice developed a far broader 
range of techniques with which to deal 
with individual offenders. 

l Third, the system of criminal justice must 
eliminate existing injustices if it is to 
achieve its ideals and win respect and co- 
operation from all citizens. 

l F.ourth, the system of criminal justice 
must attract more and better people - 
police, prosecutors, judges, defense at- 
torneys, probation and parole officers, 
and correction officials with more knowl- 
edge, expertise, initiative and integrity. 
Fifth, there must be much more opera- 
tional and basic research into the prob- 
lems of crime and criminal administration 
by those within and without the system of 
criminal justice. 

l Sixth, the police, courts, and correctional 
agencies must be given substantially 
greater amounts of money if they are 
to improve their ability to control crime, 

l Seventh, individual citizens, civic and 
business groups, religious institutions 
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and all levels of government must take re- 
sponsibility for planning and implement- 
ing the changes that must be made in the 
criminal justice system if crime is to be 
reduced. l o  

Among its some 200 recommendations, the 
commission specifically called upon the Federal 
government to expand its financial support to all 
components of the criminal justice system at the 
state and local levels by addressing eight major 
needs: (1) state and local planning; (2) education 
and training of criminal justice personnel; (3) sur- 
veys and advisory services concerning the organiza- 
tion and operation of agencies; (4) development of 
coordinated information systems; (5) initiation of 
a limited number of demonstration programs in 
criminal justice agencies; (6) scientific and tech- 
nological research and development; (7) estab- 
lishment of an institute for research and training 
of personnel; and (8) grants-in-aid for operational 
innovations." At the same time, the report implied 
that crime control could be accomplished mainly by 
improving the criminal justice system. 

The crime commission is also noteworthy for what 
it failed to accomplish. The commission did not 
discuss or set priorities for its recommenda- 
tions, nor did it give direction regarding their 
implementation. Some commentators believe that 
this absence of priorities was deliberate, to avoid 
giving the impression of strong Federal control.12 



The commission's unwillingness to give direction on 
how to channel Federal assistance to state and local 
governments and criminal justice agencies was un- 
fortunate, because this could have provided more 
focus to the debate that would ensue concerning the 
proposed Safe Streets Act in 1967 and 1968. 

The Block Grant Arrives 

By 1967, rising crime rates were being viewed with 
growing concern by state, county, and city elected 
and law enforcement officials. Urban civil disorder 
had become a fact of life, and the crime commission 
and the National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders had issued reports calling public atten- 
tion to this problem. In this explosive environment, 
the question became not whether, but how to assist 
state and local crime control efforts. President John- 
son's Feb. 6, 1967 message to Congress on "Crime in 
America" proposed the Safe Streets and Crime Con- 
trol Act of 1967, to implement the recommendations 
of the crime commission. 

The President recommended that Congress estab- 
lish an extensive categorical Federal assistance pro- 
gram, amounting to $300 million in its second year 
of operation, to local governments primarily for law 
enforcement. The method of funding was to be 
consistent with the direct federalism approach that 
had been used in many of the Great Society social 
and urban development programs-direct aid to 
local governments bypassing state agencies. This 
Federal-local relationship was to become a contro- 
versial issue, in part because of the growing dis- 
enchantment with categorical grants-in-aid on the 
part of state and local governments and, to a lesser 
degree, in Congress. Moreover, contrary to customary 
presidential practice, little consultation with law en- 
forcement officials had occurred before the proposed 
legislation was submitted to Congress. 

The Administration's rationale for bypassing the 
states in administering the program and placing 
them on an equal footing with localities as recipients 
was based on a belief that: (1) law enforcement was 
mainly a local function and responsibility; (2) there 
would be long delays in gearing up state govern- 
ments to prepare statewide comprehensive plans and 
to implement action programs; and (3) the states 
traditionally had little interest, expertise or finan- 
cial stake in law enforcement. Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark contended: 

When you look at state governments and 

look at their involvement in local law en- 
forcement, you will see that it is almost 
nil . . . the state doesn't have the experi- 
ence, it doesn't have the people, it doesn't 
make the investment in law enforcement 
and police that local governments make. 
So they could not contribute." 

Strong pressures also existed to cling to the prece- 
dent of categorical programs. Supporters of the 
Administration's position contended that "the block 
grant approach would adversely affect local home 
rule and generate political conflict between the 
State and their counties and cities," l 4  and that 
Congress had the responsibility to see that Federal 
funds for law enforcement were wisely spent. As the 
attorney general stated: 

I think, when Federal funds are used 
there is a Federal responsibility to see that 
they are used for purposes deemed impor- 
tant for the Federal government and by 
this Congress. '' 

In its five major titles, the bill introduced in the 
House of Representatives (H.R. 5037) by Emmanuel 
Celler, Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and in the Senate (S. 917) by John L. McClellan, 
Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, called 
for: 

Presidential appointment of a director 
of law enforcement and criminal jus- 
tice assistance, subject to Senate consent, 
who would aid the attorney general in 
discharging the responsibilities under the 
act; 
Planning and action grants to be awarded 
to state and units of local government 
over 50,000 population covering 90 per- 
cent of the total cost to prepare compre- 
hensive plans dealing with state-local 
problems of law enforcement and crim- 
inal justice, and 60 percent of the total 
cost of a broad range of programs de- 
signed to improve law enforcement and 
criminal justice with not more than one- 
third of any action grant being used for 
personnel compensation; 
Grants to be awarded conditioned on 
approval of the comprehensive plan and 
a five percent annual increase in the 



recipient's non-Federal criminal justice 
expenditures; 
Construction grants covering 50 percent 
of the total cost to build physical facili- 
ties of an innovative nature; 

@One hundred percent research, demon- 
stration, training and special project 
grants to institutions of higher educa- 
tion, public agencies or private non- 
profit organizations; and 
Collection, dissemination and evaluation 
of statistical information on research 
and project accomplishments relating to 
law enforcement and criminal justice. 

House Hearings 

Subcommittee No. 5 of the House Committee on 
the Judiciary held two weeks of hearings in March 
and April of 1967, with most of the debate revolving 
around the role of the states in the program, the 
50,000 population cutoff and the requirement of a 
five percent annual increase in criminal justice 

The subcommittee reported the bill 
early May to the full committee with very few 

Substantive changes other than lowering of the 
Jurisdictional eligibility requirement from 50,000 to 
253000 population. 

The Committee on the Judiciary reported the bill 
to the House on July 17, 1967, just after the Newark 
'kt. The bill was renamed the Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice Assistance Act of 1967 and con- 
tained 25 amendments, five of which were proposed 

Republicans. These amendments made all units of 
local government eligible for the program, elimi- 
nated the five percent increase in criminal justice 

requirement, completely prohibited the 
of funds for police salaries other than for train- 

'"8 Programs or other innovative functions, re- 
quired that all local applications be submitted to the 
governor of the respective state for review and called 
for judicial review of the attorney general's actions 
when payments to a grantee were either suspended 

terminated. 

House Action 

In early August 1967, in the wake of the Detroit 
riot, three days of debate and two major amend- 
ments significantly changed the character of the 
committee's bill. The House accepted an amendment 

offered by Representative William T. Cahill of New 
Jersey to adopt a block grant approach. The Cahill 
Amendment provided for planning and action 
grants to be made directly to state planning agencies 
created by the governor. Planning funds (except for 
a $100,000 flat grant to each state) and 75 percent of 
the action funds were to be distributed on a popula- 
tion basis. Twenty-five percent of the action funds 
were to be awarded at the discretion of the attorney 
general. A mandatory state pass-through of half of 
the block grant action funds to local governments 
was required. 

Proponents of the Cahill Amendment were con- 
cerned about the unlimited discretionary authority 
given to the attorney general and the possible crea- 
tion of a national police force. They expressed con- 
cern that tremendous administrative problems could 
result for a Federal agency that was required to 
approve project grants for thousands of local juris- 
dictions. The anti-categorical position was argued 
by then House Minority Leader Gerald R. Ford: 
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We must abandon the idea of direct fed- 
eral intervention in the cities with a federal 
administration deciding arbitrarily who will 
get what and how much. In the field of law 
enforcement, as in others, we must provide 
the incentive for strong state and local ac- 
tion with federal dollar help. That dollar 
help should be channeled through the states, 
through a designated state agency. l6 

In view of these factors, block grant spokesmen con- 
tended, "State governments, with full constitutional 
powers over local units of government, could best 
secure functional and jurisdictional cooperation." " 
Opponents argued that the block grant approach was 
undesirable since states were unconcerned, unable, 
and unwilling to become involved in local law en- 
forcement activities. 

A second major amendment was introduced by 
Representative Robert McClory of Illinois, with the 
support of the minority leader, to establish a Na- 
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice within the Department of Justice to provide 
for research and training programs. An additional 
change on the House floor earmarked $25 million of 
the bill's authorization for riot control and pre- 
vention programs. 

On Aug. 8, 1967, the House passed the bill, in- 
cluding the Cahill and McClory amendments, by a 
378-23 roll call vote and sent to the Senate a bill 



which substantially reflected the Administration's 
initial proposal. The major exceptions were a transfer 
of program control from the Federal government to 
the states and a separation of research from 
the planning and action functions of the program. 

Senate Hearings 

Between March and July 1967, the Subcommittee 
on Criminal Laws and Procedures of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary held hearings on S. 9 17. 
While most of the issues raised in the House surfaced 
again, the Senate hearings probed some that had 
received only limited attention. In particular, the 
Senate subcommittee showed great concern over the 
creation of a national police force and distrust of the 
discretionary authority over grants given to the 
attorney general. As the minority report put it: 

14 In short, we don't want the Attorney 
General, the so-called "Mr. Big" of Fed- 
eral law enforcement to become the director 
of State and local law enforcement as well. 
It is true that the Attorney General is the 
chief law enforcement officer of the Federal 
government. But he is not chief law enforce- 
ment officer of States and cities. We believe 
America does not want him to serve in that 
capacity. Organization and management 
experts may object to a dilution of exec- 
utive authority, but we want no part of a 
national police force. Such dilution, if a 
price at all, is a small price to pay to pre- 
serve a fundamental balance of police 
power. We don't want this bill to become 
the vehicle for the imposition of Federal 
guidelines, controls, and domination. l a  

The hearings on S. 917 also raised the question of 
the desirability of a block grant with few or no 
strings attached. Attorney General Ramsey Clark 
opposed the proposal, arguing that: (1) the spending 
of Federal tax dollars demands that the Federal 
government supervise their use; (2) state govern- 
ments, for the most part, have little involvement 
in, control over, or responsibility for local law 
enforcement; and (3) local jurisdictions would resent 
the state government's threat to their autonomy. 

The subcommittee reported the bill, which was to 
become Title I of an omnibus crime control measure, 
to the full committee in early October 1967. Signifi- 
cant amendments included: (1) increasing the bill's 

authorization by $35 million; (2) limiting the amount 
of funds for corrections, probation and parole; (3) 
requiring submission of all local planning applica- 
tions to the governors; and (4) authorizing a three- 
person bipartisan board within the Department of 
Justice appointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate to administer the program in order 
to curb the discretionary authority of the attorney 
general. 

On April 29, 1968, the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, in the aftermath of the District of 
Columbia riot, reported S. 917 and adopted intact 
most of the subcommittee's report. The full commit- 
tee bill, however, also included: (1) a provision for a 
national institute, as in the House-passed bill; (2) 
modification in the title of the bill to the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act; (3) changes in 
matching requirements for planning grants to 20 
percent, 40 percent for action grants, 25 percent 
for organized crime and civil disorder prevention 
and control grants and no matching for research, 
training and demonstration grants; and (4) authori- 
zation for technical assistance to states and locali- 
ties. In contrast to the House-passed bill, the com- 
mittee bill did not include the Cahill Amendment for 
block grants and the administration of the program 
by state planning agencies, and authorized financial 
assistance only to cities over 50,000 population, while 
permitting the use of up to one-third of grant 
amounts for personnel compensation. 

Senate Action 

The Senate became the battleground for the back- 
ers of direct federalism - large city Democratic 
mayors and northern Democrats - and supporters of 
block grants- Republican governors and Republican 
and southern Democratic senators. The principal 
themes of the month-long floor debate were similar 
to those in the House. A block grant amendment, 
which was deleted in the Senate bill in full com- 
mittee, was introduced by Senate Minority Leader 
Everett M. Dirksen. The basis for this action was 
a belief that integration of the criminal justice sys- 
tem could occur only when there was gubernatorial 
supervision over state planning to avoid duplication 
or conflict between local and state crime reduction, 
plans and programs. 

We are never going to do a job in this 
field until we have a captain at the top, in 
the form of the Governor, and those he ap- 



points, to coordinate the matter for a State 
because crime may be committed in a spot, 
but before it gets through its ramifications 
it may spread over a very considerable 
area. l 9  

While the Dirksen and Cahill Amendments were 
similar, some important differences should be noted. 
Under the Cahill Amendment: (1) SPAs were re- 
quired to pass-through 40 percent of the planning 
funds and 75 percent of the action funds to general 
units of local government; (2) 85 percent of the 
annual appropriation was to be allocated to the 
States on a population basis, although 15 percent 
could be distributed at the discretion of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration; (3) plan- 
i n g  grants would cover 90 percent of the total 
cost of the SPAs' operations; and (4) state plans 
Were no longer required to be designed to carry out 
innovative programs. The Senate passed the bill 
containing the Dirksen Amendment by a 72-4 roll 
call vote. 

Final Action 

Final action on the legislation came on June 6, 
following the assassination of Senator Robert F. 
Kennedy, when the House rejected a conference 
Committee motion and agreed to the Senate version. 
On June 19, 1968, President Johnson signed into law 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
!%-the first major piece of congressional legisla- 
tion to incorporate the block grant mechanism from 
the outset. 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act consisted of five parts: 

Administration. A Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) was established within the 

of Justice. A "troika" (an administrator 
and two associate administrators), bipartisan in 
mature, appointed by the President, and confirmed 

the Senate would share and carry out the func- 
t ion~,  powers and duties of the act. 

Planning. Grants would be provided to cover UP 
to 90 percent of the total cost of the operation of 
Sfate planning agencies designated by the governor 
to develop comprehensive criminal justice plans. 
Each state would be allocated a flat amount of 
$ 1 0 O  with the remainder of planning funds to be 
distributed on a population basis. Forty percent of 

the planning funds were to be made available to 
local jurisdictions. 

Action Grants. Eighty-five percent of the action 
funds were to be allocated to the states on a popula- 
tion basis as block grants, with 75 percent of the 
funds to be passed through to local governments. The 
remaining 15 percent was to be used at the discre- 
tion of LEAA. The Federal government would cover 
75 percent of the total cost for organized crime and 
riot control projects, 50 percent for construction 
projects and 60 percent for other action purposes. 
Not more than one-third of any action grant could be 
used for personnel compensation. 

Training, Education and Research. Total federal- 
ly funded grants for research, demonstration and 
training programs were authorized, to be adminis- 
tered by a National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice and provision for criminal jus- 
tice educational assistance through loans and grants. 
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Other Administrative Provisions. Approximately 
$100 million was authorized for FY 1969 and $300 
million for FY 1970, with the authorization divided 
into $25 million for planning grants, $50 million 
for law enforcement action grants and $25 million 
for training, education and research. 

CATEGORIZATION AND CLARIFICATION 

The Safe Streets Act of 1968 had served as a 
congressional safety valve to release some of the pub- 
lic pressure to act on the crime issue. Even though 
the rhetoric of the War on Crime had been tempered 
since President Johnson's statement to his crime 
commission that the goal should be "not only to re- 
duce crime but to banish it," congressmen envisioned 
the act as an attack on the problem of crime that 
"threatens the peace, security and general welfare of 
the nation." Although the President believed that a 
reduction in crime could not take place immedi- 
ately and some congressmen saw the act not as a 
complete answer to the crime problem, but only as a 
beginning, many were disappointed with its initial 
impact. 

The 1971 Amendments 

The reauthorization hearings in 1970 served as a 
forum to air complaints about the program as well 
as to provide an opportunity to review and evaluate 



the first two year's experience. In February 1970, the 
House Committee on the Judiciary announced ex- 
tensive hearings on the act. Hearings were held by 
Subcommittee No. 5 of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary in February and March. The Subcommit- 
tee on Criminal Laws and Procedures of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary also held hearings in late 
June and July. 

The House hearings announcement was followed 
by a rash of studies of state administration of Safe 
Streets funds? The key criticism raised in these 
reports focused on the competence of the states to 
administer the program, the inadequate distribution 
of action funds to high-crime areas and the failure to 
spread funds equitably across criminal justice func- 
tional areas. The latter criticism served as the 
impetus for the addition of the most significant of 
the 197 1 amendments - a new Title E, grants for cor- 
rectional institutions and facilities. 

16 
Corrections 

The amendments, introduced by Senator Roman 
L. Hruska in 1970, were a reaction to several expe- 
riences in the early years of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram. The 25 percent state share of the action funds 
had left very little for corrections. Correctional 
agencies also had difficulties in meeting matching 
requirements. But most importantly, the early years 
of the program revealed that the police function was 
receiving the bulk of available funds. In the 1969 
state comprehensive plans, 79 percent of all action 
grants was earmarked for police-related programs, as 
opposed to 14 percent for correctional projects. *' 

The data clearly reveals that as of 
early 1970, most Safe Streets Act action 
dollars were used to bolster public safety, 
especially to purchase local police equip- 
ment and communications systems, and to 
train law enforcement personnel. Relatively 
small amounts of funds were available for 
upgrading other components of the criminal 
justice system. 22 

Several reasons have been advanced for the 
predominance of police equipment and training 
expenditures in the early years of the program: (1) 
congressional concern about riot control and pre- 
vention; (2) the pressing need to improve anti- 
quated, ill-equipped and poorly trained police de- 
partments; (3) pay-offs to police and sheriffs for 

their support of the program; (4) the short time 
period for states to plan for substantive programs to 
change the criminal justice system; and (5) the abil- 
ity of law enforcement interests to gear up quickly to 
obtain funds. 

In its June 1970 report, the House Committee on 
the Judiciary noted that "although grants for law 
enforcement purposes under Part C of the Act may 
be used for corrections purposes, such funds have not 
been sufficient in view of the competing demands for 
other law enforcement programs." 23 The House bill, 
H.R. 17825, established a new program (Part E) for 
the construction, acquisition and renovation of cor- 
rectional facilities providing Federal support for up 
to 75 percent of the total cost of a project. It also 
earmarked 25 percent of all the law enforcement 
appropriations for correctional purposes. In an Aug. 
4, 1970 resolution the executive directors of the state 
criminal justice planning agencies opposed "the 
threatened change of the block grant concept 
through the allocation of any specific percentage 
allocation to any portion or category of the criminal 
justice system." 24 Although the SPAs supported in- 
creased funding for corrections, they wanted any 
additional money to be distributed through the popu- 
lation formula for Part C funds. The amendment 
under the House bill required that: (1) a state could 
apply for grants under Part E by incorporating its 
application in the comprehensive state plan; (2) 50 
percent of the funds would be made available for 
block grants to SPAs and the remaining 50 percent 
would be used at the discretion of LEAA; and (3) the 
SPAs could not reduce the amount of action funds 
normally allocated for corrections, thus tying appro- 
priation levels to  Part C funding for this area. 

The. Senate Committee on the Judiciary, in its 
September 1970 report, made several changes in the 
Part E amendments proposed by the House. The first 
modification emphasized the use of Part E funds for 
community-based correctional facilities and pro- 
grams. The second added a population factor to the 
allocation formula. The third provided for 85 percent 
of the annual appropriations to go to the states and 
15 percent to a discretionary fund. The Senate bill 
also deleted the requirement that 25 percent of the 
Part C funds be used for corrections. 

The conference report accepted the basic House 
version, with the commu~ity-based correctional em- 
phasis of the Senate bill. The distribution percentages 
of the House bill and population-based allocation 
formula of the Senate bill were also accepted by the 
House conferees. A plan requirement for corrections 



and a provision for 75 percent of the total cost of a 
Project to be funded by Safe Streets dollars were 
also incorporated into the conference bill. The 
Senate version on specific authorizations for cor- 
rections was accepted, with the earmarking of $100 
million in FY 1971, $150 million in FY 1972 and 
$250 million in FY 1973, for Part E grants. 

It should be noted that the impetus for the crea- 
tion of Part E did not come from the pressure of 
public interest groups such as the American Cor- 
rectional Association and the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, but from within LEAA it- 
self. LEAA saw Part E as a means of expressing 
national priorities without categorizing the act; it 
was viewed as a block grant within a block grant. 
Others, however, considered Part E as a categoriza- 
tion that would weaken the block grant mechanism 
as well as confuse the purpose and priorities of the 
statute. 

The "Troika" 

In the course of the Senate and House hearings, 
Serious questions also arose concerning the desirabil- 
ltY of continuing the management of the program by 
a three-person board. The act, as interpreted by the 
attorney general, required unanimity among the 
administrator and associate administrators with 
respect to policy and operational decisions. The first 
' I  

troika" seemed to work harmoniously; however, the 
Second "troika's" disagreements often resulted in 
inaction and stalemate. 

With this past record in mind, the House Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary reported an amendment that 
abolished the triumvirate and substituted a single 
administrator empowered to determine policy as well 
as administrative matters. However, the amendment 
'etained the posts of associate administrators, who 

~pecifically serve the administrator as depu- 
ties. The house believed that this arrangement would 
e.xPedite decision-making and effective implementa- 
tlon of policies. 

An agency responsible for the allocation 
of vast sums of Federal assistance should 
not be burdened in its decision-making 
functions by a tripartite directorship. A 
three-man board that requires unanimity of 
decision before major policies can be under- 
taken, let alone determinations regarding 
mundane operational issues cannot effec- 
tively implement the mandate of Congress. 

In this manner, LEAA retains the advan- 
tages of collective judgment, experience, 
and expertise without suffering administra- 
tive delays and uncertainties inherent in a 
system requiring unanimous tripartite de- 
cisions. 26 

In contrast, the Senate Committee on the Judi- 
ciary reported an amendment that retained the 
"troika" but vested all administrative powers, in- 
cluding appointments and supervision of personnel, 
in the administrator. Other functions, powers and 
duties were to be exercised by the administrator with 
the concurrence of at least one of the associate 
administrators. The Senate rationale for the amend- 
ment was aptly expressed by Senator McClellan: 

The committee substitute, retains the 
broad corlcept and the principle of 'check 
and balance,' but no longer runs the risk of 
stalemate. These changes, I believe, are suf- 
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ficient to assure the operational and man- 
agement efficiency of LEAA without run- 
ning the danger, in a program involving na- 
tional impact on police power of placing too 
much authority in any one man. 27 

The Senate amendment was adopted by the con- 
ference, but the Congress failed to provide specific 
guidelines and standards for administration of the 
act in order to ensure that its mandate would be 
carried out. 

Both the House and Senate hearings surfaced 
many complaints on the part of public interest groups 
regarding the criminal justice planning process, the 
state planning agencies (SPAS), and regional plan- 
ning units (RPUs). Major criticisms of the SPA and 
RPU supervisory boards included: (1) the propor- 
tionally small representation of cities on SPA 
boards; (2) the failure of LEAA to require adequate 
minority representation; (3) domination in the plan- 
ning process by law enforcement officials; (4) under- 
representation on SPA and RPU boards of locally 
elected non-criminal justice policy-making offi- 
cials; (5) some SPA boards were too large to be 
manageable, and could not handle expeditiously the 
planning process because they were bogged down in 
detailed reviews of every subgrant application; and 



(6) SPA boards tended to rubber stamp staff de- 
cisions rather than exert leadership. Soon after SPA 
boards were established, many groups began engag- 
ing in a numbers game. Head counts were made pur- 
porting to show that local elected non-criminal jus- 
tice officials, as well as the citizenry at large, were 
underrepresented on SPA and RPU boards. Critics 
claimed that the boards were not broadly representa- 
tive and that this led to "fragmented planning and 
action programs which are unresponsive to the real 
needs of local governments and community 
residents." 28 

Adequate representation of local policy 
making officials on State and regional 
boards is an absolute necessity as these of- 
ficials provide an overall view of the prob- 
lems and priority decisions facing local gov- 
ernments which can aid in structuring State 
and regional planning to assure that the 
programs developed from these planning 
efforts can be easily integrated into the 
overall local governmental processes. Ade- 
quate citizen representation on State and 
regional boards is also necessary to give 
State and local planning processes and 
resulting efforts to implemerit law enforce- 
ment plans a degree of legitimacy among 
those elements of the community who be- 
lieve they will be most affected by improved 
law enforcement activity. 

The data presented in the 1970 ACIR report on the 
initial experience under the act revealed that even 
though local interests generally were well repre- 
sented, three-fifths of the SPA supervisory board 
members were criminal justice officials, while only 
one-sixth were citizens and only slightly more than 
one-tenth were local elected policy or executive 
officials. 

In response to these concerns, Congress adopted 
in conference the House version of the bill relative to 
the representation requirements of planning agen- 
cies. The equivalent Senate provision required that 
insofar as it was not consistent with the provisions 
of any other law, SPA and RPU boards should be 
representative of law enforcement agencies, units of 
general local government, public agencies maintain- 
ing programs to reduce and control crime, and the 
general community. The conferees deleted the Sen- 
ate requirement that planning agencies be repre- 
sentative of the general community. The amendment 

set mandatory minimum requirements for the com- 
position of Safe Streets planning units. 

Criticism of the planning process centered on (I) 
the tendency toward supportive program planning, 
especially in the police training and equipment areas, 
rather than innovative program planning; (2) the 
unresponsiveness of many programs to the needs and 
requests of local governments due to inadequate local 
participation in the planning process; (3) "rudi- 
mentary" state plans, which exhibited gaps in cover- 
age and often vague and imprecise language con- 
cerning implementation; and (4) fragmentation of 
criminal justice planning efforts. 30 

Many critics contended in 1970, as they do now, 
that little comprehensive planning was being done 
under the act. State plans were viewed as largely 
collations of specific local project proposals, lacking 
integrated analyses of immediate and long-range 
law enforcement and criminal justice needs and pri- 
orities and the resources available to meet them. 
On the other hand, Congress was criticized for not 
making clear its intent in determining what is meant 
by comprehensive planning as opposed to what a 
comprehensive plan must contain. 

One result of the differing views of comprehensive- 
ness has been functional fractionalization of the state 
planning process, underscored by the division of 
many supervisory boards into committees relating to 
the various components of the criminal justice system 
and the assignment of SPA staff to specific function- 
al areas. 3 1  While this approach may be conducive to 
expeditious decision-making on plan contents and 
project funding as well as to maximizing expertise, 
the functional emphasis has certain disadvantages. 
In particular, said one critic, it: 

. . . will foster development of separate 
programs oriented to the various elements 
of law enforcement-police, courts, cor- 
rections, probation and parole-rather than 
the comprehensive, unified improvement 
program toward which the Safe Streets Act 
was directed. Such functionalization could 
also be partly to blame for the lack of inte- 
gration of the criminal justice system. 32 

In the early years of the Safe Streets program, 
defenders of state comprehensive planning efforts 
cited the fact that tight statutory and LEAA dead- 
lines for setting up SPAS and submitting plans in 
order to receive initial block grant awards pre- 
cluded many states from treating the entire criminal 



justice system in the planning process. Others, how- 
ever, found fault with planning decisions not relating 
to allocation decisions and with plans that presented 
only generalized statements of needs and problems 
having little relationship to coordinating improve- 
ments in the criminal justice system. 

In 1970, there also was fear that planning funds 
were being used to finance an additional level of 
bureaucracy. Regional planning units were criticized 
for contributing to delays, red tape and duplication 
of planning activities. The source of this concern was 
rooted in the belief, particularly in large cities, that; 
(I ) regions for criminal justice planning were created 
without the consent of and sometimes despite the op- 
position from local governments; (2) regional staffs 
were state agents and not representatives of local 
government, thus helping to thwart the expression of 
local needs in state level plans; (3) large cities had 
different anti-crime problems and their plans and 
proposals should not be subjected to the veto power 
of suburban coalitions that often dominated regional 
supervisory boards; and (4) some RPUs were fi- 
nanced by the 40 percent share of planning funds 
intended for local plan development, leaving no 
monies to support city and county planning for 
criminal justice. j3 In testimony before the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary, Mayor Roman S. 
Gribbs of Detroit aptly expressed the problems and 
fears big cities had with respect to regional planning 
units: 

Generally, these regional planning efforts 
do not adequately recognize the individual 
criminal justice planning problems of their 
various local units. They only identify and 
support solutions for problems common to 
all. They are established in the name of co- 
ordination but often perform no greater 
function than to assure that everybody gets 
something, effectively frustrating any efforts 
to pinpoint funds on solutions of particular 
problems in individual communities within 
the region. 34 

These concerns led the National League of Cities 
in 1970 to propose a pass-through of planning funds 
to major metropolitan areas. In response, Congress 
adopted a Senate amendment that incorporated a 
request by the Department of Justice to waive, in 
appropriate cases, the requirement in Section 203(c) 
of the act to pass-through at least 40 percent of all 
planning funds awarded to the state to local units of 

government. The House Committee on the Judiciary 
bill omitted this amendment, because it believed the 
present provisions "were essential if Federal crime 
control funds are to reach crime plagued neighbor- 
hoods in sufficient amounts to have the required 
impact." 35 The Senate committee thought that ex- 
press statutory aiithority to grant pass-through waiv- 
ers was preferable to a House-supported administra- 
tive interpretation. It also was of the opinion that the 
provision for waiver was necessary, because the 40 
percent pass-through requirement, although appro- 
priate in most cases, was not desirable in small rural 
states, where it could work to the detriment of effec- 
tive comprehensive planning because the state bears 
the greatest share of the cost and responsibility for 
criminal justice. Despite these reservations, the 1971 
amendments required the states to give assurances 
that major cities and counties would receive planning 
funds to develop comprehensive plans and to coor- 
dinate action programs at the local level. In return, ,9 
LEAA was authorized to waive the pass-through re- 
requirement upon finding that it would be inappro- 
priate in view of the respective law enforcement 
responsibilities of the state and its local units of gov- 
ernment or would not contribute to effective, state- 
wide planning. 

Another House-proposed amendment authorized 
funding to units of general local government or com- 
binations thereof having a population of 250,000 or 
more. These criminal justice coordinating councils 
(CJCCs) were to provide improved coordination of 
all law enforcement activities. Although the House 
did not want to restrict the eligibility of local gov- 
ernments, the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
report indicated that the 250,000 population limita- 
tion was necessary because "establishment of coun- 
cils for smaller population areas would be a needless 
proliferation of the planning function." 36 The CJCC 
amendment was a victory for the large cities and, 
because it was intended to help overcome functional 
fragmentation and develop a local planning capacity, 
satisfied for the moment one of their major com- 
plaints about the Safe Streets program. 

In the funding area it soon became clear, as the 
1970 hearings progressed, that the most controversial 
issue was the contention that big cities with the most 
critical needs and highest incidence of crime were 
not receiving their fair share of action funds. In 1970, 
the ACIR found that the states were attempting to 



respond to the crime reduction needs of their local 
jurisdictions either through the direct allocation of 
action funds or indirectly through state programs 
which benefited localities. Safe Streets funds, how- 
ever, were being spread among a large number of 
rural and suburban units of local government and 
were not being funneled to large urban areas that 
had the greatest incidence of crime or contributed a 
large share of total state-local police outlays. State 
spokesmen asserted that delays in allocating money 
to high-crime areas were caused by Federal adminis- 
trative and fiscal inaction and that some big cities 
had failed to apply for funds. The National Gover- 
nors' Conference reported that "32 States used the 
State portion of their block grant for programs of 
direct benefit to local government, and that 75.3 per- 
cent of FY 1969 action funds had been awarded by 
States to cities and counties over 50,000 popula- 
tion." 37 City representatives replied that: 

20 
[Tlhe States in distributing funds en- 

trusted to them under the block grant for- 
mula of the Safe Streets Act have failed 
to focus these vital resources on the most 
critical urban crime problems. Instead, 
funds are being dissipated broadly across 
the States in many grants too small to have 
any significant impact to improve the crim- 
inal justice system and are being used in 
disproportionate amounts to support mar- 
ginal improvements in low crime areas . . . 
instead of need and seriousness of crime 
problems, emphasis in dollar allocation 
appears to have been placed on broad geo- 
graphic distribution of funds. j8 

LEAA concluded through its studies that big-city 
crime programs were receiving adequate atten- 
tion from the states. In testimony before the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, Attorney General John 
N. Mitchell pointed out that the nation's 41 1 cities 
of over 50,000 population accounted for 62 percent 
of reported crime, and these cities or regional units 
that included them received 60 percent of state sub- 
grant awards. j9  

The statutory imprecision and the lack of force- 
fulness of LEAA guidelines were partly to blame for 
the large-city funding inequities. The statutory lan- 
guage in the 1968 act authorizing states to "ade- 
quately take into account the needs and requests of 
the units of general local government" and "pro- 

vide for an appropriately balanced allocation of 
funds between the State and the units of general 
local government in the State and among such 
units,"@ was vague and lacked a population or 
crime index formula to guide SPAs in their determi- 
nation of which jurisdictions should receive subgrants 
and how much should be awarded. Rejecting a popu- 
lation or crime incidence formula as a basis for dis- 
tributing funds, Congress attempted to clarify the 
vague statutory language by approving an amend- 
ment that required that no state plan would be 
approved by LEAA unless it provided adequate 
assistance to areas characterized by both high 
crime incidence and high law enforcement activity - 
such as a substantial number of arrests, congested 
court calendars and crowded correction facilities. 
The House bill focused attention on an adequate 
share of "funds," rather than "benefits," as in the 
Senate bill, to urban areas experiencing dispropor- 
tionately severe law enforcement problems; these 
were not necessarily areas with high crime rates. The 
House rejected an arbitrary mathematical formula 
and instead directed SPAs to provide "adequate as- 
sistance" to large metropolitan areas, considering 
the volume of crime and the benefits derived from 
other state anti-crime programs. The Senate pro- 
vision emphasized areas of high law enforcement 
activity, because of the concern that rural cities and 
counties received disproportionate aid. According to 
the critics of the block grant approach, this amend- 
ment seemed to be a step in the right direction be- 
cause it reduced the broad geographical scope of 
funding. In addition, state plan approval was made 
contingent on the demonstration of adequate assis- 
tance being given to high-crime urban areas, pro- 
viding some guarantees rather than only assurances 
that large cities would receive their fair share. 

Besides the complaints about adequate funding to 
high-crime urban areas, critics of the Safe Streets 
distribution pattern expressed concern about: ( I )  the 
amount of aid being channeled to statewide projects 
that did not meet local needs and priorities; (2) the 
provision in the 1968 act limiting the percentage of 
action grants that could be used for salaries; and (3) 
the difficulties faced by some localities in providing 
the 40 percent matching funds required by the 1968 
act. 

The original matching requirements reflected the 
fear that a large amount of Federal support would 
lead to Federal control of law enforcement, and the 
belief that local and state governments should be 
induced to increase their financial commitments to 



the criminal justice system. Realizing that the 40 
percent matching requirement was creating a serious 
fiscal problem for localities, Congress approved an 
amendment that raised the Federal share of a project 
from 60 to 75 percent. 4 1  It also required, however, 
that effective in FY 1973, 40 percent bf the non- 
Federal share in the aggregate be in the fbrm of cash 
appropriations rather than in previously accepted 
donated in-kind contributions or soft match. 

Urban areas were also aided by approval of an 
amendment that required states to contribute at least 
one-fourth of non-Federal funding for local projects. 
Despite congressional feelings that the states should 
assume greater financial responsibility for local ac- 
tivities supported by Safe Streets, concerns that the 
financial burden imposed by the amendment might 
drive some states out of the program persuaded 
Congress to defer the buy-in requirements until 
FY 1973. Aid to local jurisdictions was further di- 
luted by approval of an amendment to allow a flex- 
ible pass-through formula of action funds corre- 
sponding to the portions of statewide law enforce- 
ment expenditures accounted for by local jurisdic- 
tions in the preceding fiscal year. 

The congressional restriction on personnel com- 
pensation was intended to prevent local dependence 
on Federal aid and undue LEAA influence over local 
law enforcement policy. But it also limited the degree 
of local flexibility in developing anti-crime pro- 
grams that utilized additional manpower. Thus, in 
the hope of reducing local "hardware" programs, 
Congress relaxed the limitations on salary payments 
to non-operational personnel, such as those engaged 
in research, demonstration or training programs or 
who otherwise provide auxiliary support services to 
regular law enforcement personnel. Not more than 
one-third of any grant, however, could be expended 
for the compensation of police or other law en- 
forcement personnel. 

Several other amendments were approved by 
Congress to: (1) add three eligible program areas for 
Safe Streets funds; (2) impose criminal penalties for 
improper use of grant funds by state or local officials; 
(3) broaden the law enforcement education program; 
and (4) authorize $650 million for FY 1971, $1.5 bil- 
lion for FY 1972, and $ l .75 billion for FY 1973. 

In summary, the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 
1970-signed into law by the President on January 
2, 197 1 -was clearly a congressional response to 
complaints from public interest groups and local 
jurisdictions. These amendments were also a well- 
balanced compromise between those who supported 

the block grant approach and those who preferred 
direct grants to cities. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING 

The proliferation of categorical grants in the wake 
of the Great Society became a great concern to the 
Nixon Administration, which believed that many of 
these programs represented an intrusion of Federal 
authority upon the prerogatives of state and local 
governments. Under the New Federalism proposals, 
Federal financial assistance in broad functional areas 
with no or very few strings attached was urged to 
allow state and local jurisdictions maximum latitude 
in spending Federal funds. This so-called "special 
revenue sharing" also involved eliminating categori- 
cal programs and consolidating them into block 
grants. Since Federal aid in the law enforcement 
area was already being provided through a block 
grant mechanism, only a minor change was necessary 
to eliminate the Federal restrictions on the state's 
use and control of Safe Streets funds. 

President Richard M. Nixon, on March 2, 1971, 
set forth his first special revenue sharing proposal, 
asking Congress to transform the block grants ad- 
ministered by the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad- 
ministration (LEAA) to state and local governments 
into a special revenue sharing program for law 
enforcement amounting to $550 million in its first 
year of implementation. This transformation would 
be accomplished by removing matching, buy-in, 
maintenance-of-effort and Federal plan approval re- 
quirements applicable to Part C action grants. Spe- 
cial revenue sharing payments would be made to 
the states on the basis of population, upon the sub- 
mission of a comprehensive plan to LEAA for re- 
view and comment. The bill did not alter the Part C 
pass-through formula, the proportion of annual a p  
propriations set aside for discretionary funds, the 
Part E program, or grants for research, statistics and 
academic and technical assistance. The Congress 
held no hearings and took no action during 197 1 and 
1972 on the Administration's law enforcement rev- 
enue sharing proposals (S. 1987 and H.R. 5408). 

Determined to gain congressional consent, and 
knowing that on June 30, 1973 the authorizing 
legislation for the LEAA program would expire, 
on March 14, 1973, President Nixon again sent a 
special message to Congress accompanied by a law 
enforcement revenue sharing measure. The ranking 
Republican members of the House and Senate 



Committees on the Judiciary, Representative Ed- 
ward Hutchinson and Senator Roman L. Hruska, 
introduced the Administration's law enforcement 
revenue sharing bill as H.R. 5613 and S. 1234. 
This revised proposal consolidated LEAA action 
grants, corrections grants, technical assistance and 
manpower development funds totaling $891 million 
in FY 1974. The Administration estimated that only 
$680 million of the annual amount would be spent in 
the first full year of special revenue sharing. Ap- 
propriations reaching $800 million in FY 1976 were 
projected, with outlays continuing at that level until 
FY 1978. An additional $120 million would be avail- 
able for discretionary grants. Law enforcement funds 
would be distributed by formula among the states 
with an assured 70 percent pass-through to local 
governments. 

The Administration's 1973 law enforcement 
revenue sharing proposal also: ( I )  removed matching 
requirements and replaced them with maintenance 
of effort provisions; (2) eliminated the funding limi- 
tations for police salaries; (3) dropped the "troika" 
arrangement in favor of a single administrator; (4) 
deleted the requirement that states establish plan- 
ning agencies to draw up comprehensive plans and 
administer Safe Streets funds and substituted a 
general requirement for a "multi-jurisdictional plan- 
ning and policy development organization" to per- 
form these tasks; (5) mandated that 50 percent of 
the supervisory board of any criminal justice plan- 
ning body be composed of elected city and county 
officials; (6) authorized LEAA to comment on state 
plans and make such comments public; (7) removed 
the requirement that a specific portion of block grant 
allocations be earmarked for corrections; (8) required 
strict program evaluation and auditing; and (9) 
added two new categories of allowable spending 
(diagnostic services for juveniles and court adminis- 
tration, including law referee programs within civil 
courts). Generally, the President's proposal substan- 
tially reduced LEAA's authority over the states and 
allowed the SPAS more discretion in the administra- 
tion and use of Safe Streets funds. 

Hearings on the President's revenue sharing pro- 
posal and other suggested changes in LEAA were 
held in March and early April by Subcommittee No. 
5 of the House Committee on the Judiciary. Two 
issues emerged as major obstacles to congressional 
approval of the Administration's revenue sharing 
plan. Committee members (both Republicans and 
Democrats) expressed reluctance to relinquish all 
Federal control over the use of Safe Streets dollars. 

and those from urban districts-chiefly Chairman 
of the House Committee on the Judiciary Peter W. 
Rodino, Jr. - argued that cities, the targets of most 
crime, had not received a fair share of Federal funds. 
The Administration had no strong advocate for its 
proposal on the subcommittee. Republican members 
were concerned more with specific strings than with 
the overall approach, which they saw as sufficiently 
similar to general revenue sharing. They viewed 
passage of the Administration measure less as a 
substantive change than merely as a favor to the 
White House. 

One alternative to the Administration's proposal 
was a bipartisan revenue sharing bill (H.R. 5746), 
introduced by Representatives James V. Stanton and 
John F. Seiberling of Ohio. This bill was designed to 
share some revenue directly with high-crime areas in 
block grant form. The bill would have allowed cities 
over 250,000 population to apply directly for funds, 
if they controlled all the functional areas of the 
criminal justice system for their jurisdiction. 

Kansas Governor Robert B. Docking, on behalf of 
the National Governors' Conference, supported the 
Administration's law enforcement revenue sharing 
proposal. Testifying before the subcommittee, Gov- 
ernor Docking said that: (1) the governors were best 
equipped to distribute funds within a state; (2) the 
governors endorsed the elimination of some of the 
legislative requirements, which had "mired" states 
down in the swamp of such bureaucratic terms as 
"hard match," "buy-in," and "pass-through," in 
return for providing additional flexibility in deter- 
mining and directing LEAA funds to the states' soft 
spots in crime prevention and control; and (3) the 
governors would not oppose retaining the existing 
requirements for a state planning agency to secure 
LEAA approval of its plans. 

Charles L. Owen, executive director of the Ken- 
tucky Crime Commission, representing the National 
Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Ad- 
ministrators, told the subcommittee that the confer- 
ence supported the President's law enforcement spe- 
cial revenue sharing proposal, and that it was no 
longer a valid criticism that the states were ignoring 
urban areas in allocating Safe Streets funds. If Con- 
gress allowed funds to go directly to cities from 
Washington, the 1968 law would be "more of a police 
act than it is today." 

Opposition to special revenue sharing came pri- 
marily from the local government public interest 
groups, who wanted planning funds to be kept sep- 
arate from special revenue sharing funds, with a 



pass-through mandated for local planning units. 
Representative John S. Monagan of Connecticut 

appeared before the subcommittee to question the 
Administration's "no strings" proposal, wonder- 
ing whether "the vast sums of money involved could 
be properly and productively spent without greater 
control."42 Monagan based his criticism of the 
Administration's proposal upon the findings of an 
investigation of LEAA made by his Subcommittee 
on Legal and Monetary Affairs of the House Com- 
mittee on Government Operations. The Democratic 
majority of this committee had issued a report in 
1972 pointing to "inefficiency, waste, maladminis- 
tration, and in some cases, corruption" in a program 
that has had "no visible impact on the incidence of 
crime" 43 and that lacked any meaningful leadership 
and direction. The committee's conclusions had been 
corroborated by reports from the Committee on Eco- 
nomic Development and the Lawyers Committee for 
Civil Rights under Law, issued in June 1972 and 
early 1973, respectively. 

Based on the findings of the subcommittee's 
investigative staff and nine days of testimony from 
30 witnesses, the House committee concluded that: 
(1) Safe Streets funds had been underutilized, with 
only one in every four action dollars that states had 
received from LEAA being distributed to local gov- 
ernments to fight crime; (2) large amounts of action 
funds awarded to local governments were actually in 
bank deposits or investments and not being used 
for crime reduction; and (3) a large proportion of 
the funds had been misused or wasted on exorbitant 
consultants' fees, unneeded equipment and vehicles, 
excessive payments to noncompetitive equipment 
suppliers and partisan political purposes. The com- 
mittee also cited the large amount of Federal aid 
that "had been applied to projects which are only 
tangentially related to the direct needs of the crim- 
inal justice systemweq and thereby ignored the con- 
gressional intent. The committee placed the blame 
for the above on LEAA which, because of lack of 
information, "has made little attempt to control the 
siphoning of funds to areas outside the criminal 
justice system."45 Committee criticism also was 
directed toward state comprehensive plans which 
"have, on the whole, been too much the products of 
outside consultants, too much in the nature of shop 
ping lists for hardware items, and too infrequently 
a 'comprehensive' blueprint for action," and toward 
the "pouring of substantial funds into police hard- 
ware."46 The lack of LEAA and SPA standards for 
evaluating project success or failure was under- 

scored: "In essence the programs are unevaluated, 
unaudited and incapable of being measured as to 
performance and progress. . . ."47 

Countering Monagan's testimony and dissenting 
from the subcommittee's findings were Republicans 
who thought that the Monagan investigation was a 
partisan political attack on revenue sharing and 
those who believed that the press and committee 
report exaggerated the abuses of the program and 
did not balance the charges with evidence of the 
constructive efforts of LEAA and the states. S u p  
porters also noted that LEAA had already imple- 
mented some of the committee's recommendations. 
Despite some of the negative feelings about the 
Monagan report, however, it was clear that its rev- 
elations would have an impact upon the future form 
and direction of the Safe Streets Act and its imple- 
mentation. 

Opposition to the Nixon special revenue sharing 
proposal also came from a major proponent of a sub- 23 
stitute bill. Representative Stanton testified that 
revenue sharing would reach a dead end in the state 
capitals, under the Administration's plan, and that 
decentralization was needed to prevent the spawning 
of a giant new bureaucracy in Washington and "a 
second generation of smaller bureaucracies at the 
multistate regional level, at the state level and at 
the sub-state regional level." Stanton told the com- 
mittee that "we are ill-equipped in Washington to do 
anything about crime in the streets . . . and the gov- 
ernor doesn't know any more about fighting crime 
than you or I do." 48 

Supporting the logic of the Stanton-Seiberling bill, 
the National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, represented by Mayor Roman S. Gribbs of 
Detroit, Mayor Wes Wise of Dallas and Mayor 
James H. McGee of Dayton, asked the subcommittee 
to amend the Administration bill to ensure a city- 
state relationship under the program comparable to 
that between the states and the Federal government. 
They also recommended adding a requirement which 
would ensure that every state would improve its deal- 
ings with urban areas. 

THE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1973 

Rejecting the Administration's push for special 
revenue sharing and the cities' drive for direct access 
to Federal law enforcement funds, the House Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, on June 5, 1973, reported a 
bill extending the authorization for LEAA at an an- 
nual level of $ 1  billion through FY 1975. As re- 



ported, the bill (H.R. 8 152) made a series of changes 
in Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, but the structure of the block 
grant program was left intact. H.R. 8152: (1 )  elim- 
inated the unwieldy "troika" arrangement and re- 
placed it with a single administrator; (2) expanded 
the purpose and intent of the act to include all com- 
ponents of the criminal justice system and broad- 
ened the definition of law enforcement to cover 
prosecutorial and defense services; (3) defined "com- 
prehensive planning" as a "total and integrated 
analysis of the problems regarding the law enforce- 
ment and criminal justice system within the State;" 49 

(4) increased to $200,000 the minimum planning al- 
location to each state; (5) instituted a 90-day rule for 
LEAA approval of state plans and a 60-day rule for 
state approval of local grant applications; (6) elim- 
inated all soft match and reduced the cash match 
requirements to 10 percent, with an increase in the 

24 state share to 50 percent for Part C funds and 50 
percent for Part B funds; (7) eliminated the funding 
limitations to compensate law enforcement personnel 
other than police; (8) provided for increased protec- 
tion of civil rights; (9) expanded the role of the Na- 
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice in evaluating projects, developing training 
programs and promoting research; (10) required all 
planning meetings to be public; and (1 1) provided 
for fund accounting, auditing, monitoring and eval- 
uation procedures to assure "fiscal control and proper 
management" of funds. 

The bill was ordered reported by voice vote on 
May 3 1. The Administration's special revenue shar- 
ing proposal was rejected by the subcommittee in 
earlier action. The cities' proposal embodied in the 
Stanton-Seiberling measure was turned down in 
subcommittee. On May 30, the full committee had 
rejected a modified version of the proposal by a 
14-22 vote. Supporting the cities' proposal were 14 
Democrats, with five Democrats and all 17 Repub- 
licans opposing it. After an uneventful debate on 
June 14 and 15, the House, without a single dis- 
senting vote, approved H.R. 8 152, extending through 
FY 1975 the authorization for LEAA funding at an 
annual level of $1 billion. 

On June 5, 1973, the Senate Subcommittee on 
Criminal Laws and Procedures began hearings on 
the Administration's law enforcement revenue shar- 
ing bill (S. 1234). Attorney General Elliott L. Rich- 
ardson urged the Senate to accept the Administra- 
tion proposal and expressed concern that the two- 
year extension of LEAA provided by the House 

bill would retard progress in law enforcement by 
making states and cities unsure of the length of time 
they could depend on receiving Federal funds. In his 
view, an open-ended authorization was preferable. 

The subcommittee reported its bill on June 19 
(S. 1234, as amended) to the full Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary. But the committee voted to delay 
reporting the bill until June 27. Senator McClellan, 
subcommittee chairman, believing that the vote to 
report the bill was dangerously close to the June 30 
expiration date, introduced the subcommittee bill 
as an amendment to the House bill. The amended 
Senate bill differed from the House bill in several 
important respects: (1) the act was renamed the 
Crime Control Act of 1973; (2) two LEAA deputy 
administrators - for policy development and ad- 
ministration - were designated; (3) regional planning 
units were required to be comprised of a majority of 
elected executive and legislative officials; (4) no state 
plan could be approved unless it included a compre- 
hensive program for the improvement of juvenile 
justice and allocated 30 percent of Part C and E 
funds to said area; (5) a 90-day period for approval 
of grant applications by SPAS was mandated; and 
(6) a $2 billion FY 1978 funding level was authorized. 

The Senate, on June 28, passed by voice vote an 
amended version of H.R. 8152 to extend for five 
years the authorization for LEAA at an annual level 
of $1 billion in FY 1974, increasing to $2 billion by 
1978. Like the House, the Senate rejected the 
Nixon Administration's proposals that the Federal 
requirements on the use of the funds be removed and 
that the block grant program be converted into law 
enforcement revenue sharing. The Senate also was 
not receptive to the proposal that grants be given 
directly to high-crime urban areas. By a vote of 24-68 
it rejected a big-city amendment offered by Senator 
John V. Tunney of California, which would have 
directed that 75 percent of LEAA grant funds be 
given in block grants to states and cities of more 
than 50,000 population. The amounts would be de- 
termined by population. Conferees filed a report on 
July 26, after reaching a major compromise on the 
period of time for which LEAA appropriations 
would be authorized. The House and Senate, on Aug. 
2, adopted the conference report- both by a voice 
vote. At that time Senator Hruska, ranking minority 
member of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 
observed that there were so many conceptual simi- 
larities between H.R. 8 152 and the Administra- 
tion's proposal to convert LEAA grants into law en- 
forcement revenue sharing that he viewed the final 



bill as a prototype of special revenue sharing. Pres- 
ident Nixon signed H.R. 8152 (PL 93-83) on 
Aug. 6. 

Although the amendments contained certain simi- 
larities with special revenue sharing, the Crime Con- 
trol Act of 1973 departed from the original Adminis- 
tration proposal in the key areas of Federal approval 
of state plans and various Federal requirements that 

. limited the scope of decision-making within the 
criminal justice area by state and local governments. 
It should be noted, however, that many components 
of the Administration's law enforcement revenue 
sharing bill were contained in the 1973 act. These 
included provisions for discretionary grants for 
interstate metropolitan regional planning units, cit- 
izen participation, civil rights compliance, the im- 
provement of juvenile justice and elimination of the 
"troika." It also should be noted that the 1973 act 
authorized more Federal aid than the revenue shar- 
ing proposal. The Crime Control Act of 1973 was a 
victory for the states, the block grant mechanism, 
and LEAA. 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968, as amended by the Crime Control Act 
of 1973, while maintaining the structure of state- 
administered grants to localities, contained several 
major revisions. They are listed below, together with 
a brief explanation of the principal reasons for modi- 
fication. 

Purpose of tbe Act. The statement of purpose was 
rewritten to stress "criminal justice" in juxtaposition 
to law enforcement. Criminal rehabilitation and pre- 
vention of juvenile delinquency were added to the 
declaration of intent. 

LEAA Administration. The "troika" system was 
eliminated, with all administrative and policy au- 
thority vested in the administrator of LEAA. In lieu 
of two associate administrators, the amendment pro- 
vided for two deputy administrators. 

Representation on Planning Agencies. The r e p  
resentation requirement for SPAs and RPUs was 
amended to permit representation of citizen, profes- 
sional and community organizations. RPUs, how- 
ever, were mandated to be comprised of a majority 
of local elected officials. This amendment was 
adopted in response to testimony by local officials 
during the 1973 hearings expressing dissatisfaction 
with their representation on the regional planning 
boards formed specifically for criminal justice plan- 

ning. The National Association of Counties (NACo) 
complained about the predominance of criminal jus- 
tice specialists on SPA and RPU boards, contend- 
ing that only elected officials have the necessary 
overview and are responsive enough to citizen views 
to plan comprehensively. 

Planning Grants. State planning grants were to 
remain at 90 percent Federal funding, while RPUs 
were to receive 100 percent Federal funding. The 
soft match was eliminated, and states were required 
to provide half of the local share of the hard match 
for planning grants. Also, the minimum Part B 
allocation per state was increased to $200,000. The 
question as to which types of RPUs qualified for 100 
percent Federal funding was not fully resolved, be- 
cause some states viewed RPUs as multi-county or 
multi-purpose regions, while others viewed single- 
county, single-purpose, or county/city combinations 
as regions. 

25 
Matching Requirements. Matching requirements 

for discretionary, Part C and Part E funds were re- 
duced to 10 percent, except for construction projects, 
which remained a 50-50 match. This match was to 
be met in the aggregate with appropriated money 
rather than by a soft match. The act also required 
that states provide half the aggregate amount of non- 
Federal funds (in most cases five percent) to pay the 
local share of LEAA-funded projects. Part C discre- 
tionary and block grant funds were permitted to be 
used for planning grants to interstate metropolitan 
RPUs. Congress believed change in match require- 
ments was necessary in order to end procedures that 
were "only cases of imaginative bookkeeping by 
recipients" and which produced administrative bur- 
dens on LEAA that was charged with ensuring com- 
pliance. 

Plan Requirements. States were required to pro- 
vide procedures to allow local units of government 
(or combinations thereof) with a population of more 
than 250,000 to submit annual plans to SPAs and 
receive funds based on that plan. This requirement 
was intended to allow localities to express their pri- 
orities and to reduce the budgetary uncertainty and 
delay in the funding of local projects. 

States were required to approve or disapprove 
local government projects within 90 days, This pro- 
vision was adopted to speed up the fund flow caused 
by delay and red tape at the state level -and was a 
response to complaints by many localities that 
planning and budgeting at the local level had been 



adversely affected by delays in the grant award 
process. Also in response to the charges of red tape 
and delay, LEAA was required to approve or dis- 
approve a state plan within 90 days after submission 
by the SPA. 

Congress also made LEAA more accountable in 
supervising and assisting the states in comprehen- 
sive planning by requiring that no state plan could 
be approved unless LEAA found that the plan 
demonstrated "a determined effort to improve the 
quality of law enforcement and criminal justice 
throughout the state" and unless it included a 
comprehensive program for juvenile justice and 
established "statewide priorities for the improve- 
ment and coordination of all aspects of law enforce- 
ment and criminal justice. . . ." 

Evaluation. The role of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was strength- 
ened and expanded to include major responsibility 
for the training of law enforcement and criminal 
justice personnel and evaluation of projects. State 
plans were required to assure that Safe Streets proj- 
ects maintain data necessary to allow the institute to 
perform evaluations. 

Authorization and Appropriation Authority. 
Appropriations were authorized for FY 1974 and 
1975 at $1 billion each year, and the FY 1976 
appropriation was authorized at $1.25 billion. 

EARMARKING: THE CASE 
OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 

The use of earmarking to emphasize juvenile 
justice in the Safe Streets program had its roots in 
the enactment of the Juvenile Delinquency Preven- 
tion and Control Act of 1968, administered by the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
(HEW). This law was designed to provide a broad 
program of support to state and local governments 
for rehabilitative and preventive projects. In view of 
its experience with rehabilitative and preventive 
services, HEW was expected to give leadership to the 
states in developing comprehensive plans for juvenile 
justice that incorporated innovative practices and 
techniques to deal with the problems of juvenile 
delinquency. 

During the course of the hearings on the 1972 
amendments to the act, however, it became clear that 
Congress was disappointed with the way Federal 
delincluencv prevention and treatment vrograms had 

been handled. The House Committee on Education 
and Labor reported that the first three years of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act 
had been hampered by limited appropriations, over- 
lapping with programs funded under the Safe Streets 
Act and administrative delay, inefficiency and con- 
fusion. The committee also thought that the pur- 
poses of the act had not been accomplished and the 
program needed to be refocused on more realistic 
objectives. 

The Senate Committee on the Judiciary arrived at 
similar findings. It was reported, for instance, that 
more than a year and a half had passed before a 
director was appointed for HEW's Youth Develop- 
ment and Delinquency Prevention Administration 
(YDDPA), which was responsible for administering 
the act, and that substantial amounts of funds were 
spread throughout the country in a series of under- 
funded and unrelated projects. The committee also 
was annoyed with the underspending for the act; 
HEW had spent only half of the $30 million appro- 
priated in 1968-1971. Although it was noted that 
some of HEW's problems stemmed from its lack of 
primary responsibility for Federal juvenile preven- 
tion programs (four different agencies duplicated 
HEW's efforts), the committee believed that the 
fulfillment of the original purpose of the act had been 
rendered virtually impossible because of inadequacies 
in both appropriations and administration. 

The 1972 amendments concentrated on the devel- 
opment of community-based preventive services sep- 
arate from those services rendered by law enforce- 
ment agencies, such as police and courts. The act 
was designed to aid delinquents through programs in 
the fields of health, education and employment. 

Dissatisfaction with the accomplishments of the 
1968 act and the 1972 amendments as well as with 
the administrative performance of HEW gave 
impetus to the inclusion of juvenile delinquency in 
the 1971 and 1973 amendments to the Safe Streets 
Act. It also generated a heated debate over the pro- 
per agency to administer the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

The amendments to the Safe Streets Act dealing 
with juvenile justice were a specific response by 
Congress to a need for immediate action to require 
states to invest in a wide variety of treatment and 
prevention programs for juvenile delinquents, while 
leaving maximum flexibility for the state to deter- 
mine the greatest needs in this area. Immediate 
action was believed to be necessary, because it 
seemed that existing programs were plainly inade- 



quate and ineffective and that simply channeling 
additional funds into them was not the answer. 

By 1974, however, the focal point of discussion 
shifted to the differences between "juvenile justice" 
and "juvenile delinquency prevention." The House 
Committee on Education and Labor report provided 
for a newly created Juvenile Delinquency Adminis- 
tration within HEW. It was the judgment of the 
committee that HEW was the logical locus of 
administrative responsibility for the 1974 Juvenile 
Delinquency Act, because the department possessed 
the requisite human and monetary resources and the 
administrative machinery. The committee also 
thought that "LEAA's approach had been to see the 
juvenile offender in terms of crime and punish- 
rnent,"sO rather than to give attention to the pre- 
ventive aspects of juvenile delinquency. In its judge- 
ment, LEAA had not distributed adequate funds for 
juvenile delinquency needs and had not succeeded 
in bringing about effective coordination of Federal 
juvenile delinquency programs through its respon- 
sibility for the Interdepartmental Committee for the 
Coordination of All Federal Juvenile Delinquency 
Programs. Thus, the committee believed that the 
law enforcement emphasis of LEAA was too paro- 
chial. House supporters of the committee bill and 
report also stressed that HEW was the best agency . 
"to deal with the entire youth-his education, wel- 
fare, and development - not merely the youth as a 
criminal offender." j' As one congressman stated: 

I believe local and State police agencies 
have a role to play in helping to prevent de- 
linquency, but if they play that supportive 
role, it does not necessarily follow that they 
have to play the lead. In order to accom- 
plish anything through prevention, the fac- 
tors that cause delinquency must be ad- 
dressed. It has been proven time and time 
again that the causes are not criminal but 
social in nature. Therefore, because this is 
not a new program and because HEW has 
already established the mechanism and is 
beginning to work to coordinate efforts 
within communities with the limited dollars 
they have had-they should be allowed to 
continue and expand their efforts. 5 2  

The minority view that HEW was not the agency 
best suited to administer the Juvenile Delinquency 
Act was expressed most vocally by Representative 
Albert H. Quie, who offered an amendment in the 

House, later defeated, to place administration of the 
juvenile delinquency program in LEAA. Repre- 
sentative Quie contended that LEAA was better 
equipped to administer the act based on the large 
amount of Safe Streets funds available, "its exist- 
ing coordinative network, its relatively favorable 
relationship with the Congress and its support by 
the National Governors' Conference, the National 
League of Cities, and the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary." 53 He also argued that "juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention are not separate entities 
and should not be treated separately. They are part 
of the same problem. Federal efforts should not and 
must not be divided." 54 Representative William S. 
Cohen supported Representative Quie's conclusion: 

Clearly, the goals of juvenile delinquency 
prevention programs and the juvenile justice 
system are very similar. Both are concerned 
about actions of individuals which may 27 
endanger the individual's future as well as 
society in general. Both are attempting to 
find alternatives for young people which 
will enhance their chances for making a 
positive and meaningful contribution to 
society. While different in emphasis, the 
two approaches are nonetheless interdepen- 
dent. To attempt to separate them as some 
have recommended can only frustrate the 
attempts of all those fully concerned with 
helping the youth of our communities. 55 

Opposition to the Quie Amendment came from 
those congressmen who had questioned the record 
of LEAA in the juvenile delinquency area. As one 
congresswoman noted: 

LEAA has consistently failed to provide 
Federal leadership in the area of juvenile 
delinquency prevention, despite the Con- 
gressional mandate of 1973, despite LEAA's 
annual budget of $1 billion, and despite 
early hopes that it would infuse the entire 
Federal criminal justice system with leader- 
ship, direction, and money . . . Many States 
receiving LEAA funds have no programs at 
all for the prevention and treatment of juve- 
nile delinquency. 56 

The Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency reported to the full Committee on the 
Judiciary a bill similar to the House measure, with 



the Juvenile Delinquency Act to be administered by 
HEW. The committee, however, accepted an amend- 
ed bill offered by Senator Hruska that substituted 
LEAA for HEW and designated a new Part F fdr 
juvenile delinquency programs. Senator Hruska 
maintained that LEAA was the obvious and natural 
agency to administer this program &cause: (1) it 
already possessed the administrative machiiiery in 
its 55 state planning agencies to plan, coordinate 
and implement juvenile delinquency programs; and 
(2) it had committed itself to juvenile delinquency 
prevention and control through initiatives to estab- 
lish this as one of its four ndtidnal priority pro- 
grams and through creation of al juvenile justice sec- 
tion in the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. He asserted: 

It is unquestionable that LEAA has the 
capability, capacity and the desire to do the 
job. Failure to give LEAA a comprehensivt 
mandate as proposed by this legislation 
would seriously weaken the Federal juvenile 
delinquency prevention and control effort. 57 

Critics of Senator Hruska's position included Sen- 
ator Birch Bayh, who maintained that LEAA's in- 
volvement in the delinquency field was primarily to 
improve the juvenile justice system dealing with ad- 
judicated delinquents rather than to work with pub- 
lic and private organizations concerned about delin- 
quency prevention. But a Senate provision to estab- 
lish an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in LEAA to administer the act prevailed 
in conference. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 as finally passed by Congress also: (1) 
required that SPAS include representatives of agen- 
cies related to the prevention of juvenile delinquency; 
(2) created a Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and a National 
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delin- 
quency Prevention; (3) established a National Insti- 
tute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
in the newly created Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention; (4) approved a three-year 
authorization of $350 million for the juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention programs; and (5) re- 
quired the states to maintain Part C funding for 
juvenile delinquency programs at the fiscal 1972 level 
in order to be eligible for assistance. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act, signed into law on Aug. 7, 1974, departed from 

a precedent established in the 1972 amendments to 
the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control 
Act of 1968 to separate "juvenile justice" from 
"'juvenile delinquency prevention." The 1974 act 
established a national program to deal with both 
juvenile justice and juvenile delinquency prevention 
and control as one interdependent system, despite 
some congressional opinion to the contrary. j8 

THE FEDERAL ROLE: 
EXPECTATIONS AND REALITIES 

In some respects, the Safe Streets Act has become 
a panacea for a variety of problems of the criminal 
justice system. While supporters of the program 
contend that seven years and some $4 billion should 
not reasonably be expected to have a substantial 
impact on crime reduction, others look for more 
results from this investment. For example, the House 
Committee on Government Operations, in its 1972 
report on the block grant programs of LEAA, stated: 

In some respects the block grant pro- 
gra'ms have resulted in better coordination 
of criminal justice agencies and improve- 
ments in criminal justice services, but 
regrettably it must be said that they have 
achieved far less than the Congress and the 
public can rightfully expect considering the 
vast amounts of public funds which the tax- 
payer has provided. '' 

Despite such disparate views, the expectations 
surrounding the Safe Streets Act must also be con- 
sidered in light of the complexity of the crime prob- 
lem, the relatively small amount of monies involved 
and the fragmented nature of the criminal justice 
system. As one commentator recently noted: 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 recognized the urgency 
of the national crime problem as a matter 
that threatens "the peace, the security and 
general welfare of its citizens," and made it 
"the declared policy of the Congress to as- 
sist state and local government in strength- 
ening and improving law enforcement at 
every level by national assistance." 

Yet, year after year since 1968, crime 
has continued its persistent rise. The Safe 
Streets Act has been funded at 50 percent 
or less of its programmed level, and the 



American public has been presented with a 
series of preposterous assurances that there 
is a cheap and easy way to eliminate street 
crime. 

The rhetorical commitments of the Pres- 
ident proposing this legislation and the Con- 
gress enacting it were magnificent but they 
have the timber of hollow echoes against 
the reality of performance. They provide 
good reason for Americans to believe that 
our national security is at stake as we face 
our domestic problems. They also provide 
ample justification for Americans to con- 
clude that the President and the Congress 
do not mean what they say. The President 
and the Congress have repeatedly refused 
to act in accordance with their own rhet- 
orical and legislative c ~ m m i t r n e n t s . ~ ~  

In summary, the legislative history of the Safe 
Streets Act reflects an evolution over a seven-year 
period of certain congressional ambiguities in legisla- 
tive intent and shifts of funding mechanisms and 
functional emphases to achieve that intent. Begin- 
ning as a broad grant program designed to reduce 

crime and improve the administration of justice 
within a systemic perspective, but intended to 
emphasize law enforcement, the Safe Streets Act 
over the years has been repeatedly categorized in 
response to changing congressional priorities. By 
1971, corrections had come to the forefront, fol- 
lowed by crime "control" in 1973 and juvenile jus- 
tice in 1974. At present, Congress is considering the 
need for special statutory recognition to be given to 
courts and large urban communities. These statutory 
changes have been accompanied by shifts in attitudes 
regarding LEAA's role vis-a-vis the states in imple- 
menting the act. All of this action has occurred 
within the block grant framework; yet the legislative 
life cycle of Safe Streets seems typical of the 
Partnership for Health block grant and several 
formula-based categorical programs. At the outset, 
the functional scope and amount of recipient discre- 
tion are broad. Over time, both become more and 
more restricted. The net result is confused expec- 29 
tations on the part of both the grantor and grantee 
as to intergovernmental relationships in block grant 
administration. Whether the 1975-1976 period will 
witness continuation of the categorization trend, a 
stabilization, or a reversal, repains to be seen. 
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Chapter 111 

Implementing the 
Safe Streets Act 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 clearly resulted from a compromise of con- 
flicting fears and purposes. Thus it was not surprising 
that the resulting legislation contained provisions 
that, if not contradictory, were at least pursuing 
somewhat different goals. The experimental block 
grant approach ultimately incorporated into the act 
was tempered by provisions specifying that grants 
be awarded only for seven categories that, although 
quite general, did serve to exclude certain areas of 
funding and encourage others. Other requirements, 
such as the pass-through of funds and the support of 
local planning efforts,' protected the interests of 
local governments and further limited state discre- 
tion. 

The 1968 act, then, was in no sense a pure block 
grant awarded to the states to administer with wide 
discretion. Yet it did represent the first major pro- 
gram to be initiated using primarily the block grant 
instrument from the outset. Given this background, 
the administration of the Safe Streets program by 
both the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra- 
tion (LEAA) and the states takes on additional sig- 
nificance for several reasons. First, even in the best 
of circumstances, a block grant program presents a 
real challenge to both grantor and grantee. An ap- 
propriate balance must be achieved between the 
leadership, direction and control exercised by the 
administering agency and the discretion, autonomy 
and independence sought by the state recipient. The 



newness of the block grant approach presented addi- 
tional problems; most experience at the Federal level 
with grants-in-aid in the field of criminal justice 
had been with a modest program of direct categorical 
grants handled by the Office of Law Enforcement 
Assistance (established in 1965). 

Yet, the act itself presented the most serious 
administrative challenge, mainly because of the role 
it required the Federal administering agency, LEAA, 
to play. Essentially this role called for LEAA to dis- 
tribute block grant funds after reviewing and ap- 
proving individual state comprehensive plans, putting 
the agency in the delicate position of having to judge 
the adequacy of state plans without accepted stand- 
ards other than the rather general requirements 
specified in the 1968 act. In addition, LEAA was 
responsible for assisting the states to increase their 
law enforcement and criminal justice capabilities 
through the provision of funds and expertise. The 

32 need to assume the conflicting responsibilities of both 
an "enforcer" and "helper" made each role more 
difficult to carry out. 

THE FEDERAL ROLE PRIOR TO 1968 

As was described in the previous chapter, when 
the Safe Streets Act was signed into law in 1968, 
the Federal government already had some experience 
in administering a grant program for the improve- 
ment of law enforcement and criminal justice. The 
Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 grew out 
of the rhetoric of the 1964 presidential campaign and 
specifically out of President Lyndon B. Johnson's 
1965 message calling for a War on Crime. This act 
created an Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 
(OLEA) as part of the attorney general's office. 
OLEA was established to administer the first Fed- 
eral aid program designed to improve state and local 
law enforcement and criminal justice efforts. 

With a reform-minded staff of approximately 25 
people, OLEA sought to upgrade the various com- 
ponents of the criminal justice system by providing 
support for more effective training efforts and the 
development of new ideas and programs. During its 
three-year life (1 965- l968), OLEA expended a p  
proximately $20.6 million on 356 separate projects. 
Overcoming initial problems of gaining recognition 
of its existence and applicants for its funds, OLEA 
carried out its grant operations amidst growing 
public and political pressures for a greater Federal 
role in combatting crime. 

Although the total amount of Federal funds spent 

was relatively small, OLEA did have an impact in 
several ways. It awakened state and local officials 
and their professional organizations to the availabil- 
ity of Federal support, while lessening their fears 
that such aid would result in Federal preemption of 
state and local law enforcement efforts and perhaps 
lead to a national police force. It provided substan- 
tial funds for training and for new approaches to 
crime reduction, particularly in the law enforcement 
area. Even if lacking in long-term effects, OLEA 
established innovation and reform as appropriate 
goals of Federal funding and, perhaps more signif- 
icant, provided funds for the establishment of plan- 
ning agencies or commissions in 31 states, most of 
which would later become the authorized state plan- 
ning agencies under the Safe Streets Act. As one 
observer commented in praising OLEA's work: 

Look at the field of crime control and law 
enforcement technology -an urban prob- 
lem much more closely bound up in human 
factors than air pollution. Only 2 years ago 
it was difficult to find many people in the 
research community interested in or knowl- 
edgeable about any aspect of our national 
crime-control problems. Today, it's hard to 
find a research institute, university, or in- 
dustrial laboratory where there aren't at 
least a dozen people exploring ways to im- 
prove law enforcement and criminal justice. 
What happened? The answer is that the 
Federal Government exerted strong leader- 
ship in a way which engaged the attention 
of the scientific and technical community 
very quickly and very effectively. The two 
triggering events apparently were a creation 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Act by 
the 89th Congress and appointment of a 
Presidential Commission on Law Enforce- 
ment and Administration of Justice by the 
White House. Both actions focused nation- 
al attention on crime as an urban problem. 
Both groups also worked hard to give the 
technical community an opportunity to be- 
gin a dialog within itself and with con- 
cerned Government people. This quickly 
began to produce problem definitions, 
ideas, and most important, action. Surpris- 
ingly, very little money has been involved 
thus far; appropriations for the Office of 
Law Enforcement Assistance had been 
miniscule when compared with Federal 



spending for research and problem solving 
in many other areas. But if Congress pro- 
vides the necessary research funds, it is 
likely that more progress will be made to- 
ward better law enforcement in 5 years 
than we have made toward air pollution 
control in 2 0 . ~  

OLEA experienced frustrations as well as accom- 
plishments, especially in its attempt to focus on re- 
search and innovative projects. Among the most 
significant obstacles were: a scarcity of well- 
designed experimental projects, the lack of adequate 
resources (both personnel and financial) at the state 
and local level to carry out such projects, insuf- 
ficient Federal resources to effectively demonstrate 
project success through replication, and the ab- 
sence of a complementary Federal grant program to 
meet basic state and local needs that would allow 
OLEA to support fewer and larger grants of longer 
duration focused more narrowly on research.' Al- 
though the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act promised to alleviate some of the problems faced 
by OLEA, others would continue to hinder the im- 
plementation of the Safe Streets program. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSE TO THE 
SAFE STREETS ACT: THE FIRST YEAR 

With the signing of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 on June, 1968, the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration began 
its operations. In its annual report one year later, 
LEAA cited the following accomplishments: 

Each state had created a planning agency 
and had drafted plans for criminal justice 
system improvements; 
Planning grants totaling $19 million had 
been awarded to the states; 
Action grants amounting to more than 
$25 million had been allocated the states 
to carry out the plans; 
LEAA had established its discretionary 
grant program and had awarded $4.35 
million in discretionary funds; and 
The National Institute of Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Justice had begun 
awarding grants for research activities. 

From outward appearances, LEAA was proceed- 
ing well in carrying out its administrative responsi- 
bilities with respect to the Safe Streets Act. Yet, 

problems had arisen during the first year which were 
to have as much long-term impact on the program as 
these early accomplishments. 

Delay was a difficulty from the outset. It was not 
until Oct. 21, 1968, four months after the act was 
signed, that the three administrators of LEAA were 
nominated and took office as recess appointments of 
President Johnson. Reportedly, in an attempt to 
appease Senator John L. McClellan, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary who had earlier 
blocked the nominations of the original three ad- 
ministrators, President Richard M. Nixon withdrew 
these nominations and named three of his own 
nominees, who were not confirmed until the early 
spring of 1969.~ Thus, the first year was marked by 
changing leadership, a problem which continued to 
affect LEAA's operations throughout its history. 

This lag in establishing permanent leadership 
naturally led to delays in developing policy guide- 
lines and awarding grants, another problem that has 33 
persisted to this day, as shown in the surveys and 
site visits conducted in the course of this study. 
Although the act was signed on June 19, 1968, osten- 
sibly allowing a full year to set up operations and 
distribute block grant funds, the delay in appointing 
the administrators substantially cut down on the time 
allowed to develop guidelines for the state compre- 
hensive plans, review the plans and distribute the 
funds. Therefore, even though the nucleus of the 
LEAA staff consisted of former members of OLEA 
who had brought with them many of the adminis- 
trative procedures and practices developed in pre- 
vious years, time pressures and limited staff of 
necessity resulted in a rather hurried development 
of guidelines, a rushed review of the state plans 
and last-minute approval of grant awards. 

The relationship between the states and LEAA 
during this period could be characterized as cautious- 
ly cooperative. The states were aware and wary of 
the Johnson Administration's attempts to have the 
Safe Streets program operate as a direct Federal- 
local categorical grant. The LEAA staff, in turn, 
were concerned that the states would utilize Safe 
Streets funds to expand traditional and routine law 
enforcement activities rather than to support inno- 
vative approaches. There was also the fear on the 
part of LEAA that the states would neglect the 
needs of the larger cities where crime, rates were 
highest. Both of these issues had been a major 
concern during the congressional hearings and would 
be raised repeatedly during the years ahead. 

The first year's operation was significant in that 



it established the basic approach used by LEAA in 
carrying out its mandated responsibilities with 
respect to the states. This approach required the 
development of guidelines for the submission of state 
plans and the subsequent Federal review and ap- 
proval of those plans. In its first attempt at estab- 
lishing guidelines late in 1968, LEAA found, after 
discussions with representatives of the SPAs and 
the public interest groups, that it had called for 
more detailed information and sophistication in 
planning than either time pressures or the capacity 
of the SPAs would allow. Thus, at the end of Feb- 
ruary 1969, the guidelines were simplified, and some 
required items were waived by LEAA. As the state 
plans were completed and submitted, they were re- 
viewed against a checklist of requirements developed 
by LEAA. Deficiencies were noted, and negotiations 
with the state were undertaken to correct them. 
When there was insufficient time to correct the 

34 deficiencies, LEAA attached special conditions to 
approval of the state plan, requiring SPA action to 
correct the deficiencies within a specified time 
period. As will be discussed in Chapter IV, the use 
of special conditions has continued throughout the 
life of the program and is the chief means by which 
LEAA insures compliance with statutory regulations 
short of the rather drastic step of withholding funds. 

The results of the first planning cycle were under- 
standably unspectacular. In the opinion of several 
LEAA staff members, many of the state plans were 
incomplete, disorganized and of poor quality. Yet, 
given the short time allowed, the inexperience of the 
state planning staff and the newness of the planning 
process and the guidelines, they believed it was the 
best effort that could be expected from the SPAs. 
Indeed, several staff members at LEAA expressed 
surprise that the states were able to respond as 
adequately as they did in that first year. 

LEAA, for its part, was not able to provide a 
thorough review of the state plans. While growing 
from an initial staff of 25 to a staff of 121 by June 30, 
1969, LEAA organized itself as indicated in Figure 
111- I .  Much of LEAA staff time during the first year 
was spent assisting the states in setting up their 
agencies and supervisory boards, developing intern- 
al procedures, dealing with public interest groups and 
establishing a satisfactory relationship with other 
units of the Department of Justice. There was great 
pressure to get the money out in the field to demon- 
strate the new "law and order" Administration's 
active role in combatting crime. This pressure, 

be obligated by June 30 or returned to the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, led to a hurried review of 
state plans. LEAA took great pride in having award- 
ed all of its $29 million block grant funds by June 30, 
1969. 

This compressed review period left little time for 
the development of specific standards for state and 
local law enforcement and criminal justice systems to 
strive toward and for LEAA to use in judging the 
merits of individual state plans. Thus, the review of 
state plans became largely an effort to insure com- 
pliance with the basic requirements of the act. 

The determination of whether a state plan met 
some of the more subjective requirements of the act 
(each plan shall " . . . incorporate innovations and 
advanced techniques . . . provide for effective utiliza- 
tion of existing facilities . . . adequately take into 
account the needs and requests of the units of general 
local government. . . .") was made by individuals in 
the Office of Law Enforcement Programs within 
LEAA on the basis of their own interpretations of 
what could reasonably be expected of the state. The 
substantive portions of the plan concerning activities 
to be funded were reviewed for internal consistency, 
overall balance and documentation of need. It should 
be again emphasized, however, that the plan review, 
of necessity, was shorter and more rudimentary than 
in subsequent years. 

Although all plans submitted by the states were 
formally approved by the June 30, 1969 deadline, the 
rush to achieve compliance and start funds flowing 
left little time for the systematic development and 
application of uniform standards. Structures and 
procedures, although sometimes hastily conceived 
and implemented at LEAA and in the states, rapidly 
became institutionalized and later difficult to alter 
when experience and time for reflection suggested 
the need for change. 

Administration 
Under The "Troika" 

Although the first year of LEAA's operation was 
characterized by a sense of urgency and haste, the 
second year brought more serious problems, the most 
significant of which was the structure of the leader- 
ship. The "troika" arrangement, whereby unanimity 
among the three administrators was required in order 
to establish policy direction, was originally con- 

coupled with the statute's ;equirement that all funds ceived to avert possible control of the program by 
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the attorney general. Yet it can easily be seen how 
this arrangement would preclude strong and decisive 
leadership able to respond quickly to the unforeseen 
situations encountered by a fledgling organization. 

From March through December of 1969, the lead- 
ership of LEAA was in the hands of Charles H. Rog- 
ovin and Richard W. Velde. Unlike the first three 
interim administrators, they did not share similar 
philosophical views or personal styles; this made the 
consensus form of leadership even more difficult than 
normally would have been the case. The effects of 
the administrators' difficulties in achieving con- 
sensus were felt immediately by the staff. Personnel 
actions were delayed until compromises coqld be 
reached, policy decisions were postponed and ad- 
ministrative decisions were held up. These difficulties 
persisted throughout 1969 and increased when the 
third administrator, Clarence M. Coster, was named 
at the end of the year. During this period there also 

36 were serious jurisdictional problems stemming from 
uncertainty about the administrative relationship 
between LEAA and the Department of Justice. This 
confusion, and in some instances direct conflict, led 
to further delays, particularly in hiring personnel. 
The problems with the "troika" arrangement and the 
Department of Justice relationship ulfimately led to 
Rogovin's resignation in June 1970.7 

During the next ten months, there was some hesi- 
tancy within the agency to initiate new activities, 
given the uncertainty about the appointment of a 
new administrator. Major activity during this period 
again focused upon the plan review process. The sec- 
ond planning cycle was much smoother as proced- 
ures became more routine and the planning capacity 
of the states increased. 

The most significant structural change during 
this period was the establishment of seven regional 
offices around the country. Although ultimate autho- 
rity for plan review and approval still remained in 
Washington, the regional offices served as a liaison 
between the states and the central office of LEAA, 
interpreting guidelines and reviewing plans initially 
for completeness. It was understood by everyone 
from the beginning of LEAA's operation that the 
establishment of the regional offices was inevitable 
and that the area desks within OLEA were tempo- 
rary arrangements designed to provide liaison with 
the states until resources were available to staff 
regional offices. The exact nature of regional office 
responsibilities and the extent of their authority 
were less clear, because the plan review tasks were 
divided between the regional and central offices of 

LEAA. By June 30, 1970, LEAA's FY 1970 appro- 
priation had grown to $268 million and was adminis- 
tered by a staff of 291, organized as indicated in 
Figure 111-2. 

During 1970, other external events began to 
influence the Safe Streets program. The first strong 
criticism of the administration of the Safe Streets 
Act by LEAA and the states began to be heard. 
Congress and some public interest groups focused on 
several specific issues. The National League of 
Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors protested 
that urban areas, experiencing the highest crime 
rates, were not receiving Safe Streets funds propor- 
tionate to their needs. There was also criticism from 
both within and outside LEAA that too large a per- 
centage of state block grant funds was being allo- 
cated to police services and "hardware" purchases, 
to the detriment of other elements of the criminal 
justice system, particularly the corrections compo- 
nent. As indicated in Chapter V, there was substan- 
tial evidence to support these charges. Other prob- 
lems, such as unbalanced representation on SPA 
supervisory boards, the poor financial accountability 
and practices of LEAA and the states and the ex- 
cessive use of consultants also received consid- 
erable attention. 

Those charges led Congress, in late 1970, to adopt 
several amendments to the original Safe Streets Act. 
These called for the elimination of the "troika" ar- 
rangement, the earmarking of a separate category of 
funds (Part E) for corrections purposes, the addition 
of statutory language emphasizing the distribution of 
action funds to high crime areas and planning funds 
to major cities and counties and the alteration of 
matching and pass-through requirements. 

In many respects, the spring of 1971 constituted a 
new beginning for LEAA and the Safe Streets pro- 
gram. A three-year authorization had been passed by 
Congress. Appropriations for the program had 
increased substantially, to a level of $529 million in 
FY 1971. Satisfactory working relationships had 
been established with the states, and crime was 
decreasing. A new administrator was about to be 
appointed after an 11-month interim period, during 
which the lack of permanent leadership had con- 
tributed to substantial delays in processing grants in 
LEAA headquarters and had given many observers 
the impression that the agency was foundering. For 
the first time, the administrator would have clear- 
cut managerial and policy authority. It was a time 
for reflection on the experience of the past three 
years and the development of new initiatives. 
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THE NEW FEDERALISM AT LEAA 

When Jerris Leonard was sworn in as LEAA's 
third administrator on May 12, 1971, he found an 
agency which had grown considerably during its first 
three years. Both its staff and its appropriations (see 
Table 111-1) had expanded very rapidly. Its relation- 
ships with the states had stabilized, and its internal 
operations had been formalized. 

Table 111-1 

Staffing and Appropriations Levels 
for the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration 

FY 1969-1 976 

Fiscal L e v d  of Level of 
Year 

38 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 

Appropriations Staffing 

25 (as of 6/30/68) 
121 (as of 6/30/69) 
291 (as of 6/30/70) 
382 (as of 6/30/71) 
529 (as of 6/30/72) 
599 (as of 6/30/73) 
658 (as of 6/30/74) 
71 2 (as of 6/30/75) 

'Presidential request, yet to be approved by Congress. 
Source: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Bringing with him a reputation as a firm adminis- 
trator, Leonard immediately effected changes in 
LEAA's activities. One of his first actions was to 
establish an internal Task Force to examine the 
management and operations of LEAA and develop 
recommendations concerning organizational changes. 
Over a six-week period, the Task Force examined all 
aspects of LEAA's activities and discussed possible 
alternative organizational structures and funding 
approaches. 

In carrying out its study, the Task Force reached 
agreement on several actions designed to strengthen 
aspects of LEAA's operations that had been weak in 
the past. Specifically, the task force emphasized the 
role of LEAA in helping the states and localities by 
greatly decentralizing authority and personnel re- 
sources to the regional offices. Formerly, all autho- 
rity for approving comprehensive plans and discre- 

tionary grant awards rested with LEAA's central 
office. The Task Force found this centralized strut'- 
ture to be incompatible with LEAA's primary role 
in a block grant program-to monitor and assist the 
states and localities in carrying out federally sup- 
ported activities. 

A second weakness identified by the Task Force 
was LEAA's audit capability. As stated in its final 
report: 

In view of the sensitivity of criminal jus- 
tice operations, the relative novelty of the 
state planning system created by LEAA, 
and a considerable local disdain for com- 
pliance with Federal regulations on grant 
funds, it is strongly recommended that the 
Audit Office be clearly established in di- 
rect relation to the Administrator. LEAA's 
Audit Office should adopt the objective of 
removing itself from direct financial audit 
and aim instead at producing state capa- 
bility to provide this audit under proper 
guidelines . . . . * 

This emphasis on the importance of a strong audit 
capability reflected a more acute awareness of 
LEAA's monitoring role under the block grant 
approach. This recognition was heightened by the 
findings of LEAA's own auditors and those of the 
Monagan subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Government Operations that some Safe Streets funds 
had been wasted and misused at the state and local 
levels. 

The Task Force further recommended that an 
Office of Inspection and Review be established 
within LEAA to establish goals and objectives for 
the agency and provide leadership and coordination 
in the areas of planning and evaluation. 

Finally, the Task Force found the Office of Law 
Enforcement Programs (OLEP) to be encumbered 
with numerous administrative responsibilities that 
could more appropriately be carried out at the re- 
gional level. By decentralizing authority for compre- 
hensive plan and discretionary grant review to the 
regional offices, the Task Force hoped that this 
would not only eliminate duplication of functions 
and streamline the system of delivering funds and 
providing assistance to the states, but also allow 
OLEP (renamed the Office of Criminal Justice As- 
sistance) to concentrate more on matters of policy. 

Leonard began acting on the recommendations 
immediately. The number of regional offices was 



expanded to 10, and each one received greater per- 
sonnel resources. They also were given increased 
authority in distributing LEAA discretionary funds 
and in reviewing and approving SPA annual com- 
prehensive plans. This decentralization of respon- 
sibility was consistent with both Leonard's manage- 
ment philosophy and the New Federalism approach 
of the Nixon Administration. The role of LEAA in 
assisting the states began to be stressed more clearly 
as LEAA's oversight and control responsibilities 
were de-emphasized. Yet, Leonard also greatly in- 
creased the audit capacity of LEAA while urging and 
assisting the states to do likewise. 

The effects of the Monagan subcommittee's hear- 
ings on the subsequent actions of LEAA and the 
states are difficult to assess. As indicated in the 
previous chapter, criticisms expressed during these 
hearings focused on the excessive amounts of funds 
spent on police hardware, poor financial accounting 
and lack of LEAA leadership. Leonard's reaction to 
these charges was a forceful defense of LEAA's 
actions and the philosophy of decentralization in- 
herent in the concept of New ~ede ra l i sm.~  Some 
observers of the Safe Streets program believe that 
Leonard's advocacy of a limited Federal role rep- 
resented a lost opportunity to provide strong Fed- 
eral leadership of a substantive nature. They con- 
cluded that the criticisms of the Monagan subcom- 
mitee hearings led both LEAA and the states, for 
their own protection, to focus attention on the more 
technical aspects of financial control and account- 
ability and the flow of grant funds, rather than on 
more substantive programmatic questions. The 
proliferation of LEAA guidelines relating to financial 
control are cited as a direct result of the critical 
publicity emanating from the Monagan subcommit- 
tee's hearings. They speculate that the strong empha- 
sis on financial accountability at the time greatly 
influenced the newly expanded regional offices and 
led to an exaggerated concern on their part for fiscal 
control and technical compliance with guidelines, 
thus limiting their ability to provide the states with 
more substantive expertise and assistance in the 
areas of planning and program development. 

Others contend, however, that the increased im- 
portance subsequently placed on financial accounta- 
bility by LEAA and the states was a necessary re- 
sponse to a clear need and did not divert attention 
or resources from improvements in planning and 
programming capacity. They also suggest that Leon- 
ard's interpretation of the Federal role was not only 
the appropriate response but the only possible one, 

because a more forceful and directive LEAA po- 
sition vis-a-vis the states would have been strongly 
resisted by the states as a violation of the block 
grant concept and an intrusion upon the states' pre- 
rogatives. Although the appropriateness of LEAA's 
response may be debated, almost everyone agrees 
that the criticisms aired by the Monagan subcom- 
mittee were given considerable credence by both 
LEAA and the states in their future operations. 

While adhering closely to the New Federalism 
approach in his dealings with the states, Leonard 
was far more active in administering the 15 percent 
of the annual Safe Streets appropriation designated 
as LEAA discretionary funds. A problem in the past 
had been achieving noticeable impact from the multi- 
tude of small discretionary grants supporting a 
broad spectrum of activities, each with its own ob- 
jective. As the task force stated, " . . . a major thrust 
of the task force's recommendation is that a struc- 
ture be developed and a general operating policy 39 
established that are directed toward more concentra- 
tion and impact in specific areas. It appears that 
presently there is a tendency to spread resources too 
thinly so that many efforts have developed minor 
results, and even those that may have made signif- 
icant impacts are difficult to measure."" 

In an attempt to concentrate large amounts of 
resources on particularly troublesome areas or 
problems, Leonard initiated the Impact Cities pro- 
gram, which called for spending $160 million in 
eight high-crime cities over a three to five year 
period. To focus on particular crimes, the concept 
of crime-specific planning was developed by LEAA 
and'used by crime analysis teams set up to plan for 
the Impact Cities funds in the eight cities. This 
approach called for planning, implementing and 
evaluation activities supported by Safe Streets funds 
by relating them to the specific crime that they were 
designed to affect, rather than to the functional area 
of the activity (police, courts, corrections). It rep- 
resented an attempt to relate Safe Streets planning 
and funding activities more directly to the goal of 
crime reduction. The Impact Cities effort using 
crime-specific planning was the first large-scale 
LEAA initiative that directed substantial funds to- 
ward high-crime areas with the specific goal of re- 
ducing crime. (An earlier attempt in the Pilot Cities 
program was far more limited, concentrating 
largely on planning and coordinating activities 
within metropolitan areas). The Impact Cities Pro- 
gram also represented LEAA's first significant eval- 
uation effort, because an evaluation of all Impact 



Cities activities was required, and LEAA allotted a 
substantial amount of funds for the evaluation of the 
entire Impact program. 

While discretionary funds still supplemented 
state programs by filling gaps in state block grant 
allocations, the emphasis during the Leonard admin- 
istration was on awarding fewer but larger grants 
designed to demonstrate an impact by reducing 
crime in the most troublesome urban areas. This goal 
would become increasingly important as Congress 
and the public began to look at the results of the Safe 
Streets program in 1973, when crime rates began ris- 
ing again. 

One other initiative undertaken by LEAA during 
the Leonard administration was to have a significant 
lasting impact. The National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals began 
work in October 1971. This commission, divided into 
several task forces, was responsible for developing a 

40 set of criminal justice standards and goals to serve as 
a model for state and local governments to use in 
reducing crime and improving criminal justice in 
their jurisdictions. This represented an effort on 
LEAA's part to provide substantive leadership with- 
out imposing national priorities on the states. It was 
later made clear that the standards and goals devel- 
oped by the commission would not be imposed upon 
the states. Rather, LEAA indicated that these would 
serve as examples of the kinds of standards and 
goals that the states should set individually, select- 
ing from among those developed by the national 
commission only the ones that were appropriate for 
each state. 

It was also during the Leonard administration that 
the administrators of the 55 state planning agencies 
(SPAs) formed a professional association, the Na- 
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning 
Administrators (NCSCJPA) to serve as a formal 
mechanism for the exchange of information and the 
expression of a common position on issues concern- 
ing the implementation of the Safe Streets Act. This 
gave the SPAs a more unified voice in communicat- 
ing with LEAA while providing a forum to discuss 
mutual progress and problems. 

When Leonard left LEAA in the spring of 1973, 
both LEAA and the state planning agencies had 
firmly established themselves within their respec- 
tive levels of government. Both had developed ex- 
tensive procedures for preparing and revising guide- 
lines, developing and reviewing annual plans, re- 
viewing and awarding grants and controlling finan- 
cial transactions. The block grant funds, which were 

initially slow to move from the Federal level through 
the states to the local level, were now being awarded 
regularly. 

Certain problems within the program, however, 
continued to draw criticism. The increased sophisti- 
cation of both LEAA's regional offices and the state 
planning agencies led to more specific and more nu- 
merous guidelines, more thorough reviews of plans 
and applications and stricter control of finances. 
This triggered criticism from both the SPAs (of 
LEAA) and the subgrant recipients (of the SPA) 
that the flexibility and discretion originally intended 
in the block grant concept was being lost in a maze 
of red tape as the program became more bureaucrat- 
ic in nature. Delays in reviewing applications and 
awarding funds were the most common complaints 
directed at both the SPAs and LEAA. 

There was also a growing uneasiness about the 
large proportion of representatives of criminal jus- 
tice agencies on regional planning boards. It was 
feared that overrepresentation of the criminal jus- 
tice professions would weaken the influence of elec- 
ted officials responsible for overall resource alloca- 
tions and thereby result in the program being "cap- 
tured" by the agencies it was intended to reform. 

An additional problem concerned an emerging 
emphasis on evaluating the effects of the program to 
date. Having established fairly effective means of 
receiving and distributing block grant funds and 
accounting for their use, LEAA and the SPAs some- 
what belatedly began to turn their attention to the 
results being achieved, only to find that little eval- 
uation activity was under way and expertise in the 
area of evaluation was scarce. 

As discussed in the previous chapter, these prob- 
lems were the primary concerns of Congress during 
1973 and resulted in amendments to the Safe Streets 
Act. 

Activities Following the 1973 Amendments 

In April 1973, Donald E. Santarelli was appoint- 
ed as the fourth administrator of LEAA. Like Leon- 
ard, Santarelli created a management committee to 
analyze LEAA's goals and objectives and to identify 
organizational improvements. 

This committee again examined the spectrum of 
LEAA's activities and responsibilities and developed 
recommendations for the administrator's actions. 
One of the recommendations called for increased 
attention to LEAA's role as a leader in the New 
Federalism effort with a continuation of the work 



begun under Leonard to transfer greater decision- 
making authority to the states. A second recommen- 
dation defined the goal of LEAA to be the reduction 
of crime and delinquency, in partnership with the 
states, and called for the development of narrower 
subgoals to give more meaningful guidance to 
LEAA's activities. 

A third recommendation recognized the need for 
standards against which to measure progress in the 
criminal justice system and therefore suggested the 
development of standards and goals at the state lev- 
el, building on the work of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, whose report was published in August 1973. 

Other recommendations outlined a proposed 
organization and master work plan to carry out the 
recommendation and increase the efficiency and 
accountability of LEAA's organizational units and 
program managers. 

Santarelli acted on the recommendations of the 
Management Committee. He implemented the re- 
organization shown in Figure 111-3. The two most 
significant elements of this reorganization were the 
creation of the Office of Planning and Management 
(OPM), to develop and monitor the implementation 
of LEAA's goals, objectives and priorities, and the 
Office of National Priority Programs (ONPP), to 
design and support major discretionary programs at 
the national level. Essentially the creation of these 
two offices was designed to increase LEAA's internal 
capacity to provide leadership on a national front. 
The decentralization of authority to the regional of- 
fices was continued, with the exception of respon- 
sibility for the distribution of discretionary funds, 
which now became a central office function to further 
national priorities as identified by the administrator. 

The initial emphasis during the Santarelli adminis- 
tration was placed upon increasing management ef- 
fectiveness. To this end, a system of management-by- 
objectives, designed to achieve clarity of policy, di- 
rection and responsibility, was implemented by the 
newly created Office of Planning and Management. 

In response to the congressional mandate for an 
evaluation of LEAA programs, in October 1973 a 
new Office of Evaluation was established within the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. In addition, Santarelli appointed an LEAA 
Evaluation Policy Task Force to recommend appro- 
priate evaluation policies and activities for LEAA. 
This task force reported in the spring of 1974, and 
many of its recommendations were initiated soon 
thereafter. Nevertheless, because of the magnitude 

and complexity of the problem of evaluation and the 
limited resources made available for the purpose, 
evaluation of 'the effectiveness of criminal justice 
programs is almost universally agreed to be the area 
most inadequately addressed by LEAA and the 
states. 

With the control of the 15 percent discretionary 
funds returned to the central office of LEAA, 
Santarelli allocated these funds to further four major 
"initiatives," coordinated by the new Office of 
National Priority Programs. The four initiatives 
were: 

A citizens initiative, to increase citizen 
awareness of crime problems and citizen 
participation in the criminal justice sys- 
tem; 
A courts initiative, to provide support 
for a relatively neglected component of 
the criminal justice system; 41 
A standards and goals initiative, to: (1) 
promote the discussion of the standards 
and goals developed by the National Ad- 
visory Commission in their report in the 
late summer of 1973; and (2) encourage 
and support efforts by the states to for- 
mulate their own standards and goals; and 
A juvenile delinquency initiative, to focus 
resources on the problems of juvenile of- 
fenders and ways of handling them both 
within and outside of the criminal justice 
system. 

Perhaps the most controversial administrative ac- 
tion taken by Santarelli was the rotation of the 
regional office administrators to different locations. 
Various reasons have been given for this decision. It 
has been said that some regional administrators had 
become too independent from central office poli- 
cies and too closely aligned with the states they were 
monitoring, thus compromising their objectivity. 
Others saw the rotation as a means of rejuvenating 
practices and procedures by providing new leader- 
ship in each regional office. The policy was unsettling 
and controversial, and the results were unclear. Sev- 
eral administrators left the program, while others 
assumed their new positions in other regions. Al- 
though he is opposed to the rotation policy, the pres- 
ent administrator, Richard W. Velde, feels that the 
resulting group of regional administrators is highly 
professional and quite capable. 

Santarelli left office in September 1974. He was 
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perhaps the most visible LEAA administrator, 
partially because of his highly articulate personal 
style and his philosophy that LEAA's role should be 
rhat of an advocate - first determining the effective- 
ness and worth of new programs and then influenc- 
ing the use of block grant funds by the states by 
public advocacy and persuasion rather than by 
coercion. 

During San~arelli's administration, LEAA con- 
tinued to experience difficulties internally. Much 
bitterness was generated by the rotation of regional 
office administrators. Also, there were allegations 
that LEAA had relied too heavily upon, and per- 
haps misused, outside consultants in developing and 
carrying out Santarelli's initiatives. Thus, according 
to several LEAA officials, the morale of LEAA per- 
sonnel was very low when Santarelli left the agency. 

Richard Velde, LEAA's fifth administrator, was 
nominated for this position in the closing days of 
the Nixon Administration and sworn in on Sept. 9, 
1974, during the early days of the Ford Adminis- 
tration. Velde represents one of the few threads of 
continuity in the Safe Streets program, having 
worked on the original legislation and having served 
as either associate administrator or deputy adminis- 
trator of LEAA since 1969. In these positions he 
has displayed a strong commitment to the block 
grant concept while takiig particular interest in 
correctional reform and systems development. 
Velde's experience and interest in congressional 
activities served LEAA well, as it has often been 
his responsibility to explain and defend the LEAA 
program and appropriations requests before Con- 
gress. 

When Velde assumed the position of administra- 
tor, he announced a list of 16 priority areas that 
would be the focus of his interests (see Appendix 
111-1, p. 49). Reporting to the press every three 
months on progress in these priority areas, Velde 
cited the following accomplishments, among others, 
during his first year: 

.The establishment of five new task 
forces to  prepare standards and goals 
for ( 1 )  juvenile delinquency; (2) civil 
disorders and terrorism; (3) research and 
development; (4) organized crime; and 
(5) private security. This represented a 
continuation of the earlier standards and 
goals work initiated by Velde as associate 
administrator under Leonard in 197 1. 

T h e  establishment of the Office of Juve- 

nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
and, within it, the National Institute of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion, with a $25 million appropriation 
from discretionary funds to implement 
the provisions of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
Continued implementation of the LEAA 
evaluation program. 

.New programs in the corrections and 
courts areas. 
More rapid processing of state planning 
grant applications and comprehensive 
plans using more definitive guidelines, 
resulting in a faster flow of funds to the 
states. 

With the exception of the new emphasis on juve- 
nile justice and the expansion of the standards and 
goals effort, few major initiatives have been started 
by Velde. He has cited the importance of consoli- 43 
dating previous experience and stabilizing the agency 
and has stressed the need to insure compliance with 
the intent of Congress as expressed in the act. This 
emphasis is reflected in the 1976 guidelines for the 
development of state planning grant applications and 
comprehensive plans, which are more specific and 
numerous than in previous years. As LEAA moves 
into 1976 and a reconsideration of its mandate, there 
appears to be an increasing recognition of its ac- 
countability to Congress for the implementation of 
the Safe Streets Act. 

CONTINUING ADM INlSTRATlVE ISSUES 
AND PROBLEMS 

Throughout LEAA's history, several continuing 
issues or problems have had a significant impact 
upon the way in'which the Safe Streets Act has been 
administered and the results achieved by the pro- 
gram. Chief among these are three: (1) the numerous 
changes in leadership; (2) the relationship and inter- 
action between LEAA and the states; and (3) the 
administration of discretionary funds by LEAA. To 
understand the history of the Safe Streets program 
it is important to examine the effects of these three 
factors over time. 

Changes In Leadership 

LEAA has had five administrators in seven years. 
Each has had his own, often differing, policies, pri- 



orities and philisophy concerning the issues confront- 
ing LEAA. In the opinion of almost all officials in- 
terviewed, the effects of this rapid turnover of top 
leadership, at the least, have been harmful to the 
agency's mission. 

With each new administrator (with the exception 
of the incumbent), there came an internal reorgani- 
zation of LEAA that was designed to reflect more 
effectively the priorities of the new regime. These 
reorganizations not only took much staff time and 
effort to plan and implement, but they required a 
shakedown period during which the staff and all 
those dealing with LEAA became accustomed to the 
new organization. 

Continually changing priorities brought about 
by leadership turnover also presented problems, par- 
ticularly with respect to the use of discretionary 
funds. The progression from Pilot Cities to Impact 
Cities to Santarelli's initiatives was neither smooth 

44 nor necessarily logical. As one former administrator 
noted, the rapidly shifting priorities resulted in no 
program operating long enough or receiving enough 
resources to demonstrate its worth. 

LEAA's relationships with the states also suffered 
from this turnover, chiefly as the result of the ad- 
ministrators' differing views of the role of the 
regional offices with respect to the SPAs. Some 
stressed "capacity building" and the provision of 
assistance to the states, while others emphasized 
strict technical compliance with the statutory provi- 
sions. 

The turnover in administrators was usually 
accompanied by changes in high-level staff positions. 
States were particularly upset by regional office 
turnover, because it required establishing new rela- 
tionships and understandings between the SPA and 
the regions. As can be expected in such circumstan- 
ces, interpretations of guidelines and requirements 
were not always consistent from one administrator 
to the next. 

The leadership changes also brought significant 
delays and periods of tentativeness in formulating 
policies, as each new administrative team became 
familiar with their roles and responsibilities. This 
tentativeness was most apparent when LEAA was 
without a permanent administrator, periods which 
totaled to more than one year out of the agency's 
seven-year life. 

It should be noted, however, that this frequent 
turnover was by no means peculiar to LEAA. In- 
deed, the 55 SPAs have experienced as much if not 
more turnover in the ranks of their executive direc- 

tors during the past seven years. (As an example, 
23 of the 55 SPAs changed directors between Oc- 
tober 1974 and October 1975.) 

The effects of this turnover on the state 
and national levels have been unsettling to the pro- 
gram and cannot be overlooked in reviewing the ad- 
ministration of block grants. At best, it appears to 
have exerted a distinctly inhibiting influence on the 
program. In the opinion of some observers, it has 
been the chief factor in preventing LEAA from exer- 
cising a more dynamic national leadership role. 

Relationships with the States 

The block grant concept implies the relatively flex- 
ible use of Federal funds by state and local govern- 
ments with few conditions placed on their use. Yet, 
as discussed earlier, the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, is a "hybrid" 
block grant. Perhaps the most significant require- 
ment was the mandate that each state must develop 
an annual comprehensive plan for review and ap- 
proval by LEAA prior to its receiving funds. The act 
described the contents of a comprehensive plan in an 
extensive, but general fashion. This annual process 
of comprehensive plan development, review and ap- 
proval has represented the most important point of 
contact- and conflict - between LEAA and the 
states. It also represents the primary means by 
which LEAA carries out its responsibilities to in- 
sure compliance by the states with the intent of Con- 
gress as expressed in the act. 

The most troublesome aspect of the plan review 
process has been developing adequate guidelines for 
the states to use in preparing their planning grant 
applications and comprehensive plans. From the 
initial year of LEAA's operation, there have been 
delays in getting guidelines out to the states in suf- 
ficient time to allow an appropriate period for plan- 
ning. One explanation offered suggests that in some 
years the guidelines have been late because they had 
to await the outcome of congressional decisions on 
program and funding authorizations. An additional 
reason for delay is the extensive process during which 
all parties review and revise the guidelines. Although 
this must occur prior to the distribution of guidelines 
in final form, the lead time necessary for this essen- 
tial, but lengthy task has consistently been under- 
estimated. One former LEAA administrator thought 
that the development of guidelines for the states was 
always a thankless task of low priority within LEAA 
and was never given the attention it deserved. 

Compounding these delays has been the attempt 



by LEAA to catch up with the fiscal year cycle by 
accelerating the deadlines for state submission of 
their comprehensive plans. This means that a normal 
12-month planning cycle has often been compressed 
into nine months in order to get the funds to the 
states earlier. 

The states' continuing frustrations of having to 
begin their planning cycle without guidelines from 
LEAA and then compress their planning into a 
shorter period of time has been the cause of much 
rancor between the SPAS and LEAA. But more im- 
portant in terms of substantive impact on the states 
has been the number and nature of the guidelines 
promulgated by LEAA. Almost all of the provisions 
of the act that impinge upon the states are en- 
forced by LEAA through the guidelines development 
and plan review process. The requirements concern- 
ing the composition of supervisory boards, the award 
of applications within 90 days, the structure and 
content of the comprehensive plans, state and local 
match, the distribution of Part E funds, the funding 
of high crime areas, and so forth, each results in ad- 
ditional guidelines which states must address satis- 
factorily in their comprehensive plans. 

The number of guidelines has greatly increased. 
From a series of memoranda issued during the first 
year after extensive consultations with public inter- 
est groups, the plan and planning grant portions of 
the guidelines have grown to 196 pages. Most of this 
increase stems from two sources: (1)  guidelines re- 
sulting from amendments to the original act that 
impose additional conditions on LEAA and state 
and local recipients; and (2) separate acts passed by 
Congress whose provisions must be enforced by 
LEAA within the context of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram. 

Examples of the latter are: 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968: States must establish procedures 
ensuring that all SPA comprehensive 
plans and applications for planning 
grants, subgrants and discretionary 
grants are submitted to the cognizant 
A-95 clearinghouse for review and re- 
sulting comments considered and incor- 
porated by the SPA. 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969: SPAS must establish procedures to 
insure that the requirements of Federal 
environmental policy are met. Environ- 
mental impact statements must accom- 

pany all applications that may have a 
significant effect on the quality of the en- 
vironment. 
Clean Air and Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act: SPAS and subgrantees 
must comply with the provisions of this 
act. 
National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966: Before awarding grants for the 
construction, renovation, lease or pur- 
chase of facilities, SPAS must consult 
the National Register of Historic Places 
and the state historic preservation officer 
to determine whether a National Regis- 
ter listing or a site eligible for listing in 
the National Register is involved in the 
undertaking. If so, more detailed guide- 
lines must be followed. 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970: 45 
SPAS must establish procedures for iden- 
tifying projects causing relocation and 
administering relocation assistance and 
pay ments. 
Freedom of Information Act: SPAS must 
abide by the rules governing the avail- 
ability of information, the disclosure of 
material and the conduct of meetings. 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Equal Em- 
ployment Opportunity Regulations: 
SPAS must designate a civil rights com- 
pliance officer, inform and obtain assur- 
ances of compliance from subgrantees 
and contractors concerning their civil 
rights requirements, provide the SPA 
staff with training and information in 
civil rights compliance, inform the pub- 
lic of the SPA'S nondiscrimination policy 
and establish appropriate procedures for 
handling complaints. 

Each of the above results in additional guidelines 
and requirements which the states must address and 
LEA must enforce. The states have become increas- 
ingly annoyed by this proliferation of guidelines, 
because it undermines the flexibility and freedom of 
action intended by the block grant approach. 

LEAA is also concerned about the expanding 
guidelines. Because of the rather general nature of 
the requirements in the act, LEAA has been hard- 
pressed to develop guidelines that are both specific 
and enforceable. This generality also allows differ- 



ing interpretations of requirements b j  LEAA and 
the states, leading quite naturally to disagreements. 

The final step in the annual planning process is 
the review and approval of the state plans by LEAA. 
The pattern for this process was established in the 
first year. Upon receipt of each plan the relevant 
portions are distributed to the various specialists 
(police, courts, corrections, etc.), who note any de- 
ficiencies. Following the listing of deficiencies, a 
period of negotiation between the state and the 
regional office ensues during which time additional 
documentation is provided and deficiencies are cor- 
rected or assurances given that they will be cor- 
rected. 

During these negotiations, the understood ground 
rule is that LEAA will require whatever can reason- 
ably be expected of the state in terms of compliance 
during that year. This is particularly operative in 
those areas where there can be widely differing in- 

46 terpretations of requirements. 
When, as in the first year, there is insufficient 

time to correct a deficiency prior to the approval of 
a comprehensive plan, special conditions are at- 
tached to the approval of the plan outlining steps 
that must be taken within a specified time period in 
order for the state in question to continue receiv- 
ing block grant funds. Concerns have been voiced 
about the effectiveness of this technique, because the 
only way special conditions can be enforced is 
through the threat of withholding funds. Yet the 
political consequences of a cut-off of funding fol- 
lowing the approval of a plan are so great as to 
preclude this step. Perhaps it is for this reason that, 
as mentioned by several SPA officials during the 
field interviews, the follow-up and enforcement of 
special conditions by the regional offices has been 
less than vigorous in past years. Recent indicators 
are that special conditions are now being enforced 
more firmly by the regional offices. 

Over the years, while the annual plan review pro- 
cess has remained essentially the same, there have 
been changes in emphasis. In 1969, the review by 
LEAA was hurried and many special conditions 
were placed upon the state plans. During the de- 
centralized Leonard administration, as the num- 
bers and capabilities of the regional office staff 
members increased, the emphasis shifted to the 
provision of assistance to the states for building their 
capacity to assume as much responsibility as pos- 
sible. At present, the emphasis within LEAA ap- 
pears to be on insuring strict technical compliance 
by the states with the provisions of the act. Some 

feel that this has resulted in less personal con- 
tact with the states and greater attention to docu- 
mentation and certification of compliance. This 
emphasis could reflect a clearer recognition of 
LEAA's accountability to Congress as well as the 
increase in the number of requirements to be 
monitored. 

It is evident that LEAA has not developed and 
applied specific standards in assessing the per- 
formance of states and awarding block grant funds, 
as some would have desired. Yet it is questionable 
whether LEAA has a clear mandate to develop and 
apply such standards, given the limited role of the 
administering agency under a block grant. Further, 
had LEAA attempted to apply such standards, it is 
doubtful whether the states would have tolerated 
such "interference" and "instrusiveness" on the part 
of LEAA. 

The Administration of Discretionary Funds 

Just as the administrators of LEAA have demon- 
strated differing philosophies in administering the 
block grant, so also have they had differing views on 
the purpose and administration of discretionary 
funds. 

During the early years of the Safe Streets 
program (1969-1970), the use of discretionary funds 
appears to have been influenced by the OLEA expe- 
rience from 1965 to 1968. The emphasis was on us- 
ing discretionary funds to promote innovative tech- 
niques and ideas that would serve as models for 
the states. It was assumed that such efforts, if suc- 
cessful, would have nationwide influence or ap- 
plication. Another use for discretionary funds dur- 
ing this period was to supplement and comple- 
ment state block grants in an effort to fill any gaps 
in the state funding program. For example, several 
states began to rely heavily on Federal discretionary 
funds to support programs for Indians, considered 
by the states to be more a Federal than a state re- 
sponsibility. At this time, discretionary grant 
awards were made directly from the central office 
of LEAA and reviewed by each administrator in the 
"troika." 

Under Leonard the award of discretionary funds 
was decentralized to the regional offices and the goal 
of the discretionary funding changed. Leonard was 
much less interested in supplementing state block 
grant programs with a series of small grants than 
with demonstrating the impact that Federal funds 
could have when concentrated on a specific prob- 



lem or geographical area. Thus, during the Leon- 
ard administration, stress was placed on funding 
larger grants with the purpose of demonstrating the 
effectiveness of a particular approach. 

The most significant activity supported with 
discretionary funds during this period was the 
Impact Cities program, designed to plan, imple- 
ment and evaluate the expenditure of up to $160 
million in eight major cities over a two year period. 
By using the concept of crime-specific planning, this 
effort was intended to reduce specific crimes by 20 
percent in five years. 

As mentioned earlier, the goal of discretionary 
funding changed again under Santarelli. Authority 
for awarding discretionary grants was again exer- 
cised by the LEAA central office, and funds were 
used to support four major initiatives of the Santa- 
relli administration - the citizens initiative, the 
courts initiative, the juvenile delinquency initia- 
tive, and the standards and goals initiative. These 
initiatives represented areas that the Santarelli 
administration considered both very important and/ 
or relatively neglected. The office of National Pri- 
ority Programs was established to award discretion- 
ary funds in these areas. 

Under the Velde administration, the emphasis 
upon supporting major new initiatives has been 
ended. While retaining control of discretionary funds 
in the central office of LEAA, Velde has estab- 
lished the following as purposes of national discre- 
tionary funding: 

*To promote research having national or 
multistate implications that no individual 
state could be expected to support; 

*To fill identified gaps in state block 
grant funding; and 
To accelerate the implementation of state 
priorities by supplementing state block 
grant funds. 

Thus, although activities in the areas of standards 
and goals and juvenile delinquency have been ex- 
panded, the emphasis in the Velde administration 
appears to be away from the use of discretionary 
funds to initiate large national demonstration pro- 
grams and toward their use to complement state 
block grant programs. 

As mentioned earlier, the frequent shifts in poli- 
cies and priorities may have greatly limited the po- 

tential impact of discretionary funds. These shifts 
certainly produced confusion and uncertainty among 
the potential recipients. States and cities have 
complained in the past that they were not consult- 
ed or informed about activities supported by dis- 
cretionary funds in their jurisdictions, particularly 
during those periods when discretionary grants were 
awarded directly from the central office of LEAA. 
It is difficult to assess the overall impact of discre- 
tionary funding. Major programs, such as Pilot 
Cities, Impact Cities, and Santarelli's initiatives, 
will perhaps best be evaluated by the recipients of 
those funds, when deciding whether to assume the 
program costs following termination of LEAA 
support. In light of the original dispute about whe- 
ther the Safe Streets program should be a direct 
categorical grant to local governments or a block 
grant to states, however, the results of discretionary 
funding as compared with those of block grant 
funding become more significant. An attempt at 47 
such an analysis is presented in Chapter V of this 
report. 

SUMMARY 

The administrative history presented here is in- 
tended to be brief and descriptive, highlighting the 
major events in implementing the Safe Streets Act 
over the past seven years. It is clear that the pro- 
gram has had a history of controversy. Billed as a 
new administrative approach, the act was neither 
legislated nor administered as a pure block grant. 
Its goals have been overwhelmingly ambitious, to a 
degree that appears with hindsight to be naive. These 
goals are yet to be fulfilled. 

As Congress reconsiders the act in 1976, the cli- 
mate is far different from that of 1968. There is much 
less optimism about the impact that ~edera l  funds 
can have on rising crime rates. The block grant a p  
proach has become accepted by many of its early 
opponents. LEAA seems ready to assert a more ag- 
gressive leadership role, though it remains to be 
seen whether this role will extend beyond the strict 
documentation of compliance with the act. But most 
significantly, the debate over renewal will focus on 
the evolution of the Safe Streets program and the 
results achieved. In assessing the achievements and 
failures, the administrative history cannot be over- 
looked. 



FOOTNOTES 
of community service officers to serve with and assist local 
and State law enforcement agencies in the discharge of 

'omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streels Act of 1968, Public 
Law 90-351, sec. 301(b) (1968): 
PART C-GRANTS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PUR- 
POSES 

SEC. 301.(a) It is the purpose of this part to encourage 
States and units of general local government to carry out pro- 
grams and projects to improve and strengthen law enforcement. 

(b) The Administration is authorized to make grants to 
States having comprehensive State plans approved by it under 
this part, for- 

(1) Public protection, including the development, 
demonstration, evaluation, implementation, and purchase 
of methods, devices, facilities, and quipment designed 
to improve and strengthen law enforament and reduce 
crime in public and private places. 

(2) The recruiting of law enforament personnel and the 
training of personnel in law enforcement. 

(3) Public education relating to crime prevention and 
encouraging respect for law and order, including educa- 

48 tion programs in schools and programs to improve public 
understanding of and cooperation with law enforament 
agencies. 

(4) Construction of buildings or other physical facilities 
which would fulfill or implement the purposes of this 
section. 

(5) The organization, education, and training of special 
law enforcement units to combat organized crime, includ- 
ing the establishment and development of State organ- 
ized crime prevention councils, the recruiting and training 
of special investigative and prosecuting personnel, and 
the development of systems for collecting, storing, and 
disseminating information relating to the control of or- 
ganized crime. 

(6) The organization, education, and training of regular 
law enforcement officers, special law enforament units, 
and law enforcement reserve units for the prevention, 
detection, and control of riots and other violent civil dis- 
orders, including the acquisition of riot control equipment. 

(7) the recruiting, organization, training and education 

their duties through such activities as recruiting; improve- 
ment of police-community relations and grievance resolu- 
tion mechanisms; community patrol activities; encourage- 
ment of neighborhood participation in crime prevention 
and public safety efforts; and other activities designed to 
improve police capabilities, public safety and the objec- 
tives of this section: Provided. That in no case shall a grant 
be made under this subcategory without the approval of 
the local government or local law enforcement agency. 

4~har l e s  Kimball, "Effective Research on Urban Problems," in 
Urban America: Goals and Problem, report prepared for the 
Subcommittee on Urban Affairs, Joint Economic Committee, 
U.S. Congress (Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 88. 

' ~an ie l  Skoler, "Two Years of OLEA and the Road Ahead." 
paper presented at the Second National Symposium on Law 
Enforcement Science and Technology, Illinois Institute of 
Technology, March 1968. 

6~ icha rd  Harris, Justice (Toronto and Vancouver: Clark. Irwin, 
1970), p. 177. 

7 ~ c e  Charles H. Rogovin, "The Genesis of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration: A Personal Account," Columbia 
Human Rights Law Review V (1973): 9-25. 

8 ~ . ~ .  Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, Report of the LEAA Task Force. May 1971, p. 
6. A description of the Task Force and a summary of the Task 
Force Report are contained in the Third Annual Report of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminbtration, Fiscal Year 1971 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 
34-38. 

9 ~ . ~ .  Congress, House, Block Grant Programs and the Law 
Enforcement Assbtance Administration. Hearings before a 
subcommittee of the Committee on Government Operations of 
the House of Representatives, 92nd Cong., 1st sess., 1971. 

' O ~ o r  example, see E. Drexel Godfrey, "Federal Myopia and 
Crime Control." Rutgers University, 1975 (typewritten). 

~ I L E A A ,  Report of the LEAA Task Force, p. 3. 



APPENDIX II 1-1 

LEAA Priorities + 

Short Term" 

Corrections standards 'and goals refined and 
implemented. 

Standards and goals task forces activated for or- 
ganized crime, research and development, civil dis- 
orders, and juvenile delinquency. 

Juvenile justice program revamped and expanded. 
Courts funding increased. 
Organized crime initiatives revitalized. 
National Law Enforcement Telecommunications 

System upgraded. 
Professional criminal justice educator recruited for 

LEEP. 
Management reports issued. 
Grants Management Information System im- 

proved. 
Professionalism and two-way communications 

reaffirmed in employee relations. 
Evaluation made an effective LEAA program 

component. 
Congressional relations strengthened. 
Privacy and security regulations promulgated. 
Code of conduct written. 

Mid Term" 

Full-scale implementation of Grants Management 
Information System in all states. 

Prison inmate training and education programs 
substantially expanded and improved in quality. 

Model state court appellate process projects 
established. 

Court reporting streamlined. 

Police command and control systems upgraded. 
Law enforcement equipment research projects 

fostered. 
Police physical fitness increased. 
State organized crime prevention councils estab- 

lished and made more effective. 
Standards and goals implemented in ail states. 
CDS, NALECOM, Interstate Organized Crime 

Index, and Project SEARCH expanded. 
Privacy and security guarantees codified. 
Automated correspondence tracking and grants 

processing systems established. 
Management By Objectives program implemented. 
Criminal justice equipment standardization pro- 

gram expanded. 
Programs to combat civil disorders and terrorism 49 

broadly instituted. 
International assistance program implemented. 
LEAA legislative authority extended. 

Long Terme l 

~ e d e r  al-state-local partnership completed. 
Offender rehabilitation programs fully operational. 
Juvenile delinquency causes studied and count- 

ered. 
Prompt adjudication procedures established in all 

state and local courts. 
Standards and goals in operation in all criminal 

justice agencies in the country. 
Academic assistance program helping all qualified 

applicants. 

*From statement by Richard W. Velde, Administrator, Law En- 
Automated legal research exoanded. forcement Assistance Administration. Monday, Sept. 9, 1974, - 
Court administration improved. Washington, D.C. 

**Skort term indicates less than six months, mid term means 
Police executive training programs strengthened. between six months and two years, and long term is more than 
Career development program implemented. two years. The priorities are nor ranked in their order of 
Code of conduct published and implemented. importance. 
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Chapter I V 

Safe Streets Planning 
and Decision- Ma king 

State governments were assigned a pivotal role in 
the Safe Streets program. They were expected to 
serve as planners, coordinators, resource allocators, 
administrators, decision-makers and innovators. It 
was their task to develop the organizational struc- 
tures and procedures through which the ambitious 
statutory crime reduction and system improvement 
goals could be pursued. With little guidance from 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) or previous experience in criminal justice 
planning, in 1968 each state set about to create the 
basic framework for implementing the block grant 
program. This chapter reviews the ways in which 
states and localities have organized and carried out 
Safe Streets planning and examines the results of 
these efforts. 

Fundamental to this discussion is an understand- 
ing of the various perceptions of what the Safe 
Streets Act was supposed to do. As mentioned earli- 
er in this report, the program began as an effort to 
curb growing domestic violence through more ef- 
fective state and local law enforcement. Over time 
its purpose and htent have become increasingly 
clouded and uncertain, as the act has been amended 
to reflect concerns and criticisms raised by congres- 
sional committees, local government spokesmen and 
representatives of various criminal justice functional 
interests. 

Paralleling these legislative developments have 
been shifts in attitudes about the role to be played 
by LEAA in administering the program. As the 



first Federal aid program to utilize the block grant 
instrument from the outset, Safe Streets required 
LEAA to assume a posture far different than that 
traditionally exercised by Federal agencies in man- 
aging categorical grants. LEAA has had to strike a 
delicate balance between providing direction to the 
states and preserving their discretion. Although 
some have urged LEAA to exert a stronger leader- 
ship role in setting national standards, assessing 
state. performance and communicating the results 
of successful undertakings, others have cautioned 
against unnecessary Federal intrusiveness and inter- 
ference in state and local affairs. 

The views of state, regional and local officials 
concerning the Safe Streets Act reflect much of the 
confusion at the national level. ACIR's surveys of 
all three groups asked each to rate several possible 
objectives of the Safe Streets program in order of 
their relative importance.* Weighted averages of 
their responses were computed to yield an index or 
scale value for each objective, and the results are dis- 
played in Figure IV-1. It is clear that the local per- 
ception of objectives differs markedly from that of 
the state planning agencies (SPAs) and regional 
planning units (RPUs), which see the Safe Streets 
program primarily as a means to establish a crim- 
inal justice planning capacity at the state and local 
level and to carry out innovative programming. Lo- 
cal governments, on the other hand, believe the 
primary objective of the program to be providing 
funds to supplement state and local criminal justice 
budgets. Innovation is of far lesser importance in 
their judgment. 

These disparate views underscore the debate at the 
national level over the purposes of the block grant. 
Further, they affect the nature of the state and local 
planning processes emanating from the Safe Streets 
Act. 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY ORGANIZATION 

In 1968, the top priority item on state and local 
agendas for the Safe Streets program was the devel- 
opment of a criminal justice planning capacity. The 
act required that the governor designate a perma- 

* ~ x c e ~ t  where otherwise indicated, the data presented in this 
chapter have been derived from ACIR's surveys of SPA direc- 
tors, regional planning units, and local governments over 10,000 
population. For information concerning the design, distribu- 
tion, and response rates of these surveys, consult Chapter I of 
this report and Appendices A,  B, C and D, Report A-SSa. 

nent administrative and decisiori-making body, com- 
posed of a full-time staff and a supervisory or pol- 
icy-making body, to receive block grants and make 
subgrants to state and local governments. The state 
planning agency had to be created within six months 
following the passage of thetact. Otherwise, LEAA 
would have been authorized to deal directly with 
units of local government in non-compliant states. 
According to ACIR's 1970 report, all states had set 
up a law enforcement planning agency pursuant to 
the Safe Streets Act by December 1968. . 

When the Safe streets Act became law in 1968, 
little criminal justice planning was being performed 
and minimal ,experience with block grants existed 
at the Federal, state and local levels. Thirty states 
had begun organizing their criminal justice planning 
efforts with assistance from a total of $2.9 million 
in grants awarded by LEAA's predecessor, the Of- 
fice of Law Enforcement Assistance (OLEA). In 
most instances, states supported by OLEA had es- 
tablished advisory bodies and had begun to examine 
their crime problems. Since no funds were made 
available for implementation of the recommenda- 
tions of these advisory bodies, the activities which 
resulted from OLEA's grants were directed toward 
research in an evaluation of criminal justice prac- 
tices and toward disslmination of information con- 
cerning the latest technology. In several instances, 
OLEA grants for criminal justice planning were 
sought and awarded in order to help states prepare 
for the pending block grant program. Most .of these 
advisory boards, committees and commissions were 
designated by their chief executive as the nucleus 
of the state planning agency once the proposed Safe 
Sreets Act became law. 

The Safe Streets Act required that SPAs be "cre- 
ated or designated by the chief executive of the 
State" and be "subject to his jurisdiction."* The 
intent of the Congress was to guarantee guberna- 
torial supervision and authority over planning and 
management of the Safe Streets program in order 
to avoid duplication of effort and conflict at the 
state level and between state and local criminal jus- 
tice agencies. LEAA's guidelines, however, allow a 
state legislature to prescribe the size, composition 
or other characteristics of the SPA as long as the 
governor's authority over the agency is clear. There- 
fore, an SPA may be created by executive order, 
legislative enactment or a combination thereof. In 
recent years the trend toward establishing SPAs 
under statutory authority has been increasing, as 
SPAs seek a more permanent status in state govern- 



Figure I V-1 

Ranking of Possible Objectives of the Sate Streets Act 
by SPA, RPU and Local Officials 

October 1975 

Scak Value* 
Mort Important 

- - .--- - - -  

Provide State andw-4 \ \ \ 

Provide fu 
to supplement State 

local criminal justice bu \ \ 
Provide fund 

innovative, pilot, and 
criminal j \ \ 

criminal justice expenditures b 
State and local governme \ \ \  

Give state and loca 
governments greater latitude and flexibili 

in the use of Federal funds for la 
enforcement and criminal justic \ \ \  

Local government 
Regional planning unit 

State planning agency 

C 

'Scale value is the sum of each possible ranking for the objective ' 
multiplied by the number of respondents indicating such rank. 
divided by the total number of respondents. 



ment. According to the FY 1976 state planning 
agency planning grant applications, 35 SPAS have 
been created by executive order and 20 through leg- 
islation (see Appendix IV- I, p. 98). 

The location of the SPA in state government is 
another decision primarily reserved to the states. 
LEAA guidelines permit the creation of the SPA 
"as a new unit of State government or a division or 
other component of an existing State crime commis- 
sion or other appropriate unit of State govern- 
ment." ' Consistent with congressional preferences, 
most SPAS have been and continue to be directly 
under the control of the governor. In 1970, 45 SPAS 
were located within the governor's ~ f f i c e . ~  As of 
May 1975, 40 SPAS were under gubernatorial con- 
trol, a slight reduction from 1970 due, in part, to 
several state government reorganizations. In the 
15 states in which the SPA is not a part of the gov- 
ernor's office, it has been placed in an executive 

54 branch agency -usually a department of public safe- 
ty, planning or urban affairs. 

Functional Responsibilities 

Once established, the next task for SPAS was role 
definition. The Congress had stated in the act that 
SPAS were required to develop a comprehensive 
plan for the improvement of law enforcement 
throughout the state; to define, develop and corre- 
late law enforcement improvement programs and 
projects for the state and local governments; and 
to establish priorities for improving law enforce- 
ment.5 Taking these and other statutory require- 
ments into account, LEAA formulated a list of 
functions that SPAS were expected to perform. The 
list appearing in Table IV- l  was published in the 
1975 guideline manual; most of these functions have 
been mandated by LEAA since 1969. Basically, they 
can be clustered into two groups: those which con- 
tribute to the decision-making role of the SPA, such 
as planning and the establishment of improvement 
priorities; and those which are essential to the ef- 
ficient administration of the program, such as fi- 

Table I V- 1 

State Planning Agency Functions 

A. Preparation, development and revision of comprehensive plans based on an analysis of law enforcement 
and criminal justice problems within the State; 

B. Definition, development and correlation of action programs under such plans; 
C. Establishment of priorities for law enforcement and criminal justice improvement in the State; 
D. Providing information to prospective aid recipients on procedures for grant application; 
E. Encouraging grant proposals from local units of government for law enforcement and criminal justice 

planning and improvement efforts; 
F. Encouraging project proposals from State law enforcement and criminal justice agencies; 
G. Taking action within 90 days after official receipt of local applications for aid and awarding of funds to 

local units of government; 
H. Monitoring progress and expenditures under grants to State law enforcement and criminal justice agen- 

cies, local units of government, and other recipients of LEAA grant funds; 
I. Encouraging regional, interstate metropolitan regional, local and metropolitan area planning efforts, action 

projects and cooperative arrangements; 
J. Coordination of the State's law enforcement, criminal and juvenile justice plan, with other federally sup- 

ported programs relating to or having an impact on law enforcement and criminal justice; 
K. Oversight and evaluation of the total State effort in plan implementation and law enforcement and criminal 

justice improvements; 
L Provide technical assistance for programs and projects contemplated by the State plan and by units of 

general local government; 
M. Collecting statistics and other data relevant to law enforcement and criminal justice in the State and for 

state criminal justice planning management, and evaluation purposes, as required by the Administration. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Guideline Manual: State Planning Agency Grants, 
M4100 1 D. March 21, 1975. pp. 4-5. 



Table I V- 2 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Degree of Change in SPA Capabilities 

October 1975 

Greatly Modoratdy Slightly 
Increased Increased Increased No Change Docreased Total 

No. % No. % No. % NO. % NO % NO. % 

Plsnning 
Esta#khing funding priorltkr 
Impkmenting fundlng pkrltlw 
Monitoring 
Evaluation 
Grant review 
Research 
Technical assistance 
Audtlng 
0 t h  

nancial management, monitoring, evaluation and 
technical assistance. A more complete discussion of 
the decision-making and administrative functions is 
contained in the second section of this chapter. In 
some states the governor or the legislature has pre- 
scribed additional responsibilities to be performed 
by the SPAs as agencies of state government. 

Despite the fact that LEAA required the SPAs 
to perform all of the functions listed in Table IV-I, 
the emphasis during the early years of the program 
was on developing an annual comprehensive 
plan and awarding subgrants. As indicated in Chap- 
ter 111, the start-up delays generated pressure for 
getting monies into the field. At the national level, 
this was translated into rapid approval of the states' 
first annual plans, and the concern for speed rather 
than substance was not lost on the SPAs. Since that 
time, the priority accorded to particular SPA func- 
tions by LEAA and the states has varied in response 
to several factors. The most recent functional em- 
phasis has been on evaluation. 

Overall, the SPA directors believe that there has 
been an increase in the capacities of the SPAs to 
perform most of their functions. Table IV-2 shows 
the degree of change in SPA capabilities over the 
past six years as perceived by the directors partici- 
pating in ACIR's survey. As can be seen from the 
table, more than half of the 52 respondents believed 
that SPA capabilities had greatly increased in plan- 

ning, establishing funding priorities, monitoring, 
evaluation, grant review and auditing. All of the 
directors thought that SPA capabilities in perform- 
ing each of the listed functions had either increased 
or stayed the same. Improvements in SPA function- 
al capabilities can be attributed in part to increased 
knowledge about criminal justice planning and the 
block grant mechanism, more technical assistance 
from LEAA, a general upgrading in management 
accompanying the maturation of the program and 
greater Federal resources to support SPA functions. 

Part B Funding 

Under Part B of the act, Congress provides funds 
specifically to support the SPA'S planning and ad- 
ministrative activities. In 1969, the states received a 
minimum base of $100,000, which accounted for 
$5.5 million of the $19 million Part B appropriation. 
The remainder of the Part B appropriation was al- 
located on a population basis, so that the range in 
1969 was from $1,387,900 for California to $101,890 
for American Samoa. With the amendments to the 
act in 1971, the Part B base award was increased 
to $200,000. Five years later, the planning alloca- 
tions were estimated to total $60 million-an in- 
crease of more than 200 percent since 1969-and 
range from $4,954,000 for California to $207,000 for 
American Samoa. FY 1976 Part B funds are ap- 



proximately 15 percent of the Part C block grant 
appropriations. 

The act d o q  not allow more than 60 percent of 
the Part B award to be retained at the state level. 
The states must match the Federal Part B dollars 
retained for SPA operations on a 90 percent Fed- 
era1110 percent state basis. Twenty-six states intend 
to provide resources in excess of the minimum 
amount required by law; in 12 of these, state match- 
ing funds account for more than 20 percent of the 
total Part B allocation (see Appendix IV-2, p. 99). 

Despite the tremendous growth in Part B ap- 
propriations, 71 percent of 49 SPAs indicated that 
such funds were still inadequate to carry out their 
planning responsibilities. As a result, more than 
half of these agencies noted that their SPA'S ability 
to perform evaluation, monitoring and planning 
had been greatly hampered. The pinpointing of these 
three functions is particularly interesting because 

56 respondents felt that SPA capabilities to perform 
them had greatly increased over the years. This re- 
action is probably due to growth in LEAA pro- 
cedural requirements, which some SPAs believe 
consume too much time and resources that could 
have been better applied elsewhere. Table IV-3 
groups SPA views with respect to the adequacy of 
available resources for planning by state popula- 
tion. Ninety percent of the small states reported 
that Part B funds had been inadequate for planning, 
while only 64 percent of the large states and 56 per- 
cent of the medium-sized states agreed. 

Supervisory Board and Staff 

As previously mentioned, the state planning 

agency for Safe Streets purposes is composed of a 
supervisory or policy-making body and a full-time 
staff. The supervisory body is primarily concerned 
with the decision-making functiqns of the SPA, 
and the staff handles administrative matters. At 
times, this delineation of responsibility has become 
blurred. Since Part B appropriations support the 
SPA staff as well as regional and local planning 
activities, the allocation of these funds within a 
state could be viewed as an administrative function 
to be performed within the executive budget frame- 
work of state government. In 34 SPAs, however, the 
supervisory body reviews and approves Part B al- 
locations to the SPA, regional planning units and 
local units of government. 

The degree to which the primary decision-making 
responsibilities are handled by the supervisory body 
or the staff is also unclear in some instances. The 
major decisions made by the SPAs concern the con- 
tents of the annual plan and the grant applications 
to be funded. Critics of the program contend that 
although Congress intended the supervisory bodies 
to make these important decisions, such authority 
is often exercised by the staff. As the program has 
matured, the role definitions of supervisory board 
and staff have been clarified in each state, although 
changes in gubernatorial direction have resulted in 
periodic redefinitions of their relationship. 

ACIR's survey of SPA directors probed the role 
of the supervisory body in planning and funding de- 
cisions. Table IV-4 shows that 21 respondents indi- 
cated that their supervisory bodies took an active 
and influential role in reviewing and approving spe- 
cific activities included in the annual plan. At the 
same time, 22 stated that the supervisory body bas- 

Table I V-3 

View of SPA DlrMors Regarding Adequacy of Part B Funds for SPA Planning 

October 1975 

Popul.tkn 8be of 
and the Dhtrlct 

ofCdum#. M.quata Inadoquata TOW 

No. % No. % 

5 milon or more 
2 r n l o n l o S m # o n  
l.u than 2 8nIlSon 

TOTAL 



Table I V-4 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Degree to Which the Supervisory Body Takes an 
Active and Influential Rde in Reviewing and Approving Activities in the Annual Plan 

October 1975 

Percent of 
52 States 

Number R-Pmmi 

Sets broad pdicies and prbdtks only 
Review and approval of general actluitlos 
Rerkw and approval of sp.cHlc actMtier 
Accepts staff recommedatlons wlth review 
Accepts staff r.commandationr wlthout review 
0th.r 

'Some states checked multiple responses. 
J 

ically accepted staff recommendations with review. body approves or disapproves all applications after 
57 

No SPA director reported that staff recommends- discussing each one. At the other extreme, in five 
tions were accepted without review. all approval and disapproval authority has been del- 

The role of the supervisory body in approving egated to the staff. In nine states, the supervisory 
specific applications for funding is more clear-cut. board only considers applications above a specified 
Table IV-5 reveals that in 20 SPAS the supervisory amount, ranging from $1,000 to $50,000. Normally, 

Table IV-5 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Degree to WMch Supervisory Body Takes an Active 
and Influential Rde in Reviewing and Approving Specific Applications for Funding 

October 1975 

Porcont of 
47 Stat.. 

Number Rrn~ondlng 

All approval and duppoval a- d d ~ t e d  
to SPA staff 

S u m  board approves and disapproves applications above 
sp.cM.d amount" 

Sup.nkoly board approves and dtsapproves all applications 
normally wRhout lndlvldual dhcwrkn except for a problom 
of c m v . n k l  c#. 

Wpmborlr board approves and disapproves all appYcaUom, 
normally a n u  dbcusdng oach of thmn 

0th.r 

'Some states checked multiple responses. 
"The minimum amounts are: 550,000, one state; 525.000, one state; 55,000, two states; 52,500, 1 state; 52,000, two states; $1.000, 

two states. 



the executive director is authorized to approve or 
disapprove applications below this figure, although 
he may be required to report on these actions to the 
supervisory board. In general, it appears that super- 
visory bodies are more involved in funding than in 
planning decisions. In some states an effort is under 
way to devote more board time to policy-making 
and comprehensive planning instead of requests for 
support. 

Because the SPA supervisory boards are basically 
responsible for "reviewing, approving and main- 
taining general oversight of the State plan and its 
implementati~n,"~ the composition of these bodies 
is of great interest. The Safe Streets Act stipulates 
that the SPA supervisory board be representative 
of law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, 
units of general local government and public agen- 
cies "maintaining programs to reduce or control 
crime." LEAA's planning guidelines specify eight 

58 types of interests that must be represented on these 
boards in order to meet the statutory mandate: (1) 
state law enforcement and criminal justice agencies; 
(2) elected policy-making or executive officials of 
units of general local government; (3) law enforce- 
ment officials or administrators from local units of 
government; (4) each major law enforcement func- 
tion including police, courts, corrections and juve- 
nile justice; (5) public agencies maintaining crime 
prevention and control programs; (6) a range of jur- 
isdictions that provides reasonable geographical 
and urban-rural balance as well as high crime area 
representation; (7) spokesman for the concerns of 
state law enforcement agencies and local govern- 
ments and their law enforcement agencies; and (8) 
citizen and community interests.' Determination of 
whether each SPA complies with the "balanced rep- 
resentation" requirement is an LEAA responsibility. 

According to the FY 1976 planning grant applica- 
tions, the number of members on SPA supervisory 
boards varies widely-from eight in Guam to 75 in 
Michigan, with a national average of 26. In most 
states, all members are directly appointed by the 
governor, although his or her flexibility in making 
such appointments is limited by LEAA's representa- 
tion requirements and in some states by statutory 
membership specifications. The legislature makes 
some appointments to the SPA boards in California 
and the Virgin Islands. 

Information obtained from the FY 1976 planning 
grant applications reveals reasonable balance on su- 
pervisory boards in terms of governmental level, but 
with respect to functional representation, a weight- 

ing in favor of courts and police appears. (See Ap- 
pendices IV-3, IV-3.1, IV-3.2, p. 100 ff.) Forty per- 
cent of the SPA board members represent local gov- 
ernments, while 37 percent represent state govern- 
ment. A trend in board composition, noted since 
ACIR's 1970 survey, is increasing representation 
of the general public; between 1970 and 1975 their 
membership increased from 17 to 24 percent of the 
total. (See Appendix IV-3.) Another trend is the 
continuing heavy representation of criminal justice 
functional interests. In 1970, 59 percent of the mem- 
bers were criminal justice officials, compared with 
57 percent in 1975. (See Appendix IV-3.1.) The rel- 
ative amount of representation of various criminal 
justice functions (police, courts, corrections and 
juvenile justice) has remained fairly constant since 
1970, with the exception that law enforcement 
spokesmen are no longer the largest group of func- 
tional officials. Court, prosecution and defense rep- 
resentatives make up 21 percent of the membership, 
compared with 20 percent for police. The propor- 
tion of city and county representatives on SPA su- 
pervisory boards accounted for by chief executives 
or legislators is relatively small - 24 percent - while 
criminal justice officials comprise 68 percent of the 
local membership. (See Appendix IV-3.2.) The im- 
pressions given by the above data were confirmed by 
the SPA directors, approximately 60 percent of 
whom indicated that no agency, jurisdiction or 
group was either overrepresented or underrepresent- 
ed on the supervisory board. 

The processes and procedures under which the 
SPA supervisory bodies operate vary considerably 
from state to state. In many instances, the super- 
visory boards operate under a strong committee 
structure with the major decisions being made at the 
committee level. When such a structure is used, the 
committees are usually established along functional 
or issue lines (e.g., law enforcement or victimless 
crimes). Some supervisory boards employ an execu- 
tive committee, which can either make decisions for 
the full board when it is not in session or make gen- , 
era1 policy decisions at all times. The degree of 
formality in operation also varies; many boards 
utilize "Robert's Rules of Order" during their meet- 
ings. Thirty-seven SPA directors indicated that ' 
their boards operate under approved bylaws. The 
role of the chairman also varies depending on the 
functions of the board and its structure. In some 
states, the chairman is only a figurehead who con- 
ducts board meetings, while in others this person ac- 
tively influences all board policies and procedures. 



In most states, the governor appoints the chairman, 
although in six (Wisconsin, Delaware, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, Idaho and Texas) the governor 
serves as chairman himself. 

LEAA requires that a full-time administrator be 
appointed to carry out the various state responsibil- 
ities associated with the Safe Streets Act. In almost 
every state the SPA director is named by the gov- 
ernor, sometimes with the consent of the legislature. 
In Kentucky, Missouri and South Dakota, the head 
of the umbrella agency in which the SPA is housed 
has the authority to appoint the director, while in 
Maine and Montana the supervisory board has the 
appointing authority. 

The composition and functions of the SPA staff 
are determined by the state. LEAA requires that 
SPAs maintain a staff of adequate size (no fewer 
than five full-time professionals) and competencies 
"to determine annual planning priorities and to 
manage the development, implementation, monitor- 
ing and evaluation of the State's annual criminal 
justice improvements plan."s In order to prevent 
political abuse, LEAA also requires that the SPA 
staff be included in the state's merit system, with the 
exception of the director and certain other top-level 
staff members. According to the FY 1976 planning 
grant applications, the SPAs currently employ more 
than 2,000 people. As shown in Appendix IV-4 (p. 
105), the number of SPA professional staff ranges 
widely from state to state. The average SPA profes- 
sional staff size is 26, which represents nearly a 200 
percent increase since 1969, when the national av- 
erage was nine. Full-time professionals account for 
an average of 68 percent of the staff and full-time 
clerical personnel comprise 29 percent. 

SPA staffs are usually organized along functional 
lines, with a section or division normally established 
for grant management functions and one for plan- 
ning activities. The former typically consist of grant 
administrators and financial managers, while the 
latter are usually staffed with criminal justice func- 
tional specialists. Additional units are sometimes set 
up, independently of the planning or grant manage- 
ment sections, to handle auditing, evaluation, 
standards ,and goals, and public information. Sev- 
eral general trends in staffing have occurred in con- 
cert with changing emphasis by LEAA and SPAs. A 
comparison of the personnel information from the 
FY 1976 planning grant applications (which do not 
have a uniform classification system) with the re- 
sults of ACIR's 1970 survey suggests that since 
1969 the number of auditors and evaluators has sub- 

stantially grown, as SPAs have created small but 
full-time monitoring, evaluation and auditing units. 
The number of functional planners and fiscal and 
grant administrators has steadily increased during 
the past seven years. 

At the inception of the Safe Streets program, the 
greatest personnel problem facing the SPAs was 
finding and attracting competent staff members. Ac- 
cording to ACIR's 1970 report, "In view of the rela- 
tive infancy of criminal justice planning and admin- 
istration as a profession and the desire of many 
State Planning Agencies to hire personnel with 
either a multifaceted law enforcement or criminal 
justice background or experience in public adminis- 
tration, budgeting and law rather than public safety, 
it was not surprising that qualified SPA personnel 
were difficult to find."9 In 1975, it appears that this 
problem is not as pressing. The SPAs have achieved 
more than 94 percent of their total authorized staff- 
ing levels and more than half of the SPAs have a full 59 
staff complement. The visibility of the program, the 
increasing number of institutions of higher educa- 
tion that offer degrees in criminal justice planning 
and administration, and the efforts by both LEAA 
and the states to develop trained personnel have 
contributed to the meeting of SPA staffing needs. 

The other major personnel problem facing the 
SPAs in 1970 concerned the high rate of turnover 
in the position of SPA director. Unfortunately, this 
problem has persisted. According to ACIR survey 
data, only six states still have their original director. 
Twenty SPAs have had two directors; at the other 
extreme, Florida has had 15 directors. Overall, the 
states have averaged three SPA directors each since 
1969, with an average tenure of two years. From Oc- 
tober 1974 to October 1975, 23 new SPA directors 
were appointed. This high rate of turnover can be 
attributed in most instances to normal occupational 
mobility and changes in state administrations. The 
instability generated by frequent changes in top 
leadership has created management and continuity 
problems reflected in the rapid policy shifts, high 
professional staff turnovers and grantee confusion. 
At the same time, most SPAs are better equipped to 
deal with this high rate of turnover today than they 
were in 1970 because of the establishment of formal 
procedures and processes for planning, policy- 
making, funding and administration. 

Rde in State Government 

The debate in Congress in 1967 and 1968 over 



which level of government should implement the 
Safe Streets Act was resolved in favor of the states, 
because it was believed that these units were best 
equipped to integrate and coordinate a fragmented 
criminal justice system. As an agency of state gov- 
ernment, an SPA does not administer the program 
in a vacuum. The executive, legislative and judicial 
branches of state government all interact with the 
SPAs. However, the extent of this interaction varies 
considerably among the states. 

The governor occupies a pivotal position in Safe 
Streets administration. Congress called for guberna- 
torial designation of SPAs in order to avoid duplica- 
tion of effort within a state and to maximize coor- 
dination between levels of government, criminal jus- 
tice functions and other government programs. In 
addition, governors appoint members of the super- 
visory board (and in six states chair this body), con- 
duct budget reviews and, in some states, delineate 

60 regional planning units. On a day-to-day basis, how- 
ever, most governors are not actively involved with 
their SPAs. Forty SPA directors surveyed, for ex- 
ample, indicated that the supervisory board's rela- 
tionship with the governor could be characterized as 
independent or one of occasional communication 
and consultation. The handful of states reporting 
that their governor had been active in the program 
described this involvement as one of mainly settling 
disputes over local funding decisions or making rec- 
ommendations concerning particular projects or 
programs seeking Safe Streets support. 

Several factors are responsible for this low level 
of gubernatorial participation. In some states, the 
governor has delegated direct oversight of the pro- 
gram to a cabinet-level ~ i d e  or department head. 
Although the governor is not directly involved in 
these instances, such a delegation of responsibility 
to a high administration official usually provides 
the type of policy direction and coordination en- 
visioned by Congress. In other states, the stature 
of the supervisory board members facilitates the 
SPAs' policy-making role vis-a-vis other state agen- 
cies, and gubernatorial intervention is not required. 
It is no surprise that in many states the governor's 
attention is limited by the myriad of Federal pro- 
grams requiring his attention, the small amount of 
funds provided under the Safe Sreets Act and the 
heavy demands placed upon the time of a state chief 
executive. 

While the governor's direct participation in SPA 
affairs may be slight, he may rely on the SPA, both 
staff and board, to advise him and other state agen- 

cies on criminal justice matters. Forty-two SPAs 
indicated that they often or sometimes performed 
special analyses and studies at the request of the 
supervisory board, the governcrr or the heads of 
state agencies. At the same time, the SPAs have 
been largely unable to change their image as Federal 
planners and grant dispensers in connection with the 
operations af other state agencies. Thirty-three di- 
rectors stated that their SPA had not become in- 
volved in planning and budgeting for the activities 
of state criminal justice agencies other than those 
supported by Safe Sreets funds. Fourteen SPAs, 
however, reported reviewing and commenting on the 
budgets of these agencies. It was judged that SPAs 
exercised the most influence with respect to other 
state agencies when evaluating and auditing their 
projects and when seeking state appropriations for 
matching purposes. While some exceptions do exist, 
most SPAs are influential only when Safe Streets 
funds are involved and do not relate closely to other 
executive branch agencies except as funding conduits 
or information resources. 

In recent years, the state legislatures have become 
more aware of and involved in the Safe Streets pro- 
gram primarily for fiscal reasons. In the 1971 
amendments to the act, Congress required that be- 
ginning with FY 1973, the matching contributions 
made by state and local governments had to be 
funds appropriated for this purpose rather than in- 
kind contributions. This change resulted in direct 
legislative oversight of SPAS-a new phenomenon 
in several states. The growing appreciation of the 
need to assume the costs of Safe Streets-initiated 
programs also has increased legislative interest in 
SPA activities. 

As the state legislatures have become more aware 
of the SPAs and the Safe Streets program in gener- 
al, and as the SPAs' capacity to contribute to pol- 
icy decisions has improved, these agencies have be- 
come more involved in substantive criminal justice 
issues. Forty-six SPA directors indicated that their 
SPAs had advised the state legislature on pending 
criminal justice bills. Forty-one of these officials 
noted that their SPAs had drafted or proposed crim- 
inal justice legislation. Proposed legislation was 
generally in the area of criminal code revision, court 
unification, corrections, police standards and train- 
ing, indigent defense and juvenile justice reform. 
According to the SPA directors surveyed, most of 
the legislation proposed by the SPAs has been en- 
acted. SPAs appear to  have had particular success 
in the area of police standards and training, com- 



munity corrections and court reform. Legislative in- 
volvement appears to be an increasingly common 
aspect of the SPAs' function as change agents. 

The SPAs' relationship with the judicial branch 
of state government is not as clear as that with the 
executive or legislative branches. The Congress did 
not prescribe a role for the judiciary in the Safe 
Streets program, although it is a major component 
of the criminal justice system. The state courts are 
normally represented on the SPA supervisory board 
and receive subgrants from the SPA. But how the 
relationship of the SPA and the state courts affects 
the state's criminal judiciary is dependent, in part, 
upon certain structural factors as well as the atti- 
tudes of the state judiciary toward participation in 
an executive-branch program. In states with a highly 
unified court system, for example, the state judici- 
ary, usually through the judicial conference or the 
office of the court administrator, is actively in- 
volved in setting priorities for the state's criminal 
bench, represents the court in other criminal justice 
policy decisions and promotes the use of Safe 
Streets funds to improve the criminal courts. In 
states where the court system is not unified, state 
courts - usually appellate bodies, without superin- 
tendence of lower courts-are generally less active 
in the program. 

The separation of powers doctrine, which is based 
upon a system of checks and balances, is often cited 
by judges as the major reason for limited court in- 
volvement in the Safe Streets program. Even though 
the courts are considered a component of the crim- 
inal justice system along with executive-branch 
agencies, state constitutions make them a separate 
but equal branch of government. Many judges think 
that this doctrine prevents them from participating 
in executive-branch policy-making functions, such 
as those performed by the SPAs. At the same time, 
they think that the SPA as an executive-branch 
agency has no right to determine policy that deals 
with the operation of the judiciary. 

Politics has also deterred judicial involvement. 
It is believed that the need to compete with the po- 
lice, corrections, juvenile delinquency and other in- 
terests seeking Safe Streets support compromises the 
independence and integrity of the judiciary. As the 
recent report by the Special Study Team on LEAA 
Support of the State Courts observed: 

Because criminal justice system needs far 
exceeded the size of the LEAA block grant 
awarded to each State, a built-in competi- 

tion for funds developed. Applications 
were to be made to an interdisciplinary 
policy board of the SPA on which sat rep- 
resentatives of various agencies which 
sought special consideration for their disci- 
pline. The courts were nominally repre- 
sented but found it demeaning to apply for 
court funds to an agency that was not al- 
ways objective or professional and which, 
in some instances, viewed the availability 
of Federal funds as an opportunity to 
strengthen relationships for the gover- 
nor. l o  

The problems of balancing the need for judicial 
participation in the Safe Streets program with the 
constraints imposed by the separation of powers 
doctrine are difficult to resolve. One approach taken 
in a number of states has been the creation of a ju- 
dicial planning capacity at the state level. In Cal- 61 
ifornia, for example, a Criminal Justice Planning 
Council was established in the Judicial Conference 
by the state legislature and is statutorily required 
to set judicial priorities and review judicial projects 
and programs requesting Safe Streets support. The 
vast majority over the years have been funded by 
the SPA. 

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

The 1968 Safe Streets Act required that local gov- 
ernments participate in the comprehensive planning 
activities of the states. Further, the law recognized 
the need for an effective planning capability at the 
substate level by requiring that at least a specified 
percentage of planning funds be made available by 
the states to local governments or combinations 
thereof. 

In its FY 1970 guidelines, LEAA encouraged lo- 
cal participation in Safe Streets planning on a re- 
gional, metropolitan or other "combined interest" 
basis. Further, the agency suggested that criminal 
justice planning responsibilities be assigned to ex- 
isting multijurisdictional organizations. In lieu of 
this, SPAs were to create regional planning units 
(RPUs) to assist in the development of the annual 
comprehensive plan. Current guidelines define an 
RPU as ". . . any body so designated, which in- 
corporates two or more units of general local gov- 
ernment to administer planning funds and under- 
take law enforcement and criminal justice planning 
activities under the Act for a number of geograph- 



ically proximate countries and/or municipalities."~~ 
By 1970 almost every SPA had established a net- 

work of criminal justice planning regions. Forty-five 
states had a total of 452 RPUs. In 30 of these states, 
criminal justice planning had been added to the 
functions of existing multijurisdictional bodies. 12 

In the last five years there has been little change 
in the total number of regions. According to the FY 
1976 state planning grant applications, there are 
now 445 regions in 43 states. Twelve states (and ter- 
ritories) do not have regions. (See Appendix IV-5, 
p. 106.) Although the total has not changed sub- 
stantially, 15 states have increased the number of 
their regions, while in 16 this figure has been re- 
duced. Changes in the geographic boundaries of sev- 
eral RPUs have been made, usually to accommodate 
common interests of contingent areas, resolve con- 
flicts between urban and rural cities and counties, 
achieve population or geographical balance, or im- 

62 prove coordination by housing related planning ac- 
tivities under one roof. In at least one state, Ohio, 
the change in the regional structure was drastic. In 
order to more effectively concentrate planning and 
action funds in high-crime urban areas, in 1971 the 
state stopped using its 15 substate councils of gov- 
ernment and created six RPUs, each consisting of 
one central city and its surrounding county. 

According to ACIR's 1975 survey results, 48 per- 
cent of the 340 RPUs replying were set up by ex- 
ecutive order, with the remainder established under 
state law. Fifty-seven percent of the regions were 
created specifically for criminal justice planning 

purposes, although several have subsequently as- 
sumed additional planning responsibilities in related 
fields. 

The data also indicate that for the most part local 
governments have participated in establishing or re- 
constituting the regional planning units, as LEAA 
guidelines have stressed that RPUs must ". . . en- 
joy a base of local unit acceptability and representa- 
tion." 13 More than 90 percent of the regional plan- 
ning officials and 85 percent of the SPA directors 
replying said that city and county governments had 
been involved in this process primarily through 
adopting interlocal agreements and appointing su- 
pervisory board members. 

Regional planning units perform a wide range 
of functions related to the Safe Streets program. 
Forty-two of the 43 states having regions participat- 
ing in ACIR's 1970 survey reported that RPUs 
planned for their member jurisdictions and in 37 
they coordinated local planning efforts. In 32 states, 
the RPUs reviewed local applications for action 
grants prior to their submission to the SPA, and 22 
did so on referral. Sixteen SPAS indicated that 
RPUs expended action funds as the ultimate 
grantee, but in only four did regional units make 
action grants to localities. In 11 states, RPUs made 
planning subgrants to localities. Thus, even as early 
as 1970, RPUs had already established themselves 
as major agents in the Safe Streets program. 

As Table IV-6 illustrates, the functions performed 
by RPUs have not changed greatly over the past five 
years in the view of the 1975 regional and SPA sur- 

Table I V-6 

Functions Performed by Regional Planning Units 

October 1975 

SPA Rnponre RPU Reepome 

1 070' 1075 

No. % No. % 

Perform crknlnrl jusUce pbnnlng tor 1h.k arm of jurhdMkn 42 98 39 93 
m e  kul crbnkul jurtk. phnnlng .(lor( 37 86 40 95 
Make phnhlg wbgralltr (o kcd twvWnnrmtr 11 26 6 15 
R.rkrr kul 8pplutknr k t ~  ~bmlulon I0 the SPA 32 75 39 93 
R d e w  kcd 8ppk.tlorr 8Rer referral by the SPA 22 51 10 25 
~ a k o  .ctkn wbglanb to untts ol kul govemme~ 4 9 6 15 
Expend .ctkn tundr n utUm8te #rantoo 16 37 13 32 

No. 

327 
296 
100 
326 
132 
97 

110 

'Source: Advisory Commission on intergovernmental Relations. Making the Sate Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge 
(Washington. D. C.:  Government Printing Oftice. 1970), p. 35. 



vey participants. Almost all perform or coordinate 
planning activities, and review grant applications. 
There has been a slight increase in the number of 
states in which regions award action subgrants to 
units of local government and a substantial decrease 
in those that expend action funds as the ultimate 
grantee and award planning subgrants. 

Supervisory Boards 

Regional planning units are required by LEAA 
to " . . . operate under the supervision and general 
oversight of a supervisory board."l4 The provisions 
governing the composition of these boards have 
evolved from providing only law enforcement rep- 
resentation to including local government, criminal 
justice agencies and general public representation. 

According to the questionnaire data, the average 
number of members on an RPU board is 27, with an 
average tenure of four years. In most RPUs (52 
percent), board members are named by the local 
governments comprising the region. In only a few 
regions (10 percent) are the members chosen by the 
governor, while about two-fifths of the RPUs cited 
other methods of selection. 

Attendance at board meetings is fairly high, with 
69 percent of the members usually present. Although 
85 percent of the RPUs allow members to designate 
alternates and in half these regions the alternates 
have full voting privileges, less than one-third said 
that local elected officials often sent criminal justice 
agency officials in their place. 

About half of the RPUs have advisory councils 
or subcommittees that address specific problems in 
particular functional areas, such as police, courts 
and corrections. Advisory councils often exist where 
the RPU is a council of governments (COG). In 
this instance, the advisory council makes recom- 
mendations on criminal justice matters to the gov- 
erning body of the COG. In determining represen- 
tational balance, LEAA considers the membership 
of both the advisory council (predominantly crim- 
inal justice officials) and the COG governing body 
(predominantly local elected officials). 

In the view of the regional respondents, the po- 
lice have a greater (27.2 percent) number of spokes- 
men on the RPU supervisory boards than any other 
criminal justice functional component, a finding 
consistent with predominant local responsibility for 
law enforcement. Although most regional and local 
officials surveyed contended that no group (includ- 
ing the police) was overrepresented, more of the lo- 

cal officials responding thought the police exercised 
greater influence in board decisions than any other 
jurisdictional or functional representative. 

For the most part, RPU officials reported that 
corrections, courts, and prosecution and defense in- 
terests were the least adequately reflected on the 
regional boards. On the other hand, local officials 
indicated that public members were both the least 
represented and least influential. 

In response to criticism from city and county pub- 
lic interest groups, the Safe Streets Act was amend- 
ed in 1973 to require that RPU boards consist of a 
majority of local elected officials. However, in im- 
plementing this provision LEAA defined "local 
elected officials" as including not only executive 
and legislative officials of general purpose local gov- 
ernment, but also elected sheriffs, district attorneys 
and judges. 

In the views of regional and local survey respon- 
dents, the effects of this amendment have been 63 
mixed (see Table 1V-7). About one-third of both 
the RPU and local officials thought there had been 
no effect as a result of the requirement at all. 

Fifteen SPA directors also indicated that this 
amendment has produced no appreciable impact. 
The directors who cited positive results mentioned 
the following: local elected officials have become 
more aware of criminal justice problems and needs; 
the SPA'S sensitivity to local problems has in- 
creased; and the local base of the program has been 
broadened. On the negative side: local politicaliza- 
tion of the criminal justice planning process had oc- 
curred; the tendency toward "pork barreling" had 
accelerated; and getting local elected officials to 
serve on RPU boards had become more difficult. 

Generally, RPU boards play an active role in 
Safe Streets planning and funding decisions, with 
only limited authority delegated to staff. As Table 
IV-8 and Table IV-9 show, 35 percent of the boards 
review and approve specific activities in the annual 
regional plan. On the other hand, 65 percent ap- 
proved or disapproved all grant applications after 
discussing each of them. As in the case of the state 
planning agencies, it may well be that most RPU 
board members perceive more direct and tangible 
rewards in approving applications than in approving 
activities outlined in the regional plan. However, 
this varies according to the degree to which the 
plan represents funding commitments. 

LEAA guidelines require SPAS to provide reason- 
able assurances that RPUs are adequately staffed to 
carry out their diverse functions. Like their state- 



Table I V- 7 

Effects of 1973 Amendment Requiring a Majority of Local Elected Officials 
on RPU Boards' 

October 1975 
RPU Local 

No. % No. % 

Increased influence of cN.1 ex.cutive and kgkbthe ofllciah 128 37 345 3 1 
in RPU d . d ~ m a k h g  

Ro&cd inhonce of criminal juslico tunctlonai r0prasentath.o 62 18 239 22 
in RPU d.d.kn-making 

More roabtke programming in turn of local bwlget 125 36 424 38 
conrid.ration 

No effod 121 35 327 30 
Olhw 70 20 118 11 

'Multiple responses were received from some jurisdictions. 

Table I V-8 

Views of RPU Otficiak Regarding the Extent to Which the RPU Board has an Active and 
Influential Rde in Reviewing Activities in the Annual Plan 

October 1975 
Number hunt 

Views of RPU Offlciak Regarding the Extent to Which the RPU Board has an Active and 
Influential Rde in Reviewing Applications for Funding 

October 1975 
Number Percent 

AN appl0v.I and &sapproval author#l dologated to RPU staff 
(iupwvimq board appmws or ~~s all appikatlon, above 

a cot ih  d d r r  amounl 
8up.nborlr board approves or dhpprorn all appbationr, normaw 

w i t h o u t ~ d b c u u k n e x e 8 p t f o r a p r o b k m o r  
~ a I c a 8 .  

S u m  board approvos or dbappoves .I appUcaUtlonr, normaw 
aRu dlrtudng each of ttmn 

6th.r 
TOTAL 



level counterparts, many RPUs have had difficulty 
obtaining a sufficient number of qualified personnel. 
Nevertheless, the data indicate that RPU staff capa- 
bilities have increased since 1970, when seven of the 
states responding to ACIR's survey did not have 
full-time professional planners. Five years later, 
a review of the FY 1976 state planning grant ap- 
plications showed that by mid-1975 all states with 
regional planning units had one or more full-time 
staff at the regional level. (See Appendix IV-6, p. 
108.) The number of employees ranged from a high 
of 133 professionals in California to one in Rhode 
Island. Overall, there were 948 full-time professional 
positions, supplemented by 169 part-time personnel. 

Nevertheless, these data should not be interpreted 
as meaning that every region has full-time profes- 
sional help; clearly, some do not. Moreover, a 
number of regions have only one staff person who 
must perform the myriad duties of planning, appli- 
cation processing and providing technical assistance. 
For example, Virginia has 22 RPUs yet only 26 full- 
time regional professional staff members. 

In contrast to the SPAs, there has been little turn- 
over in key RPU staff. Only nine percent of the re- 
gional respondents said there had been a high turn- 
over of executive directors, while 20 percent thought 
there had been a high turnover of criminal justice 
planners. 

For the most part, regional staff members are 
hired independently by the RPU board. Neverthe- 
less, some critics have maintained that the RPUs 
are primarily instruments of SPAs, rather than in- 
struments of local governments. Therefore, it is 
noteworthy that the 1975 survey results show that 

the majority of local officials (60 percent of the 
city and 71 percent of the county respondents) be- 
lieved that RPU staff were local, as opposed to 
state, employees. 

The Safe Streets Act requires that SPAs make 
available to local governments or combinations 
thereof at least 40 percent of the available planning 
funds (Part B). The purpose of this provision is "to 
insure local participation in formulating, revising 
and updating the Comprehensive State Plans."l5 
However, LEAA may waive this pass-through re- 
quirement, in whole or in part, if it finds that it is 
inappropriate in view of respective state/local law 
enforcement planning responsibilities and would not 
contribute to the efficient development of a state 
plan. Planning grants to the regions do not require 
nowFederal match. 65 

Appendix IV-7 (p. 110) lists the amount and per- 
cent of Part B funds made available by each state 
to the local level in FY 1976. Eighteen states (two 
more than in 1969) passed through more than the 
required 40 percent and two (Minnesota and Mis- 
souri) allocated one-half of their planning funds 
to regions and localities. Twelve states have been 
granted pass-through waivers by LEAA. The plan- 
ning grant figures show that Maryland, for exam- 
ple, distributes only 37 percent of its Part B monies 
to the substate level, but it should be remembered 
that these amounts represent allocations for 15 
months due to the change in the Federal fiscal year, 
to which some discrepancies may be ascribed. 

Table IV-10 

Adequacy of Part 6 Funds 

October 1975 

No. % No. % No. % 

InthoVkwotRodondOMd.b: 
SPA Part B Funds 
R W  Part B Funda 

In tho Vkw ot SPA Dk.ctolr: 
SPA Part B Fuda 
RPU Parl B Fund, 



SPA and RPU respondents generally agreed that 
the amount of Part B funds was inadequate at the 
regional level (see Table IV-10). According to the 
SPA directors, RPU functions that were hampered 
as a result of this inadequacy were planning, tech- 
nical assistance, monitoring and project develop- 
ment. 

Almost all regional officials (82 percent) thought 
that the SPA had adequate or even excessive plan- 
ning resources, while only 30 percent of the SPA 
directors thought that their agency had sufficient 
Part B support. A majority of regional officials (71 
percent) viewed the present 60-40 pass-through for- 
mula as an inappropriate way to divide planning 
funds and indicated that the state should be limited 
to 40 to 50 percent, with the remainder allocated to 
the regions. Although most of the SPA directors 
favored the current formula, 15 recommended that 
a greater portion be retained at the state level. 

LOCAL PLANNING 

In the initial years of the program, a number of 
the larger and more urban cities and counties object- 
ed to the regional approach adopted by the SPAs, 
claiming that their pressing crime problems were 
being subordinated to the less urgent needs of rural 
communities and suburbs. In addition, many juris- 
dictions were experiencing difficulty in obtaining 
planning moqies. Since most of the 40 percent pass- 
through of "local planning funds" was being allo- 
cated to the newly formed regional planning units, 
17 of the 30 largest cities did not receive any Part 3 
support at all in FY 1970.16 

In response to these criticisms, Congress amended 
the act in 1971 to require SPAs to "assure that ma- 
jor cities and counties . . . receive planning funds 
to develop comprehensive plans and coordinate 
functions at the local level."l' These amendments 
also authorized the use of Part C action funds to 
support criminal justice coordinating councils 
(CJCCs) in localities (or combinations thereof) hav- 
ing a population of 250,000 or more. 

As a result of these provisions, there was a dra- 
matic growth in the number of local governments 
seeking to establish their own criminal justice plan- 
ning capacity. In many cases, this effort took the 
form of assigning a planner to the local police de- 
partment (or some other agency of local govern- 
ment) who had primary responsibility for Safe 
Streets efforts (see Table IV-I I). Most of these of- 
fices (53 percent of the cities and 56 percent of the 

counties) were set up specifically for the Safe 
Streets program. As of mid-1975, city criminal jus- 
tice planning offices had an average of four profes- 
sional staffers, with a range of from one to 70. 
Counties usually had three professional employees, 
with a range of from one to 60. However, the major- 
ity had only two or fewer personnel. Most of these 
offices are heavily involved in proposal writing, 
planning, fiscal monitoring, project evaluation, 
guidelines review and other Safe Streets-related 
functions. Some also participate in a variety of non- 
LEAA related tasks, such as review of criminal jus- 
tice agency budgets, legislative analysis and policy 
development. 18 

Criminal justice coordinating councils are found 
mainly in the larger cities and counties. Spurred by 
the 1971 amendments providing for the use of Part 
C funds to establish CJCCs in localities of 250,000 
or more population, by the end of that year they 
existed in 33 of 50 of the nation's largest cities. 19 

CJCCs are established by local governments for 
the purpose of planning for and coordinating crim- 
inal justice programs. Usually chaired by local chief 
executives, the councils consist of members broadly 
representative of local government, the general pub- 
lic and the criminal justice community. The first 
CJCC was established in 1967 by the mayor of New 
York City, based in part on the recommendation of 
the President's Crime Commission that: "In every 
State and every city, an agency, or one or more of- 
ficials, should be specifically responsible for plan- 
ning improvements in crime prevention and control 
and encouraging their implementation."zo In defin- 
ing a criminal justice coordinating council, the 
LEAA General Counsel has referenced the "Report 
of the National Commission on the Causes and Pre- 
vention of Violence" which, in recommending the 
creation of criminal justice offices in the nation's 
major metropolitan areas, characterized the func- 
tions of those offices as including budgeting, coor- 
dination, systems analysis and evaluation, the de- 
velopment of performance standards, and the init- 
iation of information systems.*l 

According to ACIR's 1975 survey data, 107 cities 
and 52 counties are served by coordinating coun- 
cils. Moreover, a recent study by the National 
League of Cities and United States Conference of 
Mayors indicates that CJCCs exist in 29 of 49 cities 
responding to a questionnaire sent to the nation's 
55 largest municipalities. Nineteen of these CJCCs 
were affiliated with both city and county govern- 
ments. Ten were city-wide, most often single-city 



Table I V- 1 1 

Assignment of Local Planning Responsibility for Safe Streets Funds* 

October 1975 

Cities Counties 

No. Yo No. % 

Number reporting 
Mayor's otfice 
County chief executive's office 
District attorney's otfice 
City manager's office 
County manager's office 
Department of public safety 
Department of human resources 
Police department 
County s k M s  office 
Citywide criminal Justice coordinating council 
City-county criminal Justice coordinating council 
Regional planning c o m m ~ n  
Council of governments 
Reglonal office of SPA 
Other 

'Multiple responses were received from some jurisdictions. 

counties with a consolidated metropolitan govern- 
ment.22 

The functions of CJCCs frequently overlap with 
those performed by regional planning units, al- 
though the LEAA General Counsel has attempted to 
distinguish between the Safe Streets planning activ- 
ities of an RPU (which receive Part B support) and 
the coordinating role of a CJCC (funded by Part 
C). Further, RPUs and CJCCs are differentiated by 
the fact that the former exist by authority of the 
governor or state legislature, and the latter are cre- 
ations of local government.23 

Nonetheless, in some instances criminal justice 
coordinating councils also serve as designated re- 
gional planning units for the purpose of the Safe 
Streets program; for example, Cleveland-Cuyahoga 
County, Detroit-Wayne County and San Francisco. 
In others, the CJCC serves a city or city-county 
combination which is part of a broader multijuris- 
dictional RPU, for example, Minneapolis-Hennepin 
County and the City of St. Louis. 

Once again in response to complaints by big city 
mayors and county officials, the Safe Streets Act 

was amended in 1973 to require SPAs to establish 
procedures whereby cities and counties (or combina- 
tions thereof) of 250,000 or more persons could 
submit plans to their SPAs for funding in whole or 
in part. The purpose of this provision (the so-called 
Kennedy amendment) was to allow localities, and in 
particular the major urban jurisdictions, to partici- 
pate more fully in the Safe Streets program and to 
reduce the budgetary uncertainty and delay in the 
funding of local projects. Twenty-four SPAS re- 
sponded affirmatively to a question in the ACIR 
survey concerning whether they had established pro- 
cedures pursuant to this requirement of the 1973 Act 
by the Fall of 1975. The impact of these procedures 
on planning varies greatly among the states. At one 
extreme, in Minnesota the two local coordinating 
councils (Minneapolis-Hennepin County and St. 
Paul-Ramsey County) are requested to prepare com- 
prehensive plans for their areas. These plans are 
then submitted to the appropriate regional planning 
unit and integrated into a regional plan. This docu- 
ment is reviewed by the SPA for use in preparing 
the state plan. However, once the state plan is ap- 



proved, the CJCCs, like other applicants, must sub- 
mit individual proposals to the SPA for approval. 
At the other extreme, in Ohio, the major city/county 
RPUs submit plans which, when approved by the 
SPA, trigger the award of a "mini block grant" to 
the RPU to implement the activities described in its 
plan. Falling somewhere between these two alter- 
natives is the approach adopted by the Virginia 
SPA. In an effort to implement the Kennedy 
amendment without undermining its existing region- 
al planning structure, the SPA developed proce- 
dures allowing the two eligible localities to prepare 
fiscal year plans in conjunction with their local 
budget processes. Once approved by their govern- 
ing bodies, these plans are reviewed by the appro- 
priate regional planning unit and are submitted to 
the SPA, along with the comments of the region, 
for approval. After the local plans are approved by 
the SPA, the localities submit applications to the 

68 SPA directly (rather than through the RPU). How- 
ever, these applications do not follow the usual pro- 
cedure of going to the SPA'S supervisory board for 
approval, since approval of the plan has in essence 
represented a funding commitment by the SPA. 
The subsequent application is processed for ad- 
ministrative and accounting purposes only, and 
consequently the time involved is greatly shortened. 

In general, the lack of effect on the funding proc- 
ess in most states has significantly undercut the in- 
tent of the Kennedy amendment. Not surprisingly, 
the National League of Cities4J.S. Conference of 
Mayors survey revealed that few of the large cities 
were satisfied with the way the requirement had 
been implemented. Seventy-one percent of the re- 
spondents said that the amendment had resulted in 
"no change;" 16 percent, that it had improved the 
situation "somewhat;" and eight percent, that it had 
contributed "very much."24 

Funding 

The 1971 Safe Streets Act amendments required 
SPAs to insure that all major cities and counties 
received planning funds. LEAA guidelines subse- 
quently defined eligible localities as including: (1) 
the largest city and county in each state; (2) each city 
with a population of 250,000 or more; and (3) each 
county with a population in excess of 500,000. 

Localities, of course, are not required to accept di- 
rect planning monies and many waive their rights to 
such funds in writing. A review of the FY 1976 state 
planning grant applications shows that at least 65 

localities have signed waivers for Part B funds. 
However, in these instances local planning is being 
carried out by a CJCC receiving Part C support, by 
a multijurisdictional RPU receiving Part B money 
or by a single city-county RPU (often functioning as 
a CJCC as well) operating with Part B funds. Con- 
versely, at least 29 counties, 28 cities and nine city/ 
county combinations that are eligible have not 
signed waiver agreements. 

ACIR survey data indicate that most city and 
county officials believe that the amount of Part B 
funds for local planning is insufficient. One percent 
of the respondents answered "excessive;" 44 percent 
said "sufficient;" and 54 percent replied "inade- 
quate." Similarly, two-thirds of the RPU and SPA 
respondents thought that local planning monies 
were inadequate. 

Part C funds are also a source of support for local 
planning efforts. As mentioned earlier, action dol- 
lars may be used to establish coordinating councils 
in localities (or combinations thereof) of 250,000 or 
more persons. Based on the FY 1976 state planning 
grant applications, it appears that about 32 local 
CJCCs receive Part C funds. Because of limited Part 
B monies and the increase in planning and admin- 
istrative tasks, several SPAs have awarded action 
grants to single county-city bodies (either CJCCs 
or RPUs) to support activities related to Safe 
Streets planning. However, in May 1975 the LEAA 
General Counsel issued an opinion stating that Part 
C funds may not be used to supplant Part B plan- 
ning activities of RPUs. Further, Part B funds must 
be awarded to CJCCs to support those activities 
necessitated by the comprehensive planning process 
authorized by the Safe Streets Act. In other words, 
those functions of a CJCC directly related to Safe 
Streets (i.e., grant management, local priority set- 
ting and grants review) must be supported by Part B 
monies and not Part C.25 The probable effect of this 
ruling will be to reduce even further the amount of 
planning funds available to RPUs and other local 
planning efforts. 

THE FEDERAL CONNECTION 

A key element of the block grant concept is the 
delicate relationship between the Federal govern- 
ment and the grant recipient-in the case of the 
Safe Streets program, between LEAA and the states. 
Block grants present a challenge to the Federal ad- 
ministrative agency. On the one hand, it is responsi- 
ble for insuring that congressional purposes are 



achieved; on the other, it must allow recipients max- 
imum discretion in the use of funds. 

Regional Offices 

As discussed in Chapter 111, LEAA began imple- 
mentation of the Safe Streets Act by establishing 
guidelines for the states to follow in setting up their 
planning agencies and formulating comprehensive 
plans. Through preparation of planning grant ap- 
plications and annual plans in conformance with the 
guidelines, states would provide the information 
LEAA needed to assure compliance with the act. 
In the early years of the program, LEAA main- 
tained guideline development and planning grant 
application review and approval functions in its 
Washington headquarters. In May 1971, LEAA de- 
centralized the review and approval functions to 10 
regional offices as part of an effort to better moni- 
tor and assist the states' efforts. Currently, the re- 
gional offices perform the primary role in LEAA's 
liaison activities with SPAs, while guideline devel- 
opment, auditing, legal opinions and overall policy 
direction are still handled by LEAA headquarters. 

Each LEAA regional office has two major sub- 
divisions, operations add technical assistance. The 
operations section consists of the statk representa- 
tives, who are assigned to each state in the region, 
and financial staff, who are not assigned to particu- 
lar states. The state representative is responsible 
for all communications between LEAA and his or 
her assigned state and coordinates the review of the 
annual comprehensive plan. The technical assistance 
function is performed by specialists in each of the 
criminal justice functional areas of law enforce- 
ment, adjudication, corrections and juvenile justice, 
as well as by specialists in broader areas such as 
manpower and information systems. The regional 
administrator who heads each regional office main- 
tains authority over all planning grant applications 
and annual comprehensive plans submitted by 
SPAs. The regional administrator also represents 
LEAA on a Federal regional council to facilitate 
coordination between Safe Streets and other Federal 
programs operating within the region. 

A major function of the regional office is the re- 
view and approval of the state comprehensive plans. 
In recent years, the communications about the plan 
between the SPAS and their respective regional of- 
fices have begun with the issuance of the planning 
guidelines. These communications usually involve 
LEAA efforts to further clarify any new or modified 

requirements and SPA explanations of the proce- 
dures they expect to follow in preparing plans. 
State representatives continue this dialogue with 
their SPAS so that.they are fully aware of the stages 
of plan development and can provide guidance to 
their states as to the acceptability of SPA responses 
to LEAA requirements. 

Once the comprehensive plan is submitted to the 
regional office, appropriate sections are reviewed 
by the technical specialists and the financial ana- 
lysts. Deficiencies are noted and discussed with the 
regional office and are often remanded to the states 
prior to final action, to permit early resolution. 
Early in the program's history, the desire that funds 
continue flowing into the field caused LEAA to ap- 
prove most state plans (and, therefore, to award the 
Part C block grant) despite major deficiencies. In 
fact, only a handful of state plans have ever been 
totally disapproved. Usually LEAA places "special 
conditions" on the block grant award in order to 69 
remedy deficiencies or ensure compliance with any 
requirements issued after issuance of the planning 
guidelines. Special conditions usually stipulate 
remedial action by the grantee within a specified 
period of time. Acceptance of the award means that 
the grantee agrees to correct the deficiencies noted 
on the special conditions. Responses from 32 of the 
SPAS surveyed indicated that their LEAA regional 
office had often placed special conditions on final 
approval of the state plan, while none indicated 
that LEAA had never taken this action. 

A regional office can also delay approval of the 
state plan to permit SPA resolution of deficiencies 
prior to final action. Only three SPAs, however, 
reported that delays in plan approval had occurred 
often, while 16 asserted this had never occurred. Ac- 
cording to the respondents, the length of time 
LEAA takes to review and approve plans has stead- 
ily declined: in 1970, the average was 10.8 weeks; by 
1974, it had been reduced to 9.5 weeks. This de- 
crease may not appear to be significant, but it 
should be kept in mind that over this period the 
guideline requirements to be enforced by the region- 
al offices increased substantially, and these offices 
also assumed primary roles in administering 
LEAA's comprehensive data system and law en- 
forcement education programs. 

In addition to its plan approval, information and 
interpretation functions, a regional office is also re- 
sponsible for applying and enforcing guidelines, 
providing technical assistance, and in some cases 
distributing discretionary funds. Table IV- 12 lists 



Table IV-12 

SPA Directors' Assessment of Degree to which Regional Office Activities are Useful 
to the SPAs 

I October 1975 
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70 some of the activities regional offices perform and 
shows the SPA directors' assessment of their useful- 
ness. More than 50 percent of the respondents found 
the encouragement of national priorities in state 
plans to be an unnecessary regional office activity, 
while all found interpreting Federal guidelines and 
responding to SPA requests to be useful or essential 
regional office functions. The negative attitude of 
the SPA directors toward regional offices' encour- 
agement of national priorities in state plans prob- 
ably stems from their belief that this interferes with 
state decision-making and priority-setting. Review- 
ing annual plans, responding to SPA requests add 
distributing discretionary funds were deemed to be 
essential regional office activities by more than 40 
percent of the respondents. In general, the rating 
of regional office activities appears to show that 
SPAs favor activities that are of direct assistance in 
accomplishing their mission rather than ensuring 
compliance with congressional mandates. 

Technical assistance is the only activity where the 
size of the state appears to affect the attitude of the 
SPA: states with populations in excess of five mil- 
lion usually rated LEAA technical assistance as only 
useful rather than essential, while most states with 
populations less than two million felt that activity 
to be essential. 

Mixed views over the advocate-adversary function 
of the regional office were also reflected in the SPA 
directors' attitudes toward state representatives. Or- 
ganizationally, the state representative is the major 
means of communication and the administrative link 
between LEAA and the SPAs. Some SPAS stated 

that their state representative not only identified 
and obtained LEAA resources for their state but al- 
so acted as an advocate for them in regional office 
decision-making. Other SPAs did not find their 
state representative to be a facilitator or liaison with 
LEAA but rather to be an adversarv. As one SPA 
official commented: "It appears that the State Rep- 
resentative role has been compressed to 
purely administrative functions, mediating between 
a continual flow of paper from the SPA and an in- 
creasing range of LEAA guidelines." Most SPAs 
strongly supported the advocacy role of the state 
representative, indicating that this person should be 
someone who understands the state's particular 
needs, programs and priorities so that he or she can 
relate LEAA's resources and requirements to them 
and be "free to vigorously support the position of 
the SPA to ensure that the process is truly a part- 
nership." Altogether, the SPAs' attitudes about the 
role the state representative should play are consis- 
tent with their attitudes toward the regional offices: 
the Federal role at its primary level of contact 
should be one of assisting the states to accomplish 
their mission, not one of impeding their actions. 

LEAA Guidelines 

As previously discussed, LEAA has developed, is- 
sued and enforced guidelines to implement the Safe 
Streets Act as well as other Federal statutes or reg- 
ulations. Currently, LEAA guidelines cover: Part B 
grants, Part C block and discretionary grants, Part 
E formula and discretionary grants, the Law En- 



forcement Education Program, financial aspects of 
all programs, systems programs including Compre- 
hensive Data Systems and grants under the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
Basically, these guidelines specify requirements for 
applying for and administering the variety of funds 
available through the Safe Streets and Juvenile Jus- 
tice programs. This section concentrates on the 
LEAA guidelines that directly affect Safe Streets 
planning - the Part 9, C and E guidelines. 

The guidelines concerning the application for and 
administration of Part B planning grants primarily 
require that the SPA describe itself; its regions; 
its operations, including plan development, evalua- 
tion, technical assistance and auditing; and its pro- 
cedures for complying with several related acts of 
Congress. Until FY 1972, many of the requirements 
contained in the planning grant guidelines were part 
of the administrative component of the comprehen- 
sive plan guidelines. Previous guidelines were fairly 
short and resulted in a planning grant application 
that consisted primarily of necessary forms and bud- 
get justifications. 

The Part C and E guidelines form the basis for 
the development of the annual comprehensive plan 
and consist of detailed discussions of and specific 
requirements for each of the congressionally man- 
dated sections of the plan. These sections include: 
(1) a description of existing law enforcement and 
criminal justice systems and resources; (2) an analy- 
sis of law enforcement and criminal justice needs, 
problems and priorities; (3) a description of the 
state's law enforcement and criminal justice stand- 
ards and goals; (4) a multi-year projection of state 
improvement; (5) a review of related law enforce- 
ment plans, programs and systems; (6) a descrip- 
tion of the annual action programs; (7) a past 
progress report that is primarily an evaluation of 
previously funded projects; and (8) a statement of 
compliance with statutory requirements. The com- 
prehensive plan guidelines do not require separate 
annual Part C and Part E plans but do require that 
the special Part E assurances required by law be 
met in a number of places throughout the annual 
plan. 

Many of the strongest complaints about the Safe 
Streets program by SPA directors, and in some in- 
stances other state, regional and local officials, 
center on the guidelines, which are considered re- 
strictive, incomplete, repetitive and overly detailed. 
A concern voiced frequently by SPAs is that the re- 
porting procedures and the amount of paperwork 

overload the staff, and that simplification of the 
guidelines and requirements is a major need. As one 
SPA Director stated in his response to ACIR's sur- 
vey: 

Even with increased amounts of Part B 
administrative funds most SPAs are caught 
in a never ending cycle of devoting the vast 
majority of their time to assuring compli- 
ance with the LEAA guidelines and the bu- 
reaucratic shuffle connected with grants 
administration. This leaves precious little 
time for the SPA staff to provide the crimi- 
nal justice system with the technical assist- 
ance and coordination assistance so des- 
perately needed. 

The SPAs' concern about the size and complexity of 
the guidelines in relation to the amount of planning 71 
and action dollars available cannot be underesti- 
mated. As discussed in several of the case studies 
contained in this report, some states believe that the 
proliferation of guidelines, requirements and "red 
tape" has reduced the benefits of the program to the 
point where they are considering terminating partici- 
pation. In their view, the time demands imposed by 
compliance with guideline requirements makes it 
difficult, if not impossible, to develop comprehen- 
sive plans responsive to state and local needs. 

While the reasonableness or effectiveness of the 
substance of the guidelines is beyond the scope of 
this report, the history of their use and their relative 
growth highlight this guideline controversy. LEAA 
began its administration of the Safe Streets program 
by issuing guidelines for planning and action grants 
in November 1968. Due to the infancy of the SPAs 
and the short time allotted for preparation of their 
first comprehensive plan, the states found that they 
could not comply with the initial set of guidelines. 
Therefore, several sections were waived for the 'FY 
1969 plans, and, although all requirements were re- 
instituted for the FY 1970 planning period, LEAA's 
emphasis was on getting the program started and 
keeping the funds flowing into the field. This led to 
a lesser priority being accorded to enforcement of 
LEAA guidelines. At the same time, the states found 
that compliance was not too difficult because of the 
relatively small number of requirements. Despite 
shifts in the responsibility for developing guidelines 
within LEAA, most changes in the first few years 
were restricted to reorganization of the guidelines 



and refinement of particular requirements. The first 
major revisions were made in FY 1971 in response 
to the 1971 amendments to the act, particularly pro- 
visions to implement the new Part E program. Two 
other developments at this time that turned LEAA's 
attention to guideline compliance were the decen- 
tralization of planning grant and plan approval to 
the regional offices, and the concerns about inade- 
quate financial accountability raised by the Mon- 
aghan committee hearings (see Chapter 11). 

As the importance of the guidelines in LEAA's 
administration of the Act grew and as amendments 
to the Safe Streets Act increased the complexity of 
the program, LEAA recognized the need to stand- 
ardize and formalize their guidelines. Therefore, for 
FY 1973, the first of a series of standardized guide- 
lines was issued (series M4100), which also set forth 
a formal format highlighting specific requirements. 
Since then, the major statutory impact on the guide- 

72 lines has come from the Crime Control Act of 1973 
and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion Act of 1974. As discussed in Chapter 111, the 
current emphasis in LEAA is on technical compli- 
ance with guidelines, which when coupled with the 
issuance of expanded and changed guidelines for FY 
1976, has raised the SPAS' frustration level. 

While not an accurate measure of the growth in 
workload, the increase in the number of pages in the 
guidelines document does provide an approximation 
of the overall rise in the number of requirements. 
As shown in Table IV-13, the total length of the 
guidelines and of the instructions for the comple- 
tion of the planning grant application and the annu- 
al comprehensive plan have, for the most part, been 
expanding since FY 197 1. Since standardization be- 
gan in FY 1973, both the planning grant and plan 
sections of the guidelines have more than doubled. 
Of particular note, most of the major increases in 
length have occurred when the guidelines have re- 
flected statutory changes and additions; in FY 
1971, for the 1971 Part E and other amendments; in 
FY 1974, for the Crime Control Act of 1973; and in 
FY 1976, for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. 

In addition to complaints about the guidelines 
in general and about specific statutory requirements, 
SPA directors also indicated frustration with the 
untimely issuance of new guidelines and the frequent 
revision of existing ones. As indicated in Table 
IV-14, the time between final issuance of the plan- 
ning guidelines and the date of plan submission has 
been relatively short considering that the plan is to 

Table I V-13 

Number of Pages in State Planning Agency Guidelines 
FY 1969-1976 

Fbcd Y u r  Td.l App.ndkn Phrming GraM Plan Fonnr, Etc. 

7d.l = Number of pages of entire document, including any appendices. 
= Number of pages specified as an appendix by LEAA. 

Plrmhg Qrmt = Number of pages devoted to the development and submission of the planning grant application, including appendices. 
Phn = Number of pages devoted to the development and submission of the annual comprehensive plan, including appendices. 
Form, Etc. = Number of pages involved with forms, instructions for form completion. Part B and C allocations, etc.; not mutually exclusive 

from the other categories. 

'In FY 1971 and FY 1972, no new sets of guidelines were issued, although SPA Directors' Memorandum No. 10 (planning guidelines) 
was updated. The numbers represent the update of this memorandum. 

"The FY 1973 guidelines were issued in two volumes: M4100.1, which concerned planning grants; and M4300.1, which concerned the 
comprehensive plan. 



Table I V-14 

Relationship Between the Issuance of Planning Guidelines and Plan Due Dates 
FY 1969-1976 

Firul Y u r  

1969' 
1970 
1 971 
1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

P(.nnIng Guldallm lmuod 

November 1968 
January 1970 
September 15, 1970 
November 23, 1971 

September 11. 1972 

December 10. 1973 

July 1. 1974 

March 21. 1975 

June 1969 
April 15. 1970 
December 31, 1970 
Negotiated on May 15. 1972, but no more 
than 11 months after approval. 
Negotiated on May 15, 1973, but no more 
than 11 months after approval. 
Negotiated on May 15. 1974, but no more 
than 11 months after approval. 
Negotiated on May 15, 1975, but no more 
than 11 months after approval. 
September 30, 1975 

n m  b.hr..n 

7 months 
3.5 months 
3.5 months 
5.5 months" 

8 months" 

5 months" 
10.5 months" 

6 months 

'The requirements of FY 1969 guidelines were lessened through Memorandum to State Planning Agency Directors, No. 10, issued Feb- 
ruary 28. 1969. which also encouraged SPAs to submit their plans in early April 1969 rather than in early June 1969. 

"Calculated from the May 15 deadline. 
Source: State Planning Agency Grant Guides. Guideline Manuals M4100.1 -M4100.1D. 

be produced on an annual basis and is to be com- 
prehensive. The concerns of many SPAs about in- 
tegrating major changes into their planning process- 
es or obtaining additional information are highlight- 
ed by this table; in recent years the time allotted 
from issuance to plan submission has been the short- 
test when new statutory requirements were to be im- 
plemented. In addition, for many states, the dead- 
line for plans was much earlier than the May 15 
submission date used to calculate the time period for 
FY 1973-1975. These SPAs had only a few months 
to incorporate major changes. Kentucky, for exam- 
ple, submitted three comprehensive plans to LEAA 
within a 15-month period. 

Despite the appearance of unreasonable time 
frames, the states have been informed of changes in 
or expansions of the guidelines since the inception of 
the program. Under the provisions of the Adminis- 
trative Procedures Act and the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968, LEAA must involve the 
major state and local government associations and 
any other groups directly affected in the promulga- 
tion of the guidelines. In the early years of the pro- 
gram, LEAA sought and received SPA input into 
guideline formulation through workshops set up for 
training SPA directors. As the need for a stronger 
role in guideline formulation became apparent, the 
states joined together to form the National Confer- 
ence of State Criminal Justice Planning Adminis- 

trators (NCSCJPA). Since its inception in 1972, 
the NCSCJPA has actively reviewed and comment- 
ed on proposed guidelines through a permanent 
standing committee. All SPAs receive copies of pro- 
posed guidelines and are asked to provide com- 
ments to the NCSCJPA, which in turn submits 
them to LEAA. Despite this formal procedure, 
LEAA is only required to give interest groups and 
other interested citizens 30 days to review and com- 
ment on the guidelines. Many SPA directors com- 
plain that with their busy schedules, this does not 
allow them enough time to adequately enter into 
the guidelines development process. LEAA need on- 
ly inform the associations or other complainants 
who may have suggested changes in the guidelines 
that such changes have not been incorporated into 
the final issuance. According to the LEAA Office of 
General Counsel, no one has ever legally challenged 
a guideline after final issuance. 

Besides the timing of issuances, SPA directors 
complain about the frequency with which LEAA 
changes its guidelines. A complete set of state plan- 
ning agency grant guidelines is issued annually, but 
changes may be made at any time during the year. 
Therefore, SPAs may have to modify or adopt new 
procedures or provide additional information at any 
time. The major changes, however, are usually re- 
served for the annual guideline issuance. Table IV- 
15 shows the changes in the state planning agency 



Guideline Changes tor Part 6 and Part C Grants 
FY 1969-1976 

Sumnuq 
of Major Chrngos 

WrMq Illtlhtor 
of Such Changa 

Replacement of simplified format of 1969 plans with detailed 
format and requirements. 

LEAA 

Reorganization of the plan outline into program and administra- 
tive components. 

LEAA 

Reorganization of multiyear plan and annual action plan LEAA 

LEAA Multiyear period increased from 4 to 5 years 

Shifting of the administrative components of the plan from Part 
C to the planning grant application. 

LEAA 

Buy-in and hard match requirements instituted. 1971 Amendments to the Act 

Congressional action and rulemaking 
by other Federal agencies 

Requirements resulting from other statutes included, such as: 
National Environmental Policy Act. Clean Air Act. National His- 
torical Preservation Act. Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policy Act and Civil Rights Acts. 

Requirements to show compliance with: a) 90 day rule; b) Buy- 
in and cash match changes; c) RPU elected official representa- 
tion; and d) procedures for direct submission of plans from local 
governments with over 250.000 population. 

Crime Control Act of 1973 

Requirements to show compliance with the determined effort 
provision of the act. 

Crime Control Act of 1973 

Requirement to provide funding incentive to units of government 
that coordinate and combine criminal justice functions. 

Crime Control Act of 1973 

Required inclusion of a comprehensive juvenile justice program. Crime Control Act of 1973 

Crime Control Act of 1973 Requirements to increase the emphasis on the development of 
narcotic and alcoholism treatment programs in correctional 
programs and to provide for programs to monitor the progress 
and improvement of the correctional system. 

Increased EEO requirements. Dept. of Justice EEO guidelines 

Revised guidelines and executive orders 
from other Federal agencies 

Revisions in the requirements relating to the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969, the Clean Air Act and Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act and the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Revised A-95 review requirements. OMB Circular A-95 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Re- 
vention Act of 1974 

Increased emphasis on juvenile justice throughout the guidelines 
including required changes in SPA supervisory board composi- 
tion. 

Revised A-95 procedures and a requirement for memoran- 
dums of agreement on areawide planning. 

Revisions in OMB Circular A-95 

New requirements for civil rights compliances. especially con- 
cerning reporting on awards for construction projects. 

Revised requirements for the National Environmental Policy 
Act and the National Historic Preservation Act. 

LEAA and Dept. of Labor guidelines 

Revised guidelines from other Federal 
agencies 

LEAA Expansion of the required description of planning and plan re- 
lationships. 

Increased emphasis on SPA technical assistance requirements. LEA A 

LEAA Increased requirements (more specificity) about the SPA'S 
auditing plans and procedures. 

Major changes to the c ~ p e h e n s i v e  plan requirements, includ- 
ing Increased data analysis and the complete integration of 
standards and goals into the plan. 

Progressive responses to the Crime 
Contrd Act of 1973 



I New requirement that LEAA's program descriptors be added to LEAA 

'The summaries of changes for 1971 and 1972 were distributed with the preliminary issuances and were not available from LEAA and 

other sources. However, according to the General Counsel's Office a number of substantive changes occurred at that time in response to 
the part E corrections amendment. In addition, some technical and clarifying modifications were made, and certain SPA memoranda were 

consolidated at LEAA's initiative. 

programs in the multiyear and annual action plans. 

Increased detail required in the progress reports. LEAA 

New requirement for the provision of joint statements as to the . Other Acts of Congress 
relationships between LEAA and the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974 and the Joint Funding Simplifi- 
cation Act of 1974. 

More specific requirements tor the provision of narcotics and LEAA to clarify 1973 amendments 
alcohol treatment in corrections programs. 

Requirement for more information on the plans and programs of LEAA 
states in the areas of organized crime and the Bicentennial. 

grant guidelines for each fiscal year since 1969. Ma- 
terial in this table was developed from the summary 
pages that accompany each new set of guidelines 
(see Appendix IV-8, p. 112) and reflects only those 
changes indicated in the summaries. Therefore 
the total number of modifications could have been 
far greater than the figures in the table. The data 
show that the greatest number of changes appears 
to occur in those guidelines issued after new legisla- 
tion becomes effective. Particularly notable is the 
number of additional requirements (and changes 
therein) that result from legislation other than the 
Safe Streets Act. Overall, the changes appear to be 
due primarily to acts of Congress. But, with the 
promulgation of the FY 1976 guidelines, LEAA ap- 
pears to be increasing its role here, to the point 
of initiating almost half of the major changes, a de- 
parture from past LEAA practice. The table also 
shows that most of the changes in the guidelines 
have been the addition of new requirements or ex- 
pansions of existing ones. It would appear, there- 
fore, that state complaints about the proliferation 
of Federal requirements have some merit, but the 
conclusion that these have been the result of 
LEAA's capriciousness is not substantiated by the 
data. 

SAFE STREETS PLANNING PROCESSES 
AND PROCEDURES 

When the Safe Streets Act became law in 1968, 

little criminal justice planning was being conducted. 
As previously discussed, between 1966 and 1968 the 
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance (LEAA's 
predecessor) had awarded over $2.9 million to 30 
states to help them develop criminal justice planning 
capacities. Because of the small amount of funds in- 
volved and the state-of-the-art at the time most 
states had only established a mechanism to study 
their crime problems by the time the Safe Streets 
Act became law. Only seven SPA directors indicated 
that any comprehensive criminal justice planning 
activities existed at the state, regional or local levels 
prior to 1968. Similarly, 95 percent of the 335 RPUs 
and an equal proportion of the 1,236 local govern- 
ments responding to ACIR's surveys stated that no 
criminal justice planning was being conducted in 
their jurisdiction prior to 1968. 

As discussed in Chapter 111, the Safe Streets pro- 
gram got off to a slow start. The delays in appoint- 
ing administrators and promulgating guidelines 
combined with the lack of experience or knowledge 
about criminal justice planning resulted in initial 
state plans that were little more than compliance 
documents. In light of these factors, few expected 
the states to perform comprehensive planning, at 
least initially. 

Since then, expectations about planning have 
changed. A body of criminal justice planning knowl- 
edge has been developed, as have additional plan- 
ning tools and techniques. A criminal justice plan- 



ning profession has emerged, and state planning 
agencies have had more than seven years to create 
processes and procedures for planning within their 
states. LEAA's expectations have also increased, 
as evidenced by the guideline requirements relating 
to the planning process of each state and the re- 
quired elements of the annual comprehensive plan. 
Even as the program matured, some observers con- 
tinued to feel that the original congressional expec- 
tations regarding comprehensive criminal justice 
planning were ambiguous as well as ambitious. 
These expectations have since been clarified; in 1973, 
Congress amended the act to include the following 
definition of "comprehensive": 

The term comprehensive means that the 
plan must be a total and integrated analy- 
sis of the problems regarding the law en- 
forcement and criminal justice system with- 
in the State; goals, priorities, and standards 

76 must be established in the plan and the plan 
must address methods, organization, and 
operation performance, physical and hu- 
man resources necessary to accomplish 
crime prevention, identification, detection 
and apprehension of suspects; adjudica- 
tion; custodial treatment of suspects and 
offenders and institutional and noninstitu- 
tional rehabilitative measures. 

While few would question the desirability of the 
kind of planning envisioned by Congress, its feasi- 
bility is questionable, especially when viewed in the 
context of the historic fragmentation of the crim- 
inal justice system and the small amount of funds 
involved. How the states, regions, and localities have 
attempted to meet this mandate and the problems 
they have encountered are the subjects of the follow- 
ing discussion. 

SPA Planning 

Most SPA activities related to planning are even- 
tually translated into the annual comprehensive 
plan. This document serves as the focal point for 
most state-level planning and for LEAA's decision 
to award block grants. The eight major required sec- 
tions of the state plan were intended to provide the 
states with a framework for a logical progression for 
planning and decision-making. Basically, the plan- 
ning model set forth in the outline provides for an 
analysis of crime and the criminal justice system, a 
description of the standards and goals adopted by 

the state to measure acceptable levels of perfor- 
mance, an identification of deficiencies and of other 
needs and problems related to reducing crime and 
improving the administration of justice, and a se- 
lection of the most appropriate method(s) for re- 
medial action. In other words, this approach to 
planning calls for defining the problem (e.g., bur- 
glary is the most serious crime problem in the 
state), setting a goal for correcting the problem 
(e.g., reduce burglary by five percent in three years), 
and determining a way to meet the goal (e.g., con- 
duct a public education campaign concerning the 
need to keep doors and windows secure). 

In addition to generally describing this process, 
the state plans are required to break down the re- 
sults on a multiyear and annual basis. Because to 
plan is, inherently, to look to the future, the multi- 
year perspective is required. Since block grants are 
awarded on an annual basis, description of how the 
funds will be used each year is also necessary. The 
detail required for the annual action plan is much 
greater than that required for the multiyear por- 
tions, since it is assumed that more information is 
available about the immediate future. While LEAA 
does not strictly hold the states to their multiyear 
plans, it does require close adherence to the annual 
action plan. As a result of this emphasis, the con- 
centration on funding and the annual plan require- 
ment, SPAS are much more concerned about plan- 
ning for the allocation of resources in the coming 
year than for longer periods. The survey of SPA di- 
rectors, for example, revealed that the Needs and 
Problems and the Annual Action Plan elements of 
the plan were considered by more than 80 percent of 
the respondents to be essential or very helpful, while 
the Multi-year Budget and Federal Plan, Multi-year 
Forecast of Results and Accomplishments, and Re- 
lated Plans, Programs and Systems components 
were viewed by more than one-third of the respond- 
ents to be of little or no use. 

The responsibility for making decisions or per- 
forming activities needed to produce a plan varies 
from state to state. As previously indicated, in 21 
states the supervisory board takes an active and 
influential role in reviewing and approving specific 
activities in the annual plan, while 22 accept staff 
recommendations with review. In addition to the 
differences between supervisory body and staff roles 
in planning, the activities of the regional and local 
planning units also must be considered. Generally, 
decentralized states delegate much of the decision- 
making authority to regional and local units, so that 



the SPA supervisory body only makes broad policy 
decisions and the SPA staff compiles the state plan 
from regional and local input. 

When asked the extent to which the planning ac- 
tivities of the staff involve various functions, all 52 
responding SPAS indicated that they have some 
degree of involvement in the review and approval 
of the annual plan by the supervisory body - in es- 
tablishing program categories, in analyzing the pre- 
vious year's project and programs, in analyzing 
crime and criminal justice data, and in establishing 
policies and priorities. This level of participation 
reflects the reliance of the supervisory board on the 
staff to provide them with the information needed 
to establish policies and priorities. As the technical 
requirements have grown in the Safe Streets pro- 
gram, supervisory bodies have become more de- 
pendent on their staffs to keep them informed or to 
ensure that the plan remains in compliance without 
reconsideration by the supervisory board. The SPA 
staff's lack of contact with the general public and 
local planners in the planning process is under- 
scored by the response of more than half of the SPA 
directors surveyed that their staffs had little or no 
involvement in conducting public hearings or help- 
ing local governments in developing plans. 

As shown in Figure IV-2, the esta'blishment of 
policies and priorities is thought to be the most 
important planning function of the SPA. The ap- 
proaches to setting these policies and priorities vary 
from state to state and are still in transition in some 
places. Generally, there are three basic models for 
determining the priorities in the annual plan. First, 
some states employ a pre-planning approach where- 
by the SPA determines all priorities and sets forth 
the programs needed to implement the priorities. 
The level of functions for each program is also set 
by the SPA. A common characteristic of this model 
is the use of crime and criminal justice performance 
data as the basis for the determination of needs, 
problems and priorities. States using this model 
often prescribe certain parameters for each program, 
such as the type of recipient, size of recipient's jur- 
isdiction and specific goal to be achieved. 

The second planning model sets overall priorities 
through the determination of minimum and maxi- 
mum amounts of funding to be allocated to any 
functional or jurisdictional interest. For example, 
a state using this model would set forth percentage 
allocations to broad functional categories, such as 
law enforcement or juvenile justice, based upon gen- 
eral need as determined through data analysis, di- 

rect expenditures and/or continuation funding re- 
quirements. Because the categories used in this 
method are so broad, they are usually viewed as 
decision constraints for the SPA rather than for 
potential applicants. In some states, letters of in- 
tent from state and local applicants are solicited and 
result in the formation of specific programs to be 
included under each functional category. Several 
SPAS have used this approach to encourage funding 
balance rather than to specifically set forth the 
priorities for the entire criminal justice spectrum. 

The third model allows localities and state agen- 
cies to determine the priorities that will encompass 
their most pressing needs through the transmission 
of local plans, pre-applications and letters of intent. 
From these indications of local and state agency 
needs, the SPA compiles the priorities and programs 
for the annual plan. Analysis of crime data to identi- 
fy problems and justify remedial measures is left to 
the applicant, who is assumed to possess much bet- 77 
ter information and insight. The SPA may set broad 
policies, such as prohibiting the use of funds for spe- 
cific types of equipment or construction, but the ac- 
tual priority setting is done by the localities and 
state agencies. 

The above descriptions are simplified. In reality, 
combinations of all three are used in many states. 
For example, some states use a pre-planning method 
for state-level problems and leave the responsibility 
for local priority setting to cities and counties. Gen- 
erally, SPAS establish priorities and policies in their 
planning processes, although their scope varies con- 
siderably. For example, 39 SPAS reported estab- 
lishing policies or priorities that exclude certain 
activities and encourage others; most of these related 
to the restrictions of equipment purchases or con- 
struction rather than to broader needs and prob- 
lems. 

Another basic variable in criminal justice plan- 
ning efforts is the target for the planning-crime, 
standards and goals, or system improvement. Each 
of these targets has resulted in a different approach 
to planning. Crime-specific planning was developed 
and refined through the Impact Cities program initi- 
ated in 1971. Under this approach, specific crime 
problems are identified and addressed throughout 
the system. For example, a crime-specific planning 
effort would entail an analysis of the circumstances 
surrounding the crime, the victim, the criminal and 
the system's response to the crime. Programs then 
would be developed relative to each of the variables. 
Dominant in the crime-specific planning concept is 



the adoption of clear, measurable goals of reducing 
crime in the selected categories (e.g., reduce burglary 
by five percent). 

The use of standards and goals in planning ac- 
companied initiation of the Safe Streets program. 
On the basis of the recommendations of the Presi- 
dent's Crime Commission, many states launched 
their planning efforts by trying to implement cer- 
tain standards. Recognizing the need to develop 
a complete and definitive set of standards and goals 
for the entire criminal justice system effort, LEAA 
established the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals in 1971. The 
standards and goals recommended by the commis- 
sion need not be adopted by the states, but the 
Crime Control Act of 1973 required that the states 
include their own standards and goals as part of the 
annual comprehensive plans. This requirement and 
the funding incentives LEAA has provided have 

78 greatly increased the use of standards and goals 
in planning throughout the nation. Two methods 
of standards and goals planning are currently em- 
ployed: delineation of programs to encourage state 
agencies and localities to implement standards and 
goals adopted by the SPA, and requirements that 
recipients of certain types of grants meet the 
adopted state standards and goals in order to receive 
Federal aid. 

System improvement planning, the most common 
approach used by the SPAs, seeks to enhance the 
quality of the components of the criminal justice 
system and the management of the flow of cases and 
people through it. Directing planning efforts toward 
system improvement rather than crime reduction 
has been a continuing bone of contention for those 
concerned about the program. The uneasy com- 
promise eventually adopted by the Congress in the 
1973 amendments called upon the program to pro- 
mote planning for "strengthening and improving 
the criminal justice system" in order to reduce 
crime. The assumption that upgrading the system 
will reduce crime continues to be the basis for sys- 
tem improvement planning in the Safe Streets area. 

None of the three primary targets for planning 
are mutually exclusive and, in fact, are often ad- 
dressed in combination. Many states do some sys- 
tem improvement planning using state-adopted 
standards and goals as the measures for success. 
Crime-specific planning has been a part of many 
SPA planning efforts, but not to the extent it was in 
the Impact Cities program. SPAS usually will direct 
a moderate amount of resources into crime-specific 

planning, while concentrating on system improve- 
ment and standards and goals. 

Despite the above, critics of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram contend that no real comprehensive planning 
is being ccnducted by the states. They argue that 
only funding decisions are being made rather than 
decisions concerning overall long-range priorities. 
The specific project orientation of state plans is cited 
as evidence of a fund allocation process. According 
to the responses to ACIR's survey of the SPA di- 
rectors, plans are oriented toward specific projects, 
since an average of 68 percent of the Part C funds 
annually planned for was earmarked for specific 
projects. Whether this finding indicates that the 
states are not actually planning is questionable for 
several reasons. First, the amount of funds commit- 
ted to continuation projects has grown steadily 
leaving many SPAs no choice but to base their plans 
on the projects that are committed for the upcoming 
year. Second, the emphasis of LEAA and later the 
states on using all of the Part C money during the 
period when it is available has led many states to 
increase their level of implementation; the most 
feasible way to do so was to secure projects for in- 
clusion within the plan. Third, state and local gov- 
ernment officials have become well aware that pro- 
grams translate into projects and that in order to get 
a project funded it must be covered by a program in 
the annual plan. Therefore, the pressures on the 
SPAs to make sure they have included specific proj- 
ects in the plan is great. Finally, the level of infor- 
mation required by LEAA in the program descrip- 
tions of the annual action plan, such as the num- 
bers and types of projects to be funded and jurisdic- 
tions involved, has encouraged many SPAS to at- 
tempt to develop projects for inclusion in the plan so 
that the required data can be readily obtained. While 
long-range decisions about priorities are usually in- 
cluded in the annual plans, they are not as apparent 
as the more numerous and explicit project discus- 
sions. 

Another concern about state planning efforts is 
the need for the SPAS to perform empirical analysis 
in order to determine needs and problems. Twenty- 
two SPAs surveyed indicated that the allotment of 
funds to specific activities always or usually reflected 
identified needs and problems as determined by sta- 
tistical analysis of crime rates and criminal justice 
data, while an equal number indicated that the al- 
lotment of funds only sometimes reflected such 
analysis. However, Figure IV-2 reveals that SPA 
directors thought that analyzing crime and criminal 



Figure IV-2 

Ranking of Functions by Order of Importance to the SPA 
October 1975 

b88l Important 
Scak Value* 

Most Important 
0 2 4 6 8 10 

criminal justice data 

planning guidelines 

Analyze previous year's 
projects and programs 

Review and a ~ ~ r o v a l  of Annual 
Plan by'~upervisory board 

Review State criminal justice 
agency requests for SPA funds 

Review regional plans 

Assist RPUs in developing plans 

Negotiate with Federal authorities 

Assist local governments in developing plans 

Coordinate and assemble regional plans 

Conduct public hearings 

'Scale value is the sum of each posslbls ranking for the objsctiva 
multiplied by the number of respondents Indicating such rmk, 
divided by the total number of respondents. 



justice data was the second most important planning 
function of an SPA. The relatively limited use of 
criminal justice data and analysis, then, has not oc- 
curred because of a lack of state desire or support 
but because of the overall lack of information 
about the criminal justice system and the reluctance 
of decision-makers to make use of available data. 
For instance, a recent report prepared by the Abt 
Associates for LEAA concerning the analysis of 
high crime areas in state plans concluded that: 

While an examination of Plans suggests 
that States are making some effort to ob- 
tain detailed data describing characteristics 
of victims, offenders and events at the 
local level, over 80 percent of the Plans re- 
viewed contain no greater level of detail in 
crime than that of a law enforcement juris- 
diction. 

-In general Plans demonstrate some de- 
gree of expertise in analyzing available 
data. 

-Little evidence could be found in Plans 
to suggest that crime analysis is applied to 
the planning process in a unified manner. 

-Despite the fact that State Planning 
Agencies must assume responsibility for 
the development of Comprehensive Plans, 
many States appear to be shifting much of 
the Plan development to local planning 
agencies. 26 

In summary, the processes of making decisions 
about controversial issues in a political environment 
may well be a major contributor to the lack of use of 
empirical analysis, rather than poor performance on 
the part of the SPAs. Several factors appear to be 
encouraging the states to develop project-specific, 
short-term plans that are not the result of data 
analysis. First, the annual plan requirement has 
caused many SPAS to gear their planning efforts 
toward the short-term. The delays in guideline is- 
suance by LEAA have often resulted in the states 
having to develop plans hastily and concentrate on 
related LEAA requirements. Many SPAs also view 
the comprehensive plan as a compliance docu- 
ment-a ticket to funding. The model of planning 
used by the states also influences the amount of 
empirical analysis and long-range planning activity; 
states that have adopted a pre-planning process tend 
to conduct more data analysis within the SPA than 
those that use other approaches. In addition, con- 
tinuation funding has had great influence over plan- 
ning results in all states. By simply reducing the 

amount of resources available for allocation each 
year, the scope of planning activity has been reduced 
in most SPAs. But possibly the most important fac- 
tor here is the persisting emphasis on the distribu- 
tion of funds. As long as the distribution of LEAA 
funds is considered to be the primary function of 
SPAS and the major reason for participation in 
planning activities, project-specific, short-term 
plans will be the most common planning product. 
In short, lacking the authority and capacity to plan 
for the state-local criminal justice system, SPAs 
find it difficult to gain credibility in planning and 
to fulfill the ambitious catalytic role the act delineat- 
ed for them. 

Regional and Local Planning in the Safe 
Streets Program 

As discussed in the previous section, the Safe 
Streets Act has specifically encouraged planning at 
the regional and local levels through the Part B 
pass-through provisions, the requirement that states 
provide for direct submission of plans by localities 
with more than 250,000 population, and the author- 
ization for the creation of criminal justice coordinat- 
ing councils by local units with 250,000 or more 
population. The degree of local and regional plan- 
ning varies considerably throughout the country and 
ranges from total control over Safe Streets planning 
within their jurisdictions to merely providing re- 
quested data to the SPA for use in its planning 
process. While many of these units also participate 
in criminal justice planning involving local or state 
resources, this discussion focuses on Safe Streets 
planning by the primary substate unit designated by 
the SPAS for this purpose, the regional planning 
units. It should be noted that the single-county and 
city planning units that perform the functions of a 
primary substate unit, such as some CJCCs, are 
treated as regions. 

While many RPUs produce plans for the use of 
Safe Streets funds and often undertake many of the 
same processes and procedures described in connec- 
tion with SPA planning, the measure of the impact 
of their efforts is the degree to which the RPUs 
are able to plan for their constituent jurisdictions. 
For example, many RPUs are required to submit 
plans to their SPAs that include a statement of pri- 
orities and a description of programs to implement 
those priorities, but the SPA may have already pre- 
scribed those that it will accept or may accept only 
some of the region's priorities or programs for in- 
clusion in the annual plan. Since the states are the 



recipients of the block grant and are ultimately 
responsible for its administration to the Federal 
government, the delegation of authority to make 
planning decisions is entirely up to the SPA. As 
discussed in greater detail in Chapter VIII, no pre- 
cise measure of centralized or decentralized plan- 
ning exists, although several criteria appear to be 
common to each approach. Generally, centralized 
states are characterized 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 responsi- 
bility given the RPUs relative to the 
SPA; 

3) The absence of a fixed percentage distri- 
bution of block grant funds among 
RPUs; 

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

5) The SPA's retention of authority for ap- 
proving the funding of individual proj- 
ects. 

Decentralized states are 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. 

Table IV-16 reflects the views of the responding 
SPA directors on three survey questions that relate 
to the above characteristics: Which unit (SPA or 
RPU) has the greatest influence over local activities 
that receive funding? Does the SPA indicate the 
amount of Part C funds each region will receive? 
Does the SPA accept RPU decisions and incor- 
porate the RPU plan into the SPA plan with few 

changes? It would be expected that decentralized 
states would reply that the RPU has the greatest 
influence over which local activities receive funding, 
that the SPA indicates the amount of Part C funds 
each region will receive, and that the SPA accepts 
RPU decisions and incorporates the RPU plan into 
the State plan. Of the 35 SPA directors answering 
all three questions, 14 gave responses that meet all 
three of the decentralized criteria, while four gave 
two decentralized responses, and 11 did not indicate 
that any of these factors were present. Therefore, it 
appears from this information that many states tend 
to be decentralized in terms of their planning rela- 
tionship with the regions. These findings also sug- 
gest that regional planning and decision-making are 
important aspects of the Safe Streets program. 

Another view of regional planning is provided by 
a description of the way regional units plan. Eighty- 
seven percent of 332 regional planning units sur- 
veyed indicated that they prepare an annual plan. 
More than 70 percent of these respondents noted 
that the RPU selects specific activities for inclusion 
in the plan from a larger number of proposals sub- 
mitted by local governments, but that they usually 
accept these project decisions and incorporate them 
into their plan with few changes. Therefore, it ap- 
pears that most regional planning units use a plan- 
ning approach that relies upon the submission of 
proposals from local governments rather than the 
solicitation of proposals by the RPUs. 

In states where planning is not decentralized but 
RPUs are required to submit plans to the SPA, 
the inclusion of all proposed programs and proj- 
ects into a regional plan occurs because the SPA 
makes the decisions about priorities and the RPU 
wants to maximize its funding potential. According 
to the results of both the SPA and RPU surveys, 
RPUs establish their own funding policies and pri- 
orities despite the fact that they may not control 
these planning decisions. In some instances this oc- 
curs because the RPUs have recognized many of the 
important effects that grant monies can have on lo- 
cal governments and seek to insure only positive 
results. For example, many RPUs have established 
continuation funding policies that are much more 
stringent than those of the SPA to gain local com- 
mitment to projects and enhance their prospects 
for successful implementation. Other times, RPUs 
seek to establish funding policies and priorities in 
order to clearly indicate local problems and needs 
to the SPA. 

The procedures for formulating RPU plans are 
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very similar to those of the SPAs. As shown in Ta- 
ble IV-17, more than 60 percent of the RPU offi- 
cials reported that they are greatly involved with the 
review and approval of the annual plan by the re- 
gional supervisory board, assist local agencies in 
developing plans, negotiate with state authorities, 
analyze crime and criminal justice data, and coor- 
dinate and assemble local plans. While their role 
in conducting public hearings is greater than that of 
the SPAs, it still ranks as one of the lesser activities 
of the RPU. This table is particularly interesting 
with respect to the attitudes of the SPAs toward 
RPU activities. In most instances, the SPA direc- 
tors thought that the RPUs were much less involved 
in the various activities than the RPUs had indi- 
cated. The greatest disparity in opinion concerns the 
level of involvement of the RPUs in analyzing crime 
and criminal justice data. The SPAs rely upon the 
RPUs for much of the criminal justice data that is 
included in state plans. Because of the RPUs inabili- 
ty to meet all of the demands made by the SPAs 
for such information, the SPAs think that the 
RPUs are not greatly involved. 

This disparity in attitude is characteristic of most 
relationships between RPUs and SPAs. For in- 
stance, a 1975 National League of Cities-U.S. Con- 
ference of Mayors survey report on local criminal 
justice planning concluded, "Relationships between 
local criminal justice planning offices and the state 
planning agencies are, with few exceptions, adver- 
sary in nature and generally hostile."27 While these 

attitudes are the tensions that occur in day-to-day 
state-regional-local dealings, they also directly relate 
to the fact that the authority and resources needed 
for RPUs to plan must come from the SPA while 
the RPUs' constituency is local governments. This 
situation is often very similar to that existing be- 
tween LEAA and the states due to the delegation of 
authority and resources from the Federal to the 
state level. RPUs in several states have joined to- 
gether to form statewide associations, similar to the 
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan- 
ning Administrators at the national level, in order 
to present a unified voice in dealing with the SPAs 
and to provide a forum for the exchange of infor- 
mation. 

STATE AND REGIONAL PLAN 
DECISION MAKING: AN ASSESSMENT 

Two of the most important questions under the 
Safe Streets program are: Who makes the planning 

8 3 

decisions? and What are the attitudes of all partici- 
pants in the program about the adequacy of the 
planning decisions? While much of the information 
in this section relates to earlier discussions, its pres- 
entation here provides the opportunity to analyze in 
a comparative manner state, regional, and local 
attitudes. 

As indicated earlier, many states have decentral- 
ized the authority to make planning decisions to 
their RPUs. Despite this trend, two-thirds of the 

I Table I V- 17 

Comparison of SPA and RPU Directors' Views as to the Degree of Involvement of RPUs 
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1,207 responding localities thought that the SPA 
has the most influence in determining which activi- 
ties and jurisdictions receive funding. An analysis 
of the replies to this question on a population basis 
shows that cities and counties with populations in 
excess of 500,000 were almost evenly split as to 
which unit had the most influence over funding. 
This differing attitude may reflect the fact that many 
large jurisdictions are also RPUs or CJCCs and 
therefore feel that the RPUs have more influence. 
Conversely, it may reflect the frustrations that many 
large jurisdictions experience with the decisions 
made by multi-county RPUs of which they are a 
part. 

One of the major reasons why the composition of 
both SPA and RPU supervisory boards is of inter- 
est to participants in the Safe Streets program is the 
assumption that representation on these bodies de- 
termines which agencies and jurisdictions eventual- 

84 ly receive funding. At the state level, one-third of the 
responding SPA directors found representation on 
the SPA supervisory board to be not at all impor- 
tant: one-half considered representation as some- 
what important. According to RPU officials, repre- 
sentation on the RPU supervisory board has a 
slightly greater degree of influence on funding de- 
cisions than does representation at the state level. 
Of the 331 responding RPUs 21 percent thought 
representation was crucial or very important, while 
45 percent felt that it was not at all important. From 
this comparison, the conclusion can be drawn that 
representation at both the state and regional levels 
may have some but not substantial influence on 
funding decisions. 

Even though representation on supervisory boards 
may not be the major determinant of funding, local 
and regional participants have definite ideas about 
which groups or individuals exercise the most influ- 
ence over supervisory board decisions. Despite the 
fact that more than 40 percent of the 43 SPA direc- 
tors replying to a question on this matter indicated 
that no specific group dominates the SPA super- 
visory board, local respondents said that state of- 
ficials had the most influence over SPA board de- 
cisions, followed by the police representatives. As 
previously mentioned, RPU directors indicated that 
police representatives were the most influential on 
regional boards, a view shared by the local respond- 
ents. 

As with most decision-making bodies, supervisory 
boards do not make decisions in a vacuum and are 
subject to outside pressures. When asked how often 

the need to accommodate a particular jurisdictional 
or functional interest was the determining factor in 
decisions of SPA supervisory boards, 25 SPAs in- 
dicated rarely or never. At the same time, while no 
respondent reported that accommodation was al- 
ways a determining factor, 27 did indicate that it 
was often or sometimes the determining factor. 
RPU boards appear to make decisions based on the 
need to accommodate particular jurisdictions or 
functional interests about as often as SPA boards; 
52 percent of 323 RPU directors reported that ac- 
commodation is rarely or never the determining fac- 
tor, while 15 percent judged that this was always or 
often the case. SPA directors were also asked how 
often the need to accommodate a particular jurisdic- 
tion or functional interest was the determining fac- 
tor in RPU board decisions; more than 80 percent 
of the 38 who responded said that it occurred al- 
ways, often, or at least sometimes at the RPU level. 
This difference in perception at the state and re- 
gional levels highlights the fact that SPAs do not 
view their RPUs as very capable or effective- 
rather they are often considered as inefficient polit- 
ical expedients. 

Although no questions in the surveys requested 
information about the planning capacity of the 
SPAs, the SPA directors and the local respondents 
were asked to rate the extent to which the RPUs 
have the capacity to plan for the effective use of 
block funds. Of the 1,13 1 local respondents, 22 per- 
cent rated RPU planning capacity as highly devel- 
oped, 54 percent rated it adequate, and 23 percent 
replied inadequate. On the other hand, of 43 re- 
sponding SPA directors, only two (five percent) 
thought their RPUs had a highly developed plan- 
ning capacity, 19 (44 percent) believed it adequate, 
and 22 (51 percent) thought regions had inadequate 
or no planning capacity. The disparity between the 
SPA and local respondents is probably attributable 
in part to the satisfaction each has with the serv- 
ices rendered by the RPUs: the RPUs provide use- 
ful services to local governments, but many SPAs 
think that they do not receive any assistance from 
the regions unless the SPA requires them to do so. 
This disparity in opinion may also result from the 
differences in planning sophistication at the state 
and local levels, since the SPAs probably judge 
RPU planning efforts against much more stringent 
criteria than localities do. 

Anoiher measure of the satisfaction of local 
participants in the Safe Streets program is the de- 
gree to which they judge that ,state and regional 
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Local Views as to the Degree to Which SPA and RPU Plans Reflect and Incorporate Local 
Needs and Priorities 
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Planning Unit 

SPA RPU 

No. % No. % 

w l ~ n t  105 8.7 281 24.5 
Adoquato 590 49.0 565 49.2 
Vety littk 456 37.8 245 21.3 
Not at dl 54 4.5 58 5.0 

Tow - P O ~ W  1205 100.0 1149 100.0 

plans reflect and incorporate their criminal justice 
needs and priorities. As shown in Table IV-18, the 
responding localities tend to believe that RPU plans 
reflect and incorporate their needs to a much great- 
er extent than the SPA plans. This local reactio; to 
the RPU and SPA planning efforts probably results 
from greater familiarity of localities with RPU 
operations and plans. In addition, it is usually easi- 
er to identify specific programs and projects in an 
RPU plan than in an SPA plan owing to the higher 
level of aggregation in the latter. Another major 
possible explanation is that in many states the 
SPA does not require RPU plans to be compre- 
hensive but does select programs for inclusion in 
state plans based on the need to ensure compre- 
hensiveness and funding balance. Therefore, the 
projects of many localities may not be included in 
the state plans. While the size, location and type of 
jurisdiction does not appear to make much differ- 
ence in the positive ratings of both SPA and RPU 
plans, the jurisdictions that indicated that SPA 
plans did not at all reflect and incorporate their 

' 

needs were typically suburban cities with popula- 
tions under 50,000 located in the northern part of 
the country. The localities most dissatisfied with 
RPU plans were generally the same, although they 
were slightly larger in population. 

In summary, the planning decisions made by both 
SPA and RPU boards do not appear to be overly 
influenced by .representation on the supervisory 
boards or the need to accommodate particular in- 
terests or jurisdictions. The most influence is exer- 
cised by the state officials on SPA boards and by 

police officials on RPU boards. Localities appear 85 
to be fairly satisfied with the results of planning 
decisions at both levels and tend to believe that their 
RPUs have a fairly well developed planning capaci- 
ty. At the same time, the SPAS have a fairly low 
opinion of the RPUs in terms of the way decisions 
are made by their supervisory boards and the extent 
to which RPUs have the capacity to plan for the ef- 
fective use of block grant funds. 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

Once the comprehensive plan is approved by 
LEAA-or in some states after its submission to 
LEAA-the state planning agency accepts applica- 
tions for projects that would implement the plan. 
The states that employ a pre-planning approach usu- 
ally have to solicit applications from eligible appli- 
cants and conduct a fairly vigorous campaign to in- 
form such applicants about the availability of funds 
for particular programs. The states that have used 
pre-applications during their planning cycle or have 
adopted regional plans that specifically describe 
projects for funding usually inform the sponsors 
of the pre-applications or the RPUs that they are 
preparing to accept applications. The review and ap- 
proval of applications by the SPA can occur at any 
time during the two-year period following the award 
of the block grant, even though the planning for and 
implementation of the next annual plan may be un- 
der way. Therefore, many projects are newly award- 
ed when >considered for refunding. (A complete dis- 
cussion of the SPA application and funding proc- 
esses is contained in Chapter V.) 



Most states have funds that were allocated in the 
plan but not awarded or were awarded but either re- 
funded or reverted at the end of the project period 
by the subgrantee. Since each fiscal year's block 
grant must be obligated and expended by the end of 
the second fiscal year after its award, many states 
have had to return block monies to the U.S. Treas- 
ury because of their inability to expend the funds, 
especially monies refunded or reverted by sub- 
grantees. Determining a new use for unused, refund- 
ed or reverted funds before they have to be returned 
to the Treasury is called reprogramming. 

To assure itself and the Congress that the states 
are adequately addressing the needs of all compo- 
nents of the criminal justice system, LEAA encour- 
ages in its annual planning guidelines, the use of 
"standard categories." While this does not prevent 
SPAs from developing their own categorized struc- 
tures, if they do so, the program and funding infor- 

86 mation in their plans must be cross-referenced to 
LEAA's standard functional categories. Through a 
variety of methods, SPAs divide their block grant 
appropriations among the programs that constitute 
their category structure. This apportionment results 
in a number of functional "pots," which are used 
as the basis for reporting expenditure information 
to LEAA. In order to ensure plan implementation, 
no more than 15 percent of the funds planned for 
expenditure in any one category may be transferred 
to any other category without prior LEAA approv- 
al. Applications are funded from these "pots" un- 
til the money has been expended. If more worthy 
applications are submitted in a particular area than 
can be covered by available funds, the SPA must 
reject some applications for funding or transfer 
monies from underutilized "pots" to cover the 
shortage. If unused or reverted funds originally al- 
located to one category are reprogrammed into an- 
other category, a transfer occurs. If any transfer in- 
volves more than 15 percent of a category's funds, 
the SPA must request LEAA approval through a 
plan amendment, which indicates how the money 
will be spent and why such a change is merited. 
Table IV-19 shows the percentage of Part C fund re- 
allocations among standard functional categories 
for fiscal years 1971, 1972 and 1973. The overall 
percentage of Part C funds reallocated among func- 
tional categories has declined slightly since 197 1, 
although it has fluctuated considerably and even 
risen in 18 states during this period. While no data 
are currently available concerning later years, the 
continuation funding problems facing many SPAs 

probably have contributed to reductions in the 
amounts being transferred. 

Based on the survey responses, the effects of cate- 
gorization on the planning and fund allocation prcc- 
esses seem mixed. Most states have few problems 
with LEAA's "standard functional categories;" 
generally the broad categories have not limited SPA 
discretion and flexibility. For instance, one SPA 
staff member noted that "naturally, some flexibility 
is lost, since existing LEAA regulations prescribe 
certain procedures which must be accomplished in- 
cluding justification for transferring of funds from 
one category to another." However, the 15 percent 
allowable adjustment of funds among categories 
seems to give SPAs sufficient leeway. Moreover, 
LEAA has usually approved SPA reprogramming 
actions. Several states indicated that program cate- 
gories were proper in order to control funds and 
maintain comprehensiveness. Others, however, as- 
serted that the LEAA guidelines required "force 
fitting" of projects into a particular program cate- 
gory. One SPA official said, "Flexibility is often 
destroyed due to the necessity of obligating funds to 
a specific function," while "much time is lost justify- 
ing new priorities to the LEAA regional office." 

For most SPAs, then, administrative categoriza- 
tion has not had major adverse effects on'the use of 
funds by state and local applicants. Significant flex- 
ibility remains in planning, priority setting and 
funding. Thirty-one of the SPAs surveyed indicated 
that the block grant approach gave them consider- 
able programmatic and administrative discretion in 
establishing action grant priorities. Twenty-two 
thought that they had a significant amount of discre- 
tion over the control and use of Safe Streets funds, 
while 22 as well thought that this was the case with 
regard to planning procedures. 

Because the SPA categories are used for all pro- 
grams included ii.1 the state plan, the RPUs have 
much less flexibility if the SPA imposes program 
categories on the RPU plans than if it develops cat- 
egories from the RPU plans. Because of this poten- 
tial, and often actual, imposition of program cate- 
gories on the RPUs, their attitudes toward the 
state's system of categorization differs from the 
SPAs'. When asked to what extend the SPA'S allo- 
cation of funds to particular categories for different 
purposes has limited flexibility in d P U  planning 
processes, more than 75 percent of 305 responding 
RPU directors indicated such categorization has 
greatly or moderately limited their flexibility. There- 
fore, even though a substantial number of states ap- 
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pear to have decentralized their planning processes, 
the RPUs generally feel limited by the SPAs' ad- 
ministrative categorization of action funds. 

Improvements in plan development and imple- 
mentation are underscored by the fact that 43 of the 
SPA directors surveyed reported that their super- 
visory boards never or seldom approved applica- 
tions having little or no relationship to  the annual 
action program contained in the state plan. In addi- 
tion, the degree of plan implementation appears to 
be fairly high in most states. Appendix IV-9, p. 120 
reveals that in the judgment of the SPAs, an average 
of 88 percent of all projects included in the compre- 
hensive plan have received funding, and 86 percent 
have been implemented. Overall, only four percent 
of the projects funded never got off the ground. The 
percentage of planned projects that have been imple- 
mented has been increasing over the years, largely 
because of efforts to make planning more precise 
and more reflective of state and local needs. More 
competition for funds, better monitoring of project 
progress and greater technical assistance to sub- 
grantees by both the SPAS and RPUs have all con- 
tributed to the increasing percentage of projects that 
are funded and implemented. 

EVALUATION AND MONITORING 

Throughout the history of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram, strong interest in evaluation has been voiced 
-on the part of Congress, LEAA, SPAs, and re- 
gional and local officials. For a variety of reasons 
this interest has not been translated into equally 
forceful action. During the early years of the pro- 
gram, both the states and the LEAA were primarily 
concerned with distributing and monitoring Safe 
Streets funds. Congress, although citing evaluation 
as one of the purposes for which block funds could 
be used, was mainly concerned that the monies be 
put into the field as quickly as possible to combat 
rising crime and civil unrest. 

In 1971 and 1972, after most SPA programs were 
well established, several states recognized the need 
to develop information about the success or failure 
of their projects. These states (California, Mary- 
land, Massachusetts, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
Pennsylvania and Virginia) initiated the first small 
evaluation programs, which in most cases were de- 
signed to assess the results of specific projects. At 
about the same time, LEAA awarded contracts to 
various organizations to evaluate some of their large 
discretionary programs, such as Pilot Cities and Im- 
pact Cities. 

The debate over the 1973 Safe Streets amend- 
ments highlighted congressional concern about ob- 
taining greater and more qualitative information on 
the results and impact of Safe Streets-supported ac- 
tivities. The amendments specifically mandated 
LEAA to provide more leadership and to report to 
Congress on Safe Streets programs. The role of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim- 
inal Justice was strengthened and expanded to in- 
clude evaluation, and state plans were required to 
assure that Safe Streets projects collected data that 
would allow the institute to perform evaluations. 

In response to this new emphasis, LEAA began 
to improve its evaluation capabilities in the fall of 
1973. An Evaluation Policy Task Force, consisting 
of both LEAA and SPA officials, was formed to 
recommend appropriate strategies at the national 
and state levels. Based on the deliberations of this 
group, a separate office of evaluation was created 
within the institute; several intensive evaluations 
of selected programs (such as youth services bu- 
reaus) were initiated; a "model evaluation" pro- 
gram was begun, whereby states and regions could 
compete for discretionary funding to create "model" 
assessment efforts at the state or regional level; and 
new SPA evaluation guidelines were drafted. In ad- 
dition, LEAA sponsored, in conjunction with the 
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan- 
ning Administrators, a national meeting on evalua- 
tion for SPA executive directors and their chief 
evaluators. 

With this impetus from LEAA, many SPAs be- 
gan new efforts to monitor and evaluate their proj- 
ects. In addition, the increasing competition for 
funds (including increasing continuation commit- 
ments) was resulting in a greater demand from SPA 
and RPU supervisory board members, as well as 
staff, for more objective and timely feedback on 
previously funded projects. 

Under the revised LEAA evaluation guidelines, 
SPAS are now required to develop a state evalua- 
tion strategy focusing on the results and impact of , 

the programs or projects they support. Although the 
guidelines provide for ample SPA flexibility, they 
require that: (1) the results and operations of all 
SPA-funded activities be rigorously monitored; (2) 
that all applications and the application process pro- 
vide the prerequisites for an internal assessment of 
each project by the subgrantee as well as more in- 
tensive monitoring and evaluation activities as de- 
termined by the SPA; (3) that the SPA allocate suf- 
ficient resources to adequately carry out its monitor- 
ing and evaluation responsibilities; (4) that the SPA 



intensively evaluate, either with its own staff or with 
contracted evaluators, selected projects or groups of 
projects according to its planning needs; and (5) 
that the SPA take account of the results of the 
national evaluation program and its own state eval- 
uations in planning its future activities.28 

Forty-five of the SPAs responding to ACIR's 
questionnaire indicated that they had developed an 
evaluation strategy in accordance with these guide- 
lines and 44 thought that their effort had increased 
since 1973. The SPA directors estimated that on the 
average 28 percent of all projects and 34 percent 
of all Safe Streets block funds were evaluated each 
year. Further, almost all believed their evaluation 
had had some impact on SPA planning and funding 
decisions (see Table IV-20). 

In a 1975 report, the Urban Institute noted that 
SPAs have adopted a variety of organizational ap- 
proaches for conducting evaluations: "There is vari- 
ation in who provides funding, who does the evalua- 
tions, who uses the evaluation information, and who 
determines what will be evaluated."s For example, 
39 SPAs utilize internal staff to perform evaluations, 
with about seven percent of all staff time devoted to 
this function. Twenty-seven SPAs use outside con- 
sultants, either exclusively or in conjunction with 
staff. 

Another variation in the SPAs' evaluation ap- 
proach is the degree to which responsibility and re- 
sources for evaluation have been assigned to the 
regional level. As the Urban Institute paper pointed 
out: "Most variation results from the fact that each 
SPA has its own organizational arrangement and 

management style for administering the Safe Streets 
Act and spending LEAA funds. Some States use a 
decentralized planning process in which the Region- 
al Planning Units .(RPUs) make most decisions, 
while in other States the central SPA staff has the 
greatest impact."30 Thus, in some states, evaluation 
activities, like planning and grant responsibilities, 
have been concentrated at the regional and local 
level. Seventy-three percent of the regional officials 
replying to the ACIR survey said that their RPU 
had a substantial role in project monitoring or pro- 
gram evaluation; however, only 37 percent thought 
that their staff and resources were sufficient to per- 
form this function. Sixty percent of the SPA direc- 
tors agreed that RPUs had a major role in monitor- 
ing and evaluation, and 81 percent of those replying 
said they had provided assistance to the regions. 
However, only 43 percent thought RPU staff and 
resources were adequate. 

RPUs estimated that they evaluate annually 
about 57 percent of their projects, representing 
about 60 percent of their funds, a somewhat higher 
estimate than that provided by the SPA directors. 
However, both SPA and RPU indications of the ex- 
tent of evaluation activity seem higher in compari- 
son with the case study results, and many reflect 
varying interpretations of what constitutes evalua- 
tion. (For the purpose of the ACIR survey, monitor- 
ing was defined as a periodic on-site assessment of 
the progress, problems and results to date of Safe 
Streets projects. Evaluation was defined as an in- 
depth analysis of the overall results and impact of a 
project in meeting its objectives.) 

Table I V-20 

SPA and RPU Views on Effects of Evaluation 

October 1975 

Grut  I- Modorate In(luwl~0 Umc, InlLum# No Ildhnw 

SPA R W  SPA R W  8PA R W  SPA RPU 

NO. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

'Not asked on RPU questionnaire. 



RPU directors surveyed also stated that, as at the 
SPA level, RPU evaluations have had an effect on 
project refunding, modification of ongoing activities 
and planning. Their impact has been less significant 
on state and local government assumption of costs. 

Interestingly, local officials believed that RPUs 
evaluated their projects more frequently than did 
the SPA-24 percent estimated that the SPA evalu- 
ated at least quarterly and 35 percent, that RPU 
staff assessed project performance this often. Simi- 
larly, more localities (58 percent) are familiar with 
their RPU's evaluation system than with the SPA'S 
(42 percent). 

A current issue in the Safe Streets program is the 
degree of delegation of evaluation responsibilities 
by the SPAs to RPUs. LEAA guidelines allow 
SPAs to assign these responsibilities to regional or 
local planning units, but this decision is strictly at 
the state's discretion. Some SPAs prefer to retain 

90 the function at the state level in order to insure con- 
sistency, quality and more effective use of limited 
resources. Others opt to decentralize evaluation. 
Some RPUs believe that greater decentralization 
should occur primarily because decisions are made 
at the regional and local level and evaluation reports 
need to be issued in a more timely and useable fash- 
ion for local planning. 

The 1975 National League of Cities-U.S. Confer- 
ence of Mayors survey of the nation's largest cities 
found overwhelming dissatisfaction with SPA eval- 
uation programs. Two-thirds of the 49 respondents 
said that these programs were either poor or should 
be abolished. Thirty percent rated them as fair; 
none answered good; and one city said excellent.31 
ACIR also polled local governments on this issue. 
Of 1,055 cities and counties responding, 32 percent 
rated the SPA evaluation system as excellent or 
good; 32 percent said it was fair; and 36 percent 
thought it was either poor or should be abolished. 
Ratings by the localities of the RPU evaluation sys- 
tem were more favorable. Fifty percent of the re- 
spondents thought it was good or excellent; 26 per- 
cent said fair; and 24 percent replied that it was poor 
or should be abolished. However, it is very possible 
that these figures stem simply from their greater 
familiarity with RPU evaluation efforts. 

Despite the heightened interest in evaluation and 
the increased Federal, state and regional efforts on 
this front during the last two years, evaluation ac- 
tivities have produced only limited results to date, in 
the view of several observers. One major critic has 
been the General Accounting Office (GAO), which 

in 1974 asserted that LEAA leadership in the area of 
evaluation was lacking and cited difficulties in as- 
sessing the effectiveness of SPA projects due to the 
lack of comparable data or standards of perform- 
ance. The GAO called on LEAA to develop opera- 
tional standards and goals, uniform data collection 
and reporting systems, and standardized evaluation 
methodologies. LEAA responded that it was in- 
consistent with the philosophy of New Federalism to 
adopt such guidelines, but that it would continue to 
urge the states to assess their activities.32 Congres- 
sional hearings on reenactment of the program have 
also produced criticisms that there is still not suf- 
ficient information on the uses and outcomes of Safe 
Streets funds. And the President's FY 1977 budget 
message states: "Improved selectivity in grant activ- 
ities, coupled with a great distribution of resources 
for evaluation and research, will enable LEAA to 
determine and pursue those programs which prom- 
ise the most impact on reducing crime in the United 
States. Such evaluation will improve decisions in the 
level and direction of LEAA assistance."33 

The reasons for this lack of success are varied, 
but. a major factor in the view of the SPAs is the 
lack of resources to conduct evaluation activities. 
Twenty-three of the SPAs surveyed said that present 
staff and funds were inadequate to meet their evalu- 
ation responsibilities. Thirty-two SPAs replied that 
evaluation activities were hampered greatly or mod- 
erately by the lack of Part B planning funds. To 
some extent, the lack of planning monies has been 
offset by the availability of action funds (Part C )  
for evaluation. However, the LEAA General Coun- 
sel has ruled that Part C funds may support only the 
actual conduct ef evaluations, while planning mon- 
ies must be used for administering an evaluation 
program.34 Thus, an SPA staffer responsible for 
developing an evaluation strategy would be sup- 
ported by planning monies, while those staff mem- 
bers or consultants actually carrying out the evalu- 
ation could receive Part C funding. According to 
the survey data, as well as the FY 1976 state plan- 
ning grant applications, the average percentage of 
Part B funds devoted to evaluation increased gradu- 
ally from none in FY 1970 to two percent in FY 
1972, 4.5 percent in FY 1974 and 5.7 percent in FY 
1976. Part C support increased only slightly, from 
1.9 percent in FY 1972 to 2.3 percent in FY 1974, 
while Part E (which may be used to fund evaluations 
of correctional programs) climbed from 0.4 percent 
to 1.5 percent. 

Besides evaluation, LEAA guidelines also require 



Table IV-21 

Views Regarding Success of Block Grants in Reducing 
or Slowing the Growth in Crime 

October 1975 

I Great Moderate Lime None I 
No. No. No. No. 

I SPA otlldab 
RPU oMdab 26 8 21 5 64 84 2 5 12 4 

SPAs to "monitor the implementation, operation, 
and results of the projects it supports." The pur- 
pose of monitoring is "to insure that the SPA gen- 
erate adequate information to carry out its manage- 
ment responsibilities." and to use the monitoring 
information to "modify the operations of projects 
and affect the planning and funding decisions of the 
SPA." Thirty-five SPAs carry out regular monitor- 
ing activities and, in their judgment, generate ade- 
quate information for their management, planning 
and funding decisions and for assessing project per- 
formance and modifying operations. 

Results of the local surveys suggest that monitor- 
ing has been a low-key operation. Nearly thirty per- 
cent of 745 cities and 403 counties reported that 
their projects were monitored by the SPA on an an- 
nual basis. A comparable proportion of both cities 
and counties did not know whether their projects 
had been monitored. One-sixth of these localities 
claimed they had never been subject to SPA moni- 
toring. 

PLAN OUTCOMES 

If the success or failure of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram is measured solely in terms of its impact on 
crime, then the program has fallen markedly short 
of its goal. Crime has increased in almost every state 
and territory since 1969, and in some instances this 
growth has been dramatic. Nationwide, the 1974 re- 
ported index crime rate of 4,821 offenses per 100,000 
population represented a 32 percent increase over 
the 1969 rate and a 17 percent jump since 1973. 

The SPAs responding to the ACIR questionnaire 
predominantly attributed the rise in crime to three 
factors: drug abuse (one-fourth of the respondents 
indicated it contributed "substantially" and nearly 
60 percent said "moderately"); increased juvenile 

crime (46 percent answered "substantially" and an 
additional 46 percent said "moderately"); and high 
unemployment (3 1 percent felt "substantially" and 
27 percent replied "moderately"). 

However, in the opinion of these officials the most 91 
important factor is increased crime reporting; two- 
thirds of the respondents rated this factor as con- 
tributing "substantially" to the apparent rise in 
crime. One of the paradoxes of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram is that block grants (as well as LEAA discre- 
tionary monies) have been instrumental not only 
in vastly improving state and local reporting sys- 
tems but also in encouraging citizens to report of- 
fenses. Yet it is impossible to determine to what ex- 
tent the growth in crime is due to this improved re- 
porting efficiency as opposed to real increases in the 
number of crimes occurring in proportion to pop- 
ulation. 

Although the Safe Streets program has not re- 
duced crime, state, regional and local officials agree 
that block grants have had some effect in slowing 
the rise in crime rate. More than half of the SPA 
and nearly three-fourths of the RPU officials sur- 
veyed responded that Safe Streets monies have had 
great or moderate success in reducing or slowing the 
growth in crime (see Table IV-21). No significant 
differences were evident in the replies among re- 
gions of an urban, rural or urban-rural mix. How- 
ever, areas with average or high crime rates tended 
to be less optimistic about the effect of Safe Streets 
in slowing the rise in crime. City and county offi- 
cials agreed with the views of the SPA and RPU 
respondents-about 72 percent of those replying felt 
that block grants have had great, substantial or 
moderate success in this regard. Similarly, the ma- 
jority of officials, no matter what level of govern- 
ment, believed that crime would have risen at an ev- 



Table IV-22 

Views Regarding Increase in Crime Rate if Safe Streets Funds 
Not Available 

October 1975 

Far Moderatdy ! ~ W Y  No 
Greater Greater Greater Greatu 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

SPA o ~ a b  8 19 16 38 15 36 3 7 
RPU oMdak 89 2 7 142 43 77 23 22 7 
L O C ~  government 1 84 15 432 36 394 33 188 16 

O M a k  

en greater rate in the last six years had the Safe 

92 Streets program not been in existence (see Table IV- 
22). 

Most SPA directors agreed that it is unfair to 
assess the program simply on the basis of changes in 
the reported crime rate. They pointed out that the 
causes of crime are too complex and deep-rooted 
to be solved by a program as limited in scope and 
resources as Safe Streets. More than half of these 
officials believed that little or no reduction in crime 
should reasonably have been expected as a result 
of the program (see Table IV-23). Regional planners 
were slightly more optimistic; many of these respon- 

dents (52 percent) thought at least a moderate de- 
crease should have been expected. However, the 
regional respondents indicating that little or no re- 
duction should have been anticipated were mainly 
from more highly populated, urban regions with 
average or high crime rates. City and county offi- 
cials seemed to have had even higher expectations; 
67 percent of the city and 72 percent of the county 
respondents indicated that crime should have been 
expected to decline at least to a moderate extent. 

Despite the lack of direct impact on crime, the 
Safe Streets program appears to have played a key 
role in bringing about a number of significant im- 

Table IV-23 

Views Regarding Amount of Crime Reduction Expected as a Result of the 
Safe Streets Program 

October 1975 

-1 Ot(ldak RPU W a b  SPA 0fIld.b 

No. % No. % No. % 

Great reductkn 16 1.3 9 2.7 1 2.1 
Substantld reduction 242 20.0 - 
Moderate roducllon 5 74 47.4 167 49.7 17 36.2 
UttWd@l roductkn 285 23.6 142 42.3 23 48.9 
NO roducth 93 7.7 18 5.4 6 12.8 

TOTAL 1210 100.0 336 100.1 47 100.0 

'Not included on the scale of possible responses for this questionnaire. 



provements in the nation's system of criminal jus- 
tice. SPA directors responding to the ACIR ques- 
tionnaire estimated that on the average more than 
60 percent of the activities supported with block 
grants have had a direct effect on the criminal jus- 
tice system, whereas only 30 percent have directly 
impacted on crime. 

Available evidence indicates that Safe Streets 
monies have not only upgraded traditional criminal 
justice activities but also have initiated new and in- 
novative approaches to old problems. The program 
has provided fresh resources to an area too long 
underfinanced and focused public attention on a 
system too long neglected. 

In order to probe the attitudes of SPA directors 
about the impact of the Safe Streets program on the 
criminal justice system, ACIR asked them to assess 
to what extent various improvements had occurred 
in their states since 1969. Of the 90 activities rated, 
38 (42 percent) were viewed by almost all SPA di- 
rectors (more than 90 percent) as having improved; 
and an additional 33 (37 percent) were said to have 
improved by at least three-fourths of the respond- 
ents. Only these areas were cited by fewer than half 
of the directors as making gains since 1969: the es- 
tablishment of uniform plea bargaining procedures, 
the reduction of plea bargaining and the creation of 
family courts. Since two of these deal with plea bar- 
gaining, it seems reasonable to surmise that much of 
the lack of progress can be attributed to the contro- 
versial nature of the plea bargaining issue and the 
mixed opinion that currently prevails as to the de- 
sirability of this practice. On the other hand, eleven 
activities were cited by all of the SPA directors as 
Raving improved. These include: police equipment; 
police, judicial and correctional training; police 
communications; police-community relations; diver- 
sion of juvenile offenders; prosecutorial services; 
crime laboratories; police detection and use of evi- 
dence; and alternatives to incarceration. 

The SPA directors were also asked to identify 
those areas of improvement where the influence of 
Safe Streets funds had been the greatest. Only a few 
activities were not affected by block grants in the 
view of more than half of these officials. These were 
the decrease of police corruption (59 percent) de- 
criminilization of drunkeness (59 percent), improve- 
ment of street lighting (63 percent) and revision of 
building codes (68 percent). Conversely, Safe Streets 
funds appear to have had the greatest influence on a 
handful of areas: police communication (90 percent), 
police training and education (82 percent), judicial 

training and education (80 percent), and the estab- 
lishment of youth service bureaus (79 percent). 

In most cases there is definite correlation between 
the extent of improvement and the influence of Safe 
Streets monies. Bearing in mind that these data re- 
flect the opinion of SPA directors and not objective 
evidence, it appears, nevertheless, that many crim- 
inal justice improvements are largely the result of 
Safe Streets support. Table IV-24 indicates the areas 
cited by 90 percent or more of the respondents as 
having improved and shows the relative influence 
of block grants on each. Not surprisingly, it is in the 
law enforcement field that there seems to be the 
greatest relationship between improvements and the 
influence of Safe Streets funding, with police 
communications, training and crime laboratories 
rating highly on both scales. However, education 
and training activities in the court and corrections 
areas also appear to have been positively affected by 
the act. Improvements in the drug and alcohol abuse 93 
field appear to have been least influenced by Safe 
Streets operation. Although significant advances 
have been recorded, in the judgment of the SPA di- 
rectors these gains cannot be attributed primarily to 
the program. It may be that the lack of Safe Streets 
influence in the drug and alcohol abuse area is in 
part a result of the availability of other Federal and 
state funding sources for programs of this type. 

It also appears that some general types of activi- 
ties have been more affected by the program than 
others. For example, Safe Streets monies seem to 
have played a major role in providing training op- 
portunities for all criminal justice personnel, wheth- 
er police, courts or corrections. Conversely, block 
grants have had only limited impact on the improve- 
ment of police and court facilities, perhaps because 
so many SPAS have adopted policies restricting the 
possible uses of monies for construction or renova- 
tion of buildings. 

Questionnaire replies from city and county offi- 
cials generally corroborate the views of the SPA di- 
rectors and on the whole indicate that Safe Streets 
funds have enabled local jurisdictions to make im- 
provements in their criminal justice agencies that 
would not otherwise have been possible. Specific 
activities that were most frequently cited by the 
respondents include the acquisition of law enforce- 
ment equipment (particularly communications 
equipment), expanded education and training for 
criminal justice personnel, upgraded information 
systems and increased services for juveniles. 

Thus, the survey data show that state and local 



officials believe that the Safe Streets program has One of the potential benefits of the Safe Streets 
helped significantly to enhance the operational ca- program is the extent to which the comprehensive 
pacity of criminal justice agencies. Unfortunately, planning process fosters increased system integra- 
however, very little conclusive evidence exists by tion. Participants in the program frequently men- 
which to actually measure the impact of Safe Streets tioned that state, regional and local planning 
efforts, mainly because of the deficiencies in evalua- mechanisms have helped to increase inter-functional 
tion discussed earlier in this chapter. and jurisdictional communication and coordination. 

Table IV-24 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Criminal Justice Improvements 
and the Influence of Safe Streets Funds 

Updatod oquipmonl Imentaq of polka dop8rlmonts 
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No. 

33 
42 
46 
16 
15 
22 
9 

18 
37 

23 
27 
19 
40 
26 
29 
34 
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10 

20 
37 
22 
33 
32 
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19 
19 
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16 
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21 
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18 



Table I V-25 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Long-Range Role of SPAS 

October 1975 

Courts 

% 

22 
70 

50 

78 

80 

46 

Drug and 
Alcohol l a w  
A b u n  Roform 

% % 
12 12 
78 76 , 

38 42 

58 58 

58 54 

40 30 

Some Safe Streets-funded activities are specifically 
aimed at this objective; for example, the establish- 
ment of criminal justice information systems. All 
but one of the SPA directors responding to the 
ACIR survey indicated that to some extent the vari- 
ous components of the criminal justice system are 
beginning to view themselves and to function as part 
of a highly integrated and interdependent system. 
However, almost half of these officials cited the 
courts as being the most resistant to this trend. Lack 
of participation by the courts may reflect both the 
separation of powers principle as well as the low 
level of involvement of the courts in the Safe 
Streets program in its early years. Almost all SPA 
directors (96 percent) said that Safe Streets funds 
had played an important or crucial role in encourag- 
ing a more systemized and coordinated approach to 
criminal justice problems and all but one (98 per- 
cent) rated the role of SPA staff as either important 
or crucial. 

Finally, to what extent have the efforts set in 
motion by the Safe Streets program resulted in the 
establishment of a planning capacity at the state and 
regional levels that transcends the boundaries of a 
Federal grant-in-aid program? As can be seen in 
Table IV-25, most SPA directors do not see their 
agency's long-range role as simply planning for and 
administering Safe Streets funds. However, it ap- 
pears highly uncertain whether or not the planning 
structures set up by Safe Streets would continue in 
the absence of Federal financial support. When 

asked to rate the likelihood of their SPA continuing 
to operate without Safe Streets, no SPA directors 
replied that it would certainly receive state funding. 

RPUs agreed with this assessment; 94 percent said 
criminal justice agencies had begun to see them- 
selves as part of a highly integrated system and 91 
percent thought they had begun to function in an 
interdependent manner to some degree. However, 
few of the SPA (21 percent) or RPU (20 percent) 
respondents rated the extent of integration as "very 
much." Seventeen percent said that it was likely the 
SPA would continue to function (though possibly 
at a reduced level); 42 percent answered, "possibly;" 
23 percent said "unlikely;" and 17 percent thought 
it was "very doubtful." The future for regional plan- 
ning units appears to be even darker, if the Safe 
Streets program should end. No SPA directors felt 
it was certain that RPUs would survive. Eight per- 
cent thought it was likely; 12 percent answered "pos- 
sibly;" 50 percent said "unlikely;" and 29 percent 
thought it was "very doubtful." 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has reviewed the state-ofrthe-art 
with respect to the organization and conduct of Safe 
Streets planning at the state, regional and local lev- 
els. It also has reviewed the status of evaluation and 
monitoring efforts and the impact of planning ac- 
tivities. Several long-standing criticisms of the pro- 
gram have been addressed; some have been refuted; 



others, confirmed. In addition, several newer issues 
surrounding Safe Streets operations have been 
raised. Following are some of the major findings 
emerging from this chapter. 

Little comprehensive criminal justice 
planning was being conducted at the 
state, regional, or local levels prior to 
enactment of the Safe Streets Act. 

All states geared up organizationally for 
Safe Streets planning in a short time 
period. After seven years, however, most 
SPAS have not shed their image as plan- 
ner for and dispenser of Federal aid. 
Limited gubernatorial and legislative in- 
volvement, insufficient authority vis-a- 
vis other state agencies and high rates of 

96 executive director turnover have inhib- 
ited SPAS from becoming more integral 
parts of the state-local criminal justice 
system. 

@The relative amount of functional rep- 
resentation on SPA supervisory boards 
has remained fairly constant since 1970. 

A total of 445 regional planning units 
have been established in 43 states, more 
than half of which were created specif- 
ically for criminal justice planning. Al- 
most all RPUs perform or coordinate 
planning and review of grant applica- 
tions; 87 percent prepare an annual plan. 

*Although most RPU and local officials 
believe that no single group is overrep- 
resented on regional supervisory boards, 
police representatives were identified as 
the most influential in board decisions. 
With respect to local elected official rep- 
resentation, views were mixed. About 
one-third of both RPU and local offi- 
cials and 15 SPA directors thought the 
1973 amendment to the act requiring 
RPU boards to consist of a majority of 
officials of this type had produced no 
effect. 

State, regional and local officials gener- 
ally believe that the amounts of Part B 
planning funds made available to their 

agencies or units have been inadequate. 

*The impact of the 1973 amendment au- 
thorizing cities and counties, or com- 
binations thereof, to submit plans to 
SPAs for funding in whole or in part has 
been limited, leaving officials in many 
of the nation's largest local governments 
dissatisfied. 

Annual plan submission requirements, 
delays in guideline issuance by LEAA, a 
high rate of continuation funding, an 
emphasis on fund distribution and a lack 
of authority to plan for the state-local 
criminal justice system result in many 
SPAs' developing project-specific, short- 
term plans that are not the result of data 
analysis. These factors inhibit SPAs from 
gaining credibility in planning and ful- 
filling the ambitious role intended by the 
Congress. 

Two-fifths of the states with RPUs have 
decentralized substantial authority to 
these bodies in planning and funding 
matters. Yet, many SPAs remain skepti- 
cal about regional planning and decision- 
making capacities. Most local govern- 
ments, however, rate their RPU's plan- 
ning as either highly developed or ade- 
quate. 

*Two-fifths of the city and county offi- 
cials surveyed reported that the state 
comprehensive plan reflected and incor- 
porated local needs and priorities to a 
very limited degree or not at all, as com- 
pared with one-fourth who thought this 
way about RPU plans. 

Most states have experienced few prob- 
lems with LEAA's standard functional 
categories largely because of the 15 per- 
cent allowable adjustment of funds 
among categories. RPUs, however, feel 
that Federal and state categories limit 
their discretion. 

Despite heightened interest at all levels, 
evaluation activities have produced only 
limited results to date, partly because of 
inadequate resources. 



SPAS generally find LEAA regional of- 
fices to be helpful in performing their 
responsibilities. A major object of com- 
plaints is LEAA guidelines, which are 
considered restrictive, incomplete, re- 
petitive and overly detailed. In some 
states, complaince with guideline require- 
ments leaves little time for comprehen- 
sive planning. Yet most of the changes 
and additions from year to year in the 
guidelines are not initiated by LEAA, 
but rather are a reaction to congression- 
al amendments of the act, the passage of 
new legislation not a part of the Safe 
Streets program and the issuance of 
guidelines and circulars by other execu- 
tive-branch agencies. 

'Although the Safe Streets program has 
not reduced crime, state, regional and 
local officials concur that block grants 
have had some effect in slowing the rise 
in crime rates and a major impact on im- 
proving the criminal justice system. 

With the above as background, it is useful to 
probe in greater depth an area of Safe Streets im- 
plementation that has been a major source of con- 
troversy throughout the seven-year life of the pro- 
gram-the distribution of funds. Several of the 
points made in this chapter concerning the decision- 
making processes in planning will gain significance 
with the discussion of the results of this activity- 
resource allocation -in the next chapter. 
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APPENDIX IV-1 

Source of Authority for Sate Planning Agendes 

May 1975 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications, submitted May 1975. 



APPENDIX IV-2 
State Match of Part B Allocation (15-Month Budget FY 1976) 

Ahb8nu 1,220.000 
AL.r(u 340.000 
Artzonr 81 7,000 
Mcanur 806,000 
C.Wo?nh 5,901,000 
Cokr.do 925.000 
Conrmtlcut 1,093.000 
W w a r o  407.000 
DL.Mcl of Cdumbh 451,000 
FbWa 2.370.000 

-& 1,568,000 
H8wd 481,000 
Idaho 463.000 
lllndr 3,309,000 
1nd.m 1,702,000 
low. 1,033,000 
Kanur 869.000 
K*- 1,161.000" 
LoulJInr 1,275,000 
Malno 534.000 

M-nd 1,365.000 
M- 1,837,000 
M w n  2.730.000 
Minnaot~ 1,314,000 
VlrrkrlpN 884,000 
Mb.ourl 1,554,000 
Mofuanr 450.000 
Nobraska 670,000 
N o v a  401.000 
Now Hamp.Nn 468.000 

NOW J-W 2,254,000 
Now Morico 551.000 
Now York 5,234,000 
llortk C.rol~ 1,700,000 
North Dakota 424,000 
ON0 3.190.000 
o l d . t m ~ ~  980.000 

&.g0n 857.000 
P.nmyiva& 3,495,000 
Rhod. Idand 515.000 
South Cardnr 995,000 
South Dakota 437,000 
Tolmano 1,371,000 
T o m  3,487,000 
Utah 565 .OOO* 
Vumonl 377,000 
v*aM.- 1.576.000 
W.rNnglon 1.189.000 
W w t  Vk@nb 740.000 
Whcondn 1,492,000 

WYomln0 346,000 
Anwrlun &mu 258,000 
QU8m 275,000 
PU0lt0 RltO 1,024,000 
V-n Idan6 270,000 
'State match for state activittes is computed aa follows: 

STATE MATCH 
Part B Allocation-Pass-through + State Match 

"12-month budget. 
-State Buy-in for Local Program 

"'All match provided at the local level. 

Source: F Y  1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. submitted May 1975. 

Sat0 Match* 8s 
Porconl of Part B 

% 

13.8 
46.0 
16.6 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
29.0 
11.4 
10.0 
10.0 
21 .o 
44.7 
32.2 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
40.3 
16.0 
12.4 
10.0 
30.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
11.9 
1 1  .o 
10.3 
31.3 
10.0 
10.0 
35.7 
10 0 
10.0 
20.7 
10.0 
10.0 
10.5 
44.3 
11.1 
10.0 
13.6 
10.0 
10.0 
17.2 
10.0 
25.2 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
11.0 
13.7"' 
10.2 
10.0 



UNITED STATES, TOTAL 

APPENDIX IV-3 

Cornpodtion of State Supervisory Boards 
by Governmental Levd and Sector 

Tow' 
aommnl 

No. 
1,439 

50 
11 
20 
17 
26 
22 
22 
45 
29 
35 
37 
15 
23 
26 
13 
27 
29 
60 
59 
27 
30 
41 
75 
26 
18 
20 
16 
22 
17 
32 
17 
17 
28 
26 
31 
35 
39 
18 
12 
21 
24 
18 
21 
20 
20 
20 
18 
29 
32 
30 
26 
6 

10 
16 
15 

No. 
53 1 

9 
7 
6 
7 
8 
9 

11 
19 
18 
20 
15 
3 

11 
6 
4 

10 
13 
21 
16 
10 
13 
11 
22 
5 
9 
8 
8 
6 
6 
5 
9 
7 
7 

12 
13 
13 
8 
1 
5 

12 
9 
9 
8 
5 
7 
8 

12 
7 

16 
6 
6 
6 
7 

12 
8 

No. 
573 

27 
1 

12 
6 

16 
10 
5 

14 
0 

12 
12 
10 
8 

10 
8 
8 

11 
20 
37 
17 
12 
20 
29 
13 
5 
5 
6 
9 

11 
12 
6 
9 

12 
12 
18 
14 
14 
9 
5 
3 
9 
9 

10 
11 
9 
4 
4 

13 
8 

11 
12 
0 
0 
0 
3 

No. 
335 

14 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
6 

12 
11 
3 

10 
2 
4 

10 
1 
9 
5 

19 
6 
0 
5 

10 
24 
8 
4 
7 
2 
7 
0 

15 
2 
1 
7 
2 
0 
8 

19 
8 
2 
6 
6 
0 
3 
4 
4 
8 
2 
9 
8 

11 
6 
2 
3 
4 
4 



'Totals do not include vacancies, observers or non-voting members. 
?State legislators included under "State" category. 
Two vacancies. 
'Data submitted Aug. 20, 1975. 
Wne Federal judge and one Federal attorney included in "State" total. 
Two ex officio Federal representatives also members. 
'Four vacancies. 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. 

'One non-voting Federal representative also a member. 
Three vacancies and one non-voting member. 

"Three non-voting members. 
"Five vacancies. 
W n e  vacancy. 
W n e  vacancy and one observer. 
"Four vacancies. 



APPENDIX IV-3.1 

Composition of State Supervisory Boards by Primary Functional Interest1 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 

Alabama 
&8k8 

MZOM 
Ark8mS8 
C.l(onJ. 
Color8do 
ConnocUcut 
Dolaware 

No. 

825 

25 
8 

10 
15 
17 
14 
12 
20 
10 
20 
27 
8 

13 
18 
8 

13 
13 
38 
48 
15 
19 
28 
26 
17 
10 
12 
10 
12 
14 
19 
8 

12 
15 
15 
19 
13 
21 

8 
6 

11 

No. 

303 

9 
5 
6 
4 
7 
5 
4 
7 
6 
7 
8 
4 
6 
4 
4 
6 
6 

15 
15 
3 
9 

16 
9 
7 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
3 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
6 
3 
3 
7 

No. 

291 

9 
2 
3 
5 
7 
7 
4 
7 
1 
7 
8 
3 
4 
9 
2 
5 
4 

12 
24 
8 
4 
8 

11 
5 
4 
3 
3 
3 
6 
9 
4 
2 
4 
5 
7 
7 
8 
4 
2 
3 

No. 

117 

2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
4 
3 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
3 
5 
3 
1 
2 
3 
3 
5 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
3 
5 
4 
1 
2 
0 
1 
1 

Juvenile 
Justice" 

No. 

103 

5 
0 
0 
3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
6 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
6 
6 
3 
4 
1 
3 
0 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
0 
4 
1 
0 
4 
1 
5 
1 
0 
0 



Vlrdn Idandm 

'Percentages are based on total membership of supervisory boards. 
2"Courts" includes judges (except juvenile court judges). court administrators, attorneys general. public defenders, prosecutors and pri- 
vate attorneys when noted by a state as representing the courts sector. 

s"Police" includes local sheriffs. 
4"Corrections" includes probation and parole. 
8"Juvenile Justice" includes juvenile court judges and officers. 
@"Otherv includes representatives of drug prevention agencies, community relations programs. etc. 
'District of Columbia has one Federal judge and one Federal attorney as members of its board, counted as rdpresenting "State" govern- 
ment. 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. 



APPENDIX IV-3.2 
Local Membership Composition on State Supervisory Boards: October 1975 

T0t.l 
Laul 

No. 

573 
27 

1 
3 

12 
8 

16 
10 
5 

14 
N A 
12 
12 
0 

10 
8 

10 
8 
8 

11 
20 
37 
17 
12 
20 
29 
13 
5 
5 
6 
9 

11 
12 
6 
9 

12 
12 
18 
14 
14 
9 
5 
0 
3 
9 
9 

10 
11 
9 
4 
4 
0 

13 
8 

11 
12 

No. 

69 
7 

1 
2 
1 

1 
1 
5 

1 
3 

4 
1 
1 
3 

1 
1 
3 

2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

3 
1 
3 

3 
2 
3 

1 

1 

1 
1 

2 
2 

No. 

19 

1 
1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 
1 

No. 

68 
1 

4 

5 
1 

1 

3 
2 

1 
2 

5 
1 
2 
2 
3 
1 
6 
2 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

3 

1 
2 

1 
1 

1 

1 
4 

1 

3 
1 
1 
1 

No. 

390 
19 
1 
1 
5 
7 

11 
7 
4 
5 

8 
7 

5 
5 
9 
5 
6 
5 

17 
32 
11 
7 

17 
19 
10 
3 
4 
4 
7 
9 

11 
3 
5 
8 
7 

10 
8 

11 
7 
4 

3 
6 
5 
8 
8 
4 
3 
2 

8 
5 
9 
5 

No. 

27 

1 

1 

4 

2 

1 
3 
4 
1 

1 
3 
1 

5 

'"AdmIn(stratlve" includes local government staff and staff of state associations of local government officials. 
*'W includes private attorneys, officials of local organizations, etc., who might otherwise be considered "public" members but who 
are classiflad by a state as a "local" m e m k .  
'Dlstrlct of Columbia has one Federal judge and one Federal attorney as members of its board, counted as representing state government. 
Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. 



No. 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 1424.8 

APPENDIX IV-4 
State Planning Agency Staff 

No. 

33 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
5 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

No. 

549.0 
8 
2 
5 
8 

48 
6 

12 
4 

11 
23 
11 
4 
4 
6 

24 
14 
5 
8 

10 
12 
8 
9 

18 
15 
7 

14 
8 
2 
5 
6 
8 

22 
10 
23 
13 
8 

28 
10 
4 

28 
6 
9 
3 
9 

17 
5 
5 

19 
8 
9 

12 
3 
3 

22 
2 

No. 

30.5 
0 
.5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
3 
1 
0 
2 
0 
.5 

0 
0 
0 
.5 

0 
3 
0 
0 

No. 

2087.3 
35 
10.5 
23 
30 

114 
22 
43 
21 
40 
89 
35 
16 
11 
20 
84 
38 
25 
23 
40 
38 
35 
39 
71 
57 
35 
31 
31 
22 
23 
20 
16 
67 
24 
67 
51 
17 
83 
30 
30 
86 
33 
31.8 
14 
38 
75 
29 
19.5 
61 
33 
39 
40.5 
13 
I 0  
89 
9 

'When this material was submitted to LEAA. California was undergoing a major change in SPA staffing. Therefore, this number is not repre- 
sentative of the lower staffing levels which now exist in that state. 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications, submitted May 1975. 



8ht.r 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 

APPENDIX IV-5 

Number of Criminal Justice Planning Regions 



Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
W&ngton 
W e d  Virginia 
Wkconrin 

W Y ~ ~ W  
Puerto Rico 
Guam 
Virgin islands 
American amon 

'States that did not respond to this question in the 1970 AClR survey. 
Source: Based on data from the 1970 AClR survey and 1976 state planning agency grant applications, submitted May 1975. 



UNITED STATES, TOTAL 

No. 

948 

a' 
N I A  

6 
9 

133 
15 
15 

N I A  
N I  A  

30 
18 
6 
2 

46 
17 
23 
13 
26 
23 

8 
10 
49 
47 
34 

4 
34 

N I A  
5 
4 
6 

N I A  
12 
68 
40 

5 
42 

% 

55.8 

33.3 
N I A  
25.0 
52.9 
69.3 
65.2 
68.2 
N I A  
N I A  
46.2 
43.4 
50.0 
33.3 
76.6 
58.6 
71.9 
59.1 
52.0 
83.6 
53.3 
50.0 
90.1 
72.3 
75.5 
57.1 
43.6 
N I A  
27.6 
57.1 
54.4 
N I A  
50.0 
62.4 
55.6 
50.0 
71.2 

APPENDIX IV-6 

Regional Planning Unit Staff 

NO. 

168.8 

0 
N I A  

9 
0 
4 
0 
0 

N I A  
N I A  

7 
11 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
1 
7 
0 
0 
3 
5 
0 
0 
0 

18 
N I A  
10.1 
0 
0 

N I A  
2 
3 
0 
0 
2 

% 

9.9 

0 
N I A  
37.5 

0 
2.1 
- 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
10.8 
26.8 

0 
16.7 
3.3 
0 
3.1 
4.5 

14.0 
0 
0 

15.0 
9.9 
0 
0 
0 

23.1 
N I A  
55.8 
0 
0 

N I A  
8.3 
2.1 
0 
0 
3.3 

No. 

397 

16 
N I A  

4 
8 

51 
8 
7 

N I A  
N I A  
14 
3 
3 
1 

25 
11 
8 
4 

16 
13 

7 
3 

N I A  
18 
11 
3 
8 

N I A  
3 
2 
4 

N I A  
6 

36 
32 
0 

15 

% 

23.4 

66.6 
N I A  
16.7 
47.0 
26.6 
34.8 
31.8 
N I A  
N I A  
21.5 

7.3 
25.0 
16.7 
41.6 
37.9 
25.0 
18.2 
32.0 
36.1 
46.7 
15.0 

27.7 
24.5 
42.8 
10.3 
N I A  
16.6 
28.6 
36.4 
N I A  
25.0 
25.5 
44.4 

0 
25.4 

NO. 

183.75 

0 
N I A  

5 
0 

11 
0 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
14 
9 
3 
2 
5 
1 
0 
4 
1 
0 
0 
4 

N I A  
0 
0 
0 

19 
N I A  

0 
1 
1 

N I A  
4 

14 
0 
5 
0 

% 

10.8 

0 
N I A  
20.8 

0 
5.7 
- 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
21.5 
21.9 
25.0 
33.3 

8.3 
3.4 
0 

18.2 
2.0 

0 
0 

20.0 

0 
0 
0 

24.4 
N I A  
0 

14.3 
9.1 

N I A  
16.6 
9.9 
0 

50.0 
0 

No. 

1697.55 

24 
N I A  
24 
17 

199 
23 
22 

N I A  
N I A  
65 
4 1 
12 

6 
78 
29 
32 
22 
50 
36 
15 
20 
54 
65 
45 

7 
9 

N I A  
.18.1 

7 
11 

N I A  
24 

141 
72 
10 
59 

% 

99.9 

100.0 
N I A  

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
N I A  
N I A  

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
N I A  

0 
100.0 
100.0 
N I A  

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

T*l 
Mh0rlr.d 

No. 

1405.85 

24 
N I A  
24 
17 

192 
23 
24 

N I A  
N I A  
65 
41 
12 
6 
6 

29 
N I A  

25 
50 
36 
15 
20 

N I A  
70 
45 
78 
78 

N I A  
18.1 

7 
13 

N I A  
24 

N I A  
72 
10 
59 



11 
12 
28 

1 
3 
7 

12 
33 

8 
N I A  
26 
16 

N I A  
13 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

39.3 
35.3 
63.6 
33.3 
10.0 
72.2 
27.3 
40.7 
34.8 
N I A  
54.2 
62.1 
N I A  
65.0 

9 
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

7 

8 
0 
1 

17 
.2 

2 1 
20 

5 
N I A  

0 
3.5 

N I A  
0 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

25.0 
23.5 

0 
33.3 
56.6 
2.1 

47.7 
24.7 
21.7 
N I A  
0 

13.6 
N I A  
9 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

4 
0 

16 
1 
1 
2 
7 

11 
2 

N I A  
2 
4 

N I A  
7 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

N I A  = Not Applicable 
' A d d  approximately 285 for those authorization figures that were not available. 

14.3 
0 

36.4 
33.3 

3.3 
20.6 
15.9 
13.6 
8.7 

N I A  
4.2 

15.5 
N I A  
35.0 

0 
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

6 
14 

0 
0 
9 
0.5 
4 

17 
8 

N I A  
20 

2.55 
N I A  

0 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

21.4 
41.2 

0 
9 

30.0 
5.2 
9.1 

20.9 
34.8 
N I A  

41.7 
8.7 
N I A  
- 

0 
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

28 
34 
44 

3 
30 

9.7 
44 
81 
23 
N I A  

48 
25.75 
N I A  

20 
0 
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.9 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
N I A  

100.0 
100.0 
N I A  

100.0 
0 

N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

34 
44 

3 
30 

N I A  
44 
84 
23 
N I A  

N I A  
25.75 
N I A  
22 

0 
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  
N I A  

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. submitted May 1975. 



APPENDIX IV-7 

Part B Funds Passed Through to Units of Local Government 

stab 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 
Abbama 
Abska 
Mwna 
Arkamas 
CaltlonJ. 
Cokr8do 
Connocucut 
Dolaware' ' 
DirMct of Colum#. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
lllnoh 
Indkna 
Iowa 
Kan888 
Kentucky 
L o u k i . ~  
M a h  
Maryland 
Maurchuutb 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
M W p p i  
Mbourl 
Mont.na 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Maxim 
New York 
Worth Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Or- 
P.nn8ylvaIda 
Rhod. Island" 
south Carolnr 
South Dakota 

Total Amount 
of P a u  Through 

28,729,701 
569,597 

, 76,500 
326,800 
322,400 

2,739,667 
370,000 
437,200 
20,966 

N/A 
1,101,586 

686,850 
192,400 
185,200 

1,455,960 
766,951 
479,955 
386,343 
487,444' 
510.000 
213,600 
505,050 
734,800 

1,092,000 
657,000 

WAIVER 
827,886 

WAIVER 
268,000 
160,000 
187,200 
901,600 
220,400 

2,389,111 
712,118 
169,600 

1,276,000 
392,000 
386,493 

1,595,000 
31,250 

398,000 
201,894 

Percent of State Part 
"B" Aloccltkn 

39.9 
46.7 
22.5 
40.0 
40.0 
46.0 
40.0 
40.0 

5.2 
N/A 
46.5 
43.8 
40.0 
40.0 
44.0 
45.1 
46.5 
44.5 
48.4 
40.0 
40.0 
37.0 
40.0 
40.0 
50.0 
- 

50.9 
- 

40.0 
40.0 
40.0 
40.0 
40.0 
45.6 
41.9 
40.0 
40.0 
40.0 
45.1 
45.6 

6.1 
40.0 
46.2 



T.nneu.0 
Teur 
Utah 
Vermont 
Vkginir 
Wa8Nngton 
west virgink 
Wkconrin 
Wyoming " 
Guam 
Ametlc8n Samoa 
Virgin Istan& 
Puwo Rico 

548,400 
1,691,423 

235,377' 
WAIVER 
643,150 
478,600 
WAIVER 
596,800 
121,100 

WAIVER 
WAIVER 
WAIVER 
WAIVER 

'12-month budgets. 
"Partial Waiver. 
NIA Not Applicable. 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. submitted May 1975. The figurea for FY 1976 represent 15-month 
budgets (except where noted) due to the change in the Federal fiscal year. 



APPENDIX IV-8 

LEAA State Planniw Agency Grant 
Guideline Transmittals 

PREFACE 

On June 19, 1968, the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 became law. The Act 
provided for increased federal aid to State and local 
law enforcement agencies through a comprehensive 
program of planning grants, action grants, and re- 
search, demonstration and educational aid designed 
to strengthen and improve the nation's crime control 
effectiveness. It superseded and absorbed programs 
supported under the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act of 1965. 

The new Act has made possible for the first time 
112 a wide-scale program of aid for States and local 

units of government. To qualify for aid, States must 
develop comprehensive law enforcement plans as 
defined in the Act. To facilitate such planning, the 
Act provides grants to State planning agencies 
whose primary function will be to develop, revise, 
and implement these State plans. During Fiscal 
Year 1969, the first year of program operation, all 
States developed comprehensive law enforcement 
plans and qualified for action grants to execute the 
programs set forth in such plans. 

This 1970 edition of the Guide replaces the initial 
edition (November, 1969) as modified by SPA Di- 
rectors Memo No. 10 which promulgated a simpli- 
fied format for first year plans under the Act and 
an action grant application procedure (February 28, 
1969). It combines previous issuances relating to 
1970 planning and action grants released through 
the SPA Directors Memo series. Together with the 
LEAA Financial Guide (May, 1969) and Dbcre- 
tionary Grants Guide (January, 1970) it provides 
complete guidance on application, award and ad- 
ministration of planning and action grants during 
Fiscal Year 1970 under Parts B and C of the Act. 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
January, 1970 

/s/ CHARLES H. ROGOVIN, Administrator 
/s/ RICHARD W. VELDE, Associate Adminis- 

trator 
/s/ CLARENCE M. COSTER, Associate Admin- 

istrator 

apt. 15,1976 
Memorandum to State Planning Agency Directors 
No. 10 (Revhod) 

SUBJECT: Guidelines for FY 197 1 Comprehensive 
State Law Enforcement Plans - Final 
Issuance 

Transmitted herewith, in the form of a revision to 
Section IV of the LEAA Guide for Comprehensive 
Law Enforcement Planning and Action Grants, are 
final guidelines for fiscal year 197 1 comprehensive 
State plans submitted under Title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

The guidelines conform to the preliminary issu- 
ance forwarded to State planning agencies under 
date of July 10, 1970, which SPA'S have been using 
in plan development work thus far. The final is- 
suance incorporates no significant departures or new 
content or data items, thus avoiding prejudice from 
State reliance on the preliminary guidelines. LEAA 
had hoped to incorporate pending statutory amend- 
ments in the final issuance, but since these have not 
yet been enacted, any adjustments required will be 
effected subsequently. 

On August 25, 1970, the Director of the Office 
of Law Enforcement Programs and key staff met 
with the SPA Committee on Guidelines, Rules, and 
Procedures designated by the State planning direc- 
tors at the Colorado Springs meeting. Several sug- 
gestions were made and, as a result, some changes 
were effected. The most notable was modification 
of the year-by-year projection of expected accom- 
plishments and results to include instead, the basic 
five-year projection and year-by-year projections 
only for the first (current) and second years of the 
multi-year period. LEAA encourages the States to 
produce year-by-year projections for the full 5-year 
cycle but recognizes the difficulties posed by a 
mandatory requirement of this kind. Concern was 
also expressed by the Committee for uniformity of 
guideline interpretation by the LEAA regional of- 
fices in review and negotiation of the various State 
plans. It was agreed to strengthen "standardization" 
efforts on the part of LEAA during the coming 
round of plan submissions and to work in close liai- 



son with the Committee when major questions were 
presented. 

As indicated in the July issuance, the 1971 guide- 
lines substantially follow 1970 specifications, with 
the following significant changes: 

(a) The current Section A (Law Enforcement 
Needs, Problems, and Priorities) has been dropped 
as a separate section and integrated in the Multi- 
Year Plan Component. With introduction of the 
multi-year plan last year and the general statement 
required for it, it appeared that the "needs, prob- 
lems, and priorities" section had become "pro 
forma" and repetitive of what was required in more 
intensive form in multi-year presentations. 

(b) The "general statement" of the annual action 
plan has been deleted, again in light of the general 
statement required for the multi-year plan and to 
avoid repetition of data. 

(c) The overall plan format has been divided into 
a "Program Component" and an "Administrative 
Component." It is anticipated that the program 
component, which includes the multi-year and an- 
nual action programs will undergo more active 
change and revision than the administrative seg- 
ment. (The latter can stabilize in a basic volume 
with occasional updating and annual listings and 
charts for administrative data such as current per- 
sonnel rosters, local planning allocations, etc.) 

(d) The multi-year period has been increased from 
four to five years (current and four succeeding cal- 
endar years). In doing so, it was noted that several 
States (over 10 percent) were already on a five-year 
plan basis and that most others had indicated the 
capacity to move in this direction. 

(e) In the multi-year plan, the new guidelines 
specify a year-by-year projection of hoped-for re- 
sults and accomplishments for the first and second 
years of the multi-year period and for the 5-year per- 
iod as a whole. In the preliminary guidelines, annual 
projection for each of the 5-years was presented 
(still recommended by LEAA to States capable of 
such an effort). 

( f )  The Schedule of Law Enforcement System 
Dara has been retained with modest expansion in 
the number of information items and improvement 
of structure and definitions by LEAA's National 
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 
(NCJISS). A near-final schedule is included in the 
guidelines, reflecting inputs of the special SPA di- 
rectors committee established for this purpose at 
the Colorado Springs meeting. The final issuance is 
expected by October 1. 

(g) LEAA has retained the suggested functional 
categories set forth in the 1969 and 1970 guidelines, 
mindful of the option for States to establish other 
categories and the fact that many States have ac- 
tually done so. Nevertheless, experience to date has 
shown the need to re-examine these categories as a 
joint LEAA/SPA endeavor and the Administration 
plans to commence this effort in January 1971 with 
a view toward adoption of new categories, or cate- 
gory alternatives, commencing with the FY 1972 
plans. These will be consistent with the grant man- 
agement information systems now being developed 
to facilitate proper LEAA and SPA administration 
of the Title I program. 

(h) Clarifying language has been inserted in sever- 
al places to remedy difficulties with the 1970 guide- 
lines. Other adjustments include (i) specific request 
for discussion in Section I-E (Related Plans and 
Systems) of awards under other LEAA programs 
(such as the LEEP and National Institute grants), 113 
if not covered elsewhere; (ii) distribution of the 
former statutory justification sections (old Section 
F) among the new program and administrative com- 
ponents as appropriate; (iii) request for specific 
data about supervisory board "executive commit- 
tees" and other standing committees and (iv) a 
number of updating corrections. 

* * *  
The new Section IV has been punched for inser- 

tion in Guide binders and additional copies will be 
forwarded under separate cover. Those particular 
pages which include modifications from the prelim- 
inary guidelines show a September 1970 rather than 
June 1970 issuance date. A full reprint of the Guide 
for FY 1971 is in preparation and should be avail- 
able for distribution by November 1. As in the past, 
States may depart from the guideline structure, 
provided all guideline items are covered and their 
location is referenced and explained. The Decem- 
ber 31, 1970 due date for plan submissions remains 
firm. 

/s/ RICHARD W. VELDE, Associate Adminis- 
trator 

/s/ CLARENCE M. COSTER, Associate Admin- 
istrator 

FOREWORD 

1. PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides 



guidance on the application, award, and adminis- 
tration of the Part B program, State Planning 
Agency Grants. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guideline manual 
apply to all State Planning Agency Grants. This 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen- 
cies. 

3. CANCELLATION. The Guide for Comprehen- 
sive Law Enforcement Planning and Action 
Grants, Fiscal Year 1970, Section 1 and 11, is 
cancelled. The following State Planning Agency 
Director's Memorandums are also cancelled: 
a. No. 13, 4/28/72, Guidelines re: Public Avail- 

ability of SPA and Subgrantee Records and 
Documents. 

b. No. 14, 4/28/72, 1973 Planning Advances and 
114 Planning Carryover. 

c. No. 22,413017 1, Full 1972 Planning Grants. 
d. No. 31, 3/2/72, Environmental Statements. 

4. EXPLANATION OF CHANCES. 
a. Guideline Manual Format. The material in 

this manual has been arranged in the proper 
format to comply with LEAA directives sys- 
tem standards for external issuances. Thus the 
topic letteripg and numbering format does 
not correspond to that used for the 1972 
Comprehensive Plan Guidelines. 

b. Major Textual Cbanges. The following major 
changes to material contained in the Guide, 
the 1972 Guidelines, and associated SPA 
memorandums are incorporated in this guide- 
line manual. 

State and Regional Supervisory Board 
Operations. 
State and Regional Planning Agencies 
Structure. 
State Planning Agency Operations. 
Lists - State Supervisory Boards, Re- 
gional Supervisory Boards, State Plan- 
ning Agency Staff and Combined State 
Planning Agency Staff and Regional 
Planning Staff. 
Annual Comprehensive Plan Develop- 
ment Process. 
Utilization of Services, Facilities, etc. 
Evaluation Activities of the State Plan- 
ning Agency. 

Plan Implementation and Subgrant Pro- 
cedures. 
Manual/Guidelines of the State Planning 
Agency. 
State Planning Agency Denial/Termina- 
tion Procedures. 
FY 1973 Buy-In and Hard Match Re- 
quirements. 
State Assumption of Cost Responsibili- 
ties. 
Non-Supplanting Responsibilities. 
State Planning Agency Technical Assis- 
tance and Services. 
State Audit Activities. 
OMB Circular A-95 Procedures. 
National Environmental Policy Act. 
Clean Air Act. 
National Historic Prevention Act. 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policy Act. 
Federal Freedom of Information Re- 
quirement. 
Civil Rights Act. 
Fund Availability Plan for Localities. 
Source of Funds Statement. 
Annual State Planning Agency Budget. 
Annual State Planning Agency Function- 
al Budget. 
Standard General and Fiscal Grant Con- 
ditions. 
Advanced Planning Grant Application 
Procedure. 

Administrative Component. The major change 
change to the Fiscal Year 1973 Planning 
Grant Guidelines is the inclusion of the ad- 
ministrative components formerly required as 
a part of the Comprehensive State Plan. 

Buy-In and Hard Mat& Requirement. In- 
cluded in this Guideline Manual are the Buy- 
In and Hard Match Requirements which will 
effect the operation of the State Planning 
Agency. 

Otber Statutory Requirements. Included' is a 
discussion and listing of requirements imposed 
on the State Planning Agency by legislation 
other than the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act, as amended. 

C o d i d a t i o n  of SPA Memorandum. This 



Guideline Manual is an effort to combine in 
one document numerous SPA Memorandums 
and other related correspondence affecting 
the State Planning Agency Operation. 

5. FORMS. Use of the following new forms is pre- 
scribed by the Guideline Manual. An initial 
distribution of these forms will be made to State 
Planning Agencies. 
a. LEAA Form 4201/1 (5-72), Application for 

Planning Grant Advanced Funds - Fiscal 
Year 1973 

b. LEAA Form 4202/1 (6-72), Full Planning 
Grant Application. 

/s/ JAMES T. DEVINE, Assistant Administra- 
tor, OCJA 

Oct. 4,1972 (FY 1973) 
M 4300.1 

FOREWORD 

1. PURPOSE. This Guideline manual provides 
guidance on the formulation of Comprehensive 
State Law Enforcement Plans. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this Guideline manual 
apply to all Comprehensive State Plans. The 
manual is of concern to all State Planning 
Agencies. 

3. CANCELLATION. SPA Memo No. 10, Change 
No. 1, Guidelines for FY 1973 Comprehensive 
State Law Enforcement Plans. 

4. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. This Guide- 
line manual complements Guideline Manual M 
4100.1 and completes the Guide for Compre- 
hensive Law Enforcement Planning and Action 
Grants. Guideline Manual M 4100.1, Chapters 1 
and 2 are to be used for Part B Planning Grants 
and Guideline Manual M 4300.1, Chapters 3 and 
4 are to be used for Part C and E Comprehensive 
State Plans. The material in this Guideline Man- 
ual M 4300.1 has been arranged in the proper 
format to comply with LEAA directives system 
standards for external issuances. No major textu- 
al changes have been made. 

/s/ JAMES T. DEVINE, Assistant Administrator 
Office of Criminal Justice Assistance 

Dec. 10,1973 (FY 1974) 
M 41 00.1 8 

FOREWORD 

1.PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides guid- 
ance on the application, award and administra- 
tion of the Part B planning program and the Part 
C and E action programs. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guideline manual 
apply to all State Planning Agency grants. This 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen- 
cies and LEAA professional personnel. 

3. CANCELLATION. Guideline Manual M 4100. 
IA, State Planning Agency Grants is canceled. 

115 
4. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. 

a. Crime Control Act of 1973. This manual in- 
corporates changes required by the Crime 
Control Act of 1973 which became Public 
Law 93-83 on August 6, 1973. 

b. Major Textual changes. The following major 
changes which will have a significant effect on 
planning and action grant applications have 
been incorporated in this guideline manual: 
(1) Citizen representation on State Planning 

Agency (SPA) Supervisory Boards is 
now optional rather than required (para- 
graph 16b(2)). 

(2) SPA's are required to provide proce- 
dures for the submission and review of 
annual plans from regional planning 
units and/or units of general local gov- 
ernment having a population of at least 
250,000 persons (paragraph 18a(3)). 

(3) SPA's are required to approve or deny ap- 
plications to the SPA for funding no lat- 
er than 90 days after receipt by the SPA. 
SPA's must develop written procedures 
regarding the 90 day review (paragraph 
19). 

(4) On Part B and Part C Block funds, 
States are required to Buy-In on not less 
than one-half of the required non-federal 
funding (paragraph 19h). 

(5) The required non-federal funding of the 
cost of any program or project utilizing 



Part B, Part C or Part E funds must be 
new money appropriated in the aggregate 
by the State or local unit of government 
(paragraph 19i). 

(6) Regional Planning units may receive up 
to 100 percent funding for expenses in- 
curred in criminal justice planning (para- 
graph 24b). 

(7) Regional Supervisory Boards must be 
composed of a majority of local elected 
officials (paragraph 24c(a)). 

(8) Additional emphasis has been placed 
on the establishment of State standards, 
goals and priorities. The State Plan must 
also be comprehensive and demonstrate 
a determined effort to improve the qual- 
ity of law enforcement and criminal 
justice (paragraphs 60 and 62). 

(9) The State Plan must provide funding in- 

1 I6 
centive to units of government that coor- 
dinate and combine criminal justice func- 
tions (paragraph 79a(2)). 

(10) The State Plan must include a compre- 
hensive program for the improvement of 
juvenile justice (paragraph 8 1). 

(1 1) The State Plan must reflect an emphasis 
on the development of narcotic and al- 
coholism treatment programs in correc- 
tion programs (paragraph 84n). 

(12) The State Plan must reflect programs 
to monitor the progress and improve- 
ment of the correctional system (para- 
graph 840). 

(13) SPA'S are required to implement the 
Department of Justice Equal Employ- 
ment Opportunity Guidelines 28 C.F.R. 
42.30 1, et seq;. subpart E (paragraph 
33). 

5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This manual is effective 
J U I ~  1, 1973. 

/s/ DONALD E. SANTARELLI, Administrator 

~ u l y  1,19?4 (FY 1975) 
M 41 00.1 C 

FOREWORD 

1. PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides 
guidance on the application, award and adminis- 

tration of the Part B planning program and the 
Part C and E action programs. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guidance manual 
apply to all State Planning Agency grants. This 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen- 
cies and LEAA professional personnel. 

3. CANCELLATION. Guideline Manual M 4100. 
1 B, State Planning Agency Grants is cancelled. 

4. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. The follow- 
ing textual changes have been incorporated into 
this guideline manual. 
a. A-95 Review. Revised OMB Circular No. A- 

95 issued November 13, 1973 now requires 
Federal agencies to provide the Clearinghouse 
with a written explanation when proceeding to 
approve a program or project which has been 
recommended by the Clcatinghouse not to be 
approved. (p. 24) 

b. National Environmental Pdicy Act of 1969. 
Revised guidelines issued by the Council on 
Environmental Quality on August 4, 1973, re- 
quired a complete revision of LEAA regula- 
tions relating to the implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (pp. 26- 
29 and 149). 

c. Clem Air Act and Federal Water Pollution 
Contrd Act. Executive Order 11738 issued 
January, 1974, prohibits Federal funds to be 
used in contracting with violators of the Clean 
Air Act and Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (pp. 29 and 148). 

d. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 
Revised guidelines pursuant to the National 
Historic Preservation Act include two new re- 
quirements. In addition to the Federal Regis- 
ter Properties, properties eligible for inclusion 
in the Federal Register also must be reviewed 
for adverse effect. Finding of effects must be 
reported to the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (p. 29). 

e. Medical Research and Psycbawrgery. LEAA 
policy regarding the use of grant funds for 
medical research is incorporated into Appen- 
dix 4-3 (p. 150). 

f. Content of Enritoameotal Analysis. A revi- 
sion and elaboration of information to be in- 
cluded in environmental impact statements 
necessitated the addition of Appendix 4-6 
(pp. 155- 156). 



g. Environmental Review Format. The develop- 
ment of a new and more elaborate environ- 
mental review format necessitated the addi- 
tion of Appendix 4-7 (pp. 157- 160). 

5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This manual is effective 
July 1, 1974. 

/s/ DONALD E. SANTARELLI, Administrator 

March 21,1975 (FY 1976) 
M 41 00.1 D 

FOREWORD 

PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides 
guidance on the application, award and adminis- 
tration of the Part B planning program and the 
Part C and E action programs. 

SCOPE. The provisions of this guideline manual 
apply to all State Planning Agency grants. This 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen- 
cies and LEAA professional personnel. 
CANCELLATION. Guideline Manual M 4100. 
lC, State Planning Agency Grants, dated July 1 ,  
1974, is cancelled. 

EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. The follow- 
ing textual changes have been incorporated into 
this guideline manual. 
a. Change to M 4100.1C. Change 1, issued No- 

vember I, 1974 and Change 2, issued January 
24, 1975, have been incorporated into this 
document. These were changes to the FY 1975 
guideline. The planning grant application 
forms have been changed to reflect change in 
policy with regard to carryover of planning 
funds from one year to the next. 

b. Juvenile Justice. Changes have been made 
throughout this guideline which reflect a new 
emphasis on Juvenile Justice in both the Plan- 
ning Grant and Comprehensive Plan applica- 
tions. Paragraph 81, page 131, provides for a 
citation to  all portions of the plan which deal 
with juvenile justice and juvenile delinquency 
prevention. 

c. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. The changes to the Safe Streets 
Act mandated by the JJ&DP Act of 1974 (i.e. 

the composition of the SPA Supervisory 
Board and the maintenance of the 1972 level 
of effort on Juvenile Delinquency Prevention) 
have been included. The first of these was in- 
cluded in Change 2 to the 1975 guidelines. The 
second is in Paragraph 81, page 131. Para- 
graph 82, page 13 1, is reserved for guidelines 
for those states which plan to participate in 
the programs to be funded under the new Act. 

d. A-95 Notification Procedures. Two changes 
have been made in Paragraph 27 to more 
clearly describe the requirements of OMB cir- 
cular A-95. These can be found in Paragraph 
27b(4)(a) and (b). 

e. State Planning Agency Staff. The kinds of 
competencies suggested as appropriate for 
State Planning Agency staffs is changed in 
Paragraph 17, page 10, to reflect emphasis on 
evaluation capabilities. among other compe- 
tencies which are appropriate. 117 

f. National Environmental Policy Act and Na- 
tional Historic Preservation Act. Paragraphs 
28 and 30, pages 37-42, which contain the re- 
quirements mandated by the National Envi- 
ronmental Protection Act of 1969 and the Na- 
tional Historic Preservation Act of 1966 have 
been revised. LEAA will issue a guideline 
which will more fully articulate NEPA and 
NHPA requirements in the near future. 

g. Memorandum of Agreement on Areawide Plan- 
ning. A memorandum of agreement must 
be developed between the areawide planning 
agency which is designated as the A-95 clear- 
inghouse and the applicant for funds for an 
areawide or regional law enforcement and 
criminal justice planning unit. This change, 
contained in Paragraph 27, page 36, requires 
that the memorandum must specify how the 
general areawide planning agency and the law 
enforcement and criminal justice planning 
agency will coordinate planning activities. If 
the two agencies are the same, the memoran- 
dum is not required. 

h. Civil Rights Compliance. Changes in Para- 
graph 33, pages 52-56, reflect new require- 
ments for civil rights compliance, with special 
reference to reporting on awards for construc- 
tion projects. 

i. Description of Planning Process and Plan Re- 
lationships. A fuller statement of the planning 
process or planning methods to be used by the 
State Planning Agency is required by these 



changes in Paragraph 18, pages 12-14. A set of 
planning steps is suggested. The State Plan- 
ning Agency is to show how it expects to re- 
late the sections of the plan to one another. 

j. Technical Assistance. The guidelines were re- 
vised in two places, both in the planning 
grant applicatiori requirements (Paragraph 22, 
page 26), and in the comprehensive plan 
guidelines (in a new Paragraph 83, pages 131- 
132), to reflect increased emphasis on the de- 
velopment of a technical assistance strategy 
and plan by each State Planning Agency. 
Technical Assistance is defined in the new 
Paragraph. 

k. State Assumption of Costs. The guidelines 
have been revised in two places, both in the 
planning grant application (Paragraph 18, 
page 19), and in the Progress Report (Para- 
graph 92, page 147) to reflect the need for ad- 

118 ditional detailed information about the extent 
to which state and local governments are as- 
suming costs of programs originally funded by 
block grants, and are building these programs 
into ongoing state and local criminal justice 
and law enforcement agencies. 

I. Audit Capabilities/Activitk. The guidelines 
have been changed to provide for more speci- 
ficity about the plans and proposed proce- 
dures for audit by each State Planning Agency 
(Paragraph 23, pages 26-28). A biennual audit 
is permitted. 

m. Submission Dates for Planning Grant Appli- 
cations and Comprehensive Plans. The sub- 
mission date for FY 1976 planning grants is 
changed to May 31, 1975. The submission date 
for the FY 1976 comprehensive plan is 
changed to September 30, 1975. It is intended 
that in FY 1977, the planning grant will be 
submitted by May 1, 1976, and the compre- 
hensive plan by June 30, 1976. This set of 
dates is designed to permit the approval of 
state plans for 1977 by the time the new fiscal 
year begins for fiscal 1977, which is October I,  
1976, as provided in the new Budget Act. 
These changes will also permit State Planning 
Agencies to move toward full plan implemen- 
tation at the start of calendar year 1977. These 
changes are found in Paragraph 44, page 63, 
and in Paragraph 105, page 166. 

n. Certified Check List. The certified check list 
(pages 89-93) has been changed to reflect other 
changes in the guideline which require that 

states report where new material is now re- 
quired. 

o. Comprehensive Plan Requirements. The re- 
quirements for the comprehensive plan have 
been changed, in accordance with the intent 
of Congress in adding the definition of com- 
prehensiveness (Section 60 l(m)), to specify 
more fully what a comprehensive plan must 
include. The requirements have also been 
changed to require a fuller effort at data-based 
crime analysis. The statement originally re- 
quired on standards, goals, and priorities has 
been separated into three statements, although 
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states may still choose to combine them into 
one. Methods by which goals, standards, and 
priorities were developed, and strategies for 
achievement of them are now required. Stand- 
ards and goals development efforts are fully 
tegrated into the planning process. The 
multi-year budget and financial plan is 
changed to require that all state and local ex- 
penditures for law enforcement and criminal 
justice must be included and related to the 
proposed block grant expenditures. The an- 
nual action program section must include 
statements about what the contribution pro- 
grams are expected to make to goal and stand- 
ard achievement. These changes involve sub- 
stantial revisions in Paragraphs 49 through 73, 
pages 97- 122. 

p. Program Categories and Program Descriptors. 
The guidelines have been changed to eliminate 
suggested program categories (1) through (9), 
leaving each State Planning Agency free to 
select its own program categories. The guide- 
lines now include a new requirement that pro- 
gram descriptor codes be added to programs 
funded with LEAA grants in the multi-year 
plan and in the annual action program. The 
changes are contained in Paragraph 65, page 
1 13, in Paragraph 73, page 1 18 and 122 in Ap- 
pendix 3-1 and in Attachment A, pages 173- 
174, to the comprehensive plan, which pro- 
vides the crosswalk to the program descriptors 
from the state's program categories. The 
crosswalk will be mandatory for the FY 77 
plan. LEAA will do this for the SPAS for the 
FY 76 plan. The SPAS must apply the pro- 
gram descriptors to their subgrants in the FY 
76 plan after LEAA codes the plan. 

q. Progress Report. The section on the progress 
report on the previous year's grant awards 



have been changed (Paragraphs 92-94, pages 
147-148) to require that states provide more 
detailed reports on projects which have been 
monitored and which appear to have promise 
of success and to offer potential for wide- 
spread replication. 

r. Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 and Joint Funding Simplification Act of 
1974. Changes have been included (in Para- 
graph 91, page 145) which reflect the passage 
of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974 and the Joint Funding Simplifi- 
cation Act of 1974, and which require state- 
ments, as applicable, of relationships to the re- 
quirements of those Acts. 

s. Narcotics and Alcoholism Treatment. Revi- 
sions (in Paragraph 84, pages 140-142) which 
reflect required LEA A coordination with other 
Federal agencies, including the Special Action 
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP), 
the National Institute for Drug Abuse 
(NIDA), and the National Institute for Al- 
coholism and Alcohol Addiction (NIAAA), 
are set forth in the guidelines. They make 
more specific the requirements for provision 
of needed services to those in corrections pro- 
grams. 

t. Manpower Plans and Programs. The guideline 
has been changed in several places to reflect 

added emphasis on and reporting of manpow- 
er plans and programs. The changes appear in 
Paragraph 18, page 12; Paragraph 59, page 
103, and Paragraph 73, page 118. 

u. Organized Crime Plans and Programs and Bi- 
centennial Plans and Programs. The guideline 
has been changed to reflect the need to pro- 
vide more information on the plans and pro- 
grams of the states, in an easily identifiable 
way, in the areas of organized crime and the 
bicentennial. 

v. Advances on Action Grants. The requirements 
for action grant advances has been changed 
(Paragraph 100, page 147) to require that first 
quarter advance action grants will be made 
only if the planning grant application has 
been submitted to LEAA. Second quarter ad- 
vances will be made only if the comprehen- 
sive plan for the state has been submitted to 
LEAA. 119 

w. Appendices 1 and 2. The Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act as amended by the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 is appendix 1. The Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is ap- 
pendix 2. 

/s/ CHARLES R. WORK, Deputy Administrator 
for Administration 



States 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Calltornia 
Colorado 
C o n d c u t  
Delaware 
District ot Cdu rnbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
I l nok  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louidana 
Maine 
Marytand 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Misskdppi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pen myhfa nia 
Rhode lrbnd 
South Carolina 

APPENDIX IV-9 

State Plan Implementation 

Percent of Projects 
PIanned and 

Receiving Funding 

88.0 
95 
95 
90 
90 
85 
75 
99 
N A  
90 
99 
95 
N A  

98 
90 
90 
80 
N A  
90 
95 
70 
87 
95 
90 
90 
95 
95 
98 
50 
95 
90 
95 
90 
N A  
70 
83 
90 
95 
95 
N A 

90 
95 

Percent of Projects 
Actually 

Implemented 

86.1 
90 
0 
90 
80 
98 
70 
95 
N A  
95 
98 
95 
N A  

98 
85 
95 
79 
N A  
80 
90 
65 
87 
93 

95 
90 

90 
85 
98 
99 
90 
80 
95 
80 
N A  
60 
99 
90 
99 
80 
95 
85 
80 

Percent of Projects 
Never 

Started 

4.4 
0 
.5 
5 
3 
1 

5 
2 

N A  
0 
1 
5 

N A  
2 
5 
2 
1 

N A  
2 
1 

5 
2 

2 
5 
2 

5 
5 
2 
2 
5 
2 
1 
10 
N A  
10 
0 
5 
1 

10 
5 
5 
5 



South Dakota 
Tmnessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washingron 
West Virginla 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 
Virgin Islands 
American a m o a  
Guam 
Puerto Rico 

NA = Not Available. 
Source: AClR 1975 Safe Streets Survey. 





Chapter V 

Safe Streets Funding 
This chapter focuses on the ways in which Safe 

Streets funds have been used over the past seven 
years. It includes a discussion of the different kinds 
of assistance made available under the Safe Streets 
Act, the purposes for which they have been used and 
the distribution to various jurisdictions and agencies. 

While the best available data have been used here, 
complete and reliable information on Safe Streets 
funding has been and continues to be difficult to ob- 
tain. Hence, the reader is cautioned on the limita- 
tions of the data upon which the following analyses 
are based.' 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART C 
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

In Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, Congress mandated that an 
amount of funds be distributed among the states in 
the form of block grants and in accordance with a 
population-based formula. This formula for Part C 
action funds, which has been in effect throughout the 
life of the act, has resulted in the distribution of Fed- 
eral assistance shown in Appendix Table V-1, p. 154. 
These block grants are to be used by the states to 
carry out programs and projects to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice. 
Nationally, the 10 most heavily populated states 
have received more than 50 percent of the action 
funds, compared with less than a three percent share 
for the 10 least populated states. 



To put the Safe Streets block grant program in 
perspective, total Part C expenditures are compared 
with total state and local direct criminal justice out- 
lays for the years for which data are available (see 
Table V-1). During the first five years of the pro- 
gram, Safe Streets Part C funds represented a total 
of only 3.2 percent of total state-local direct criminal 
justice expenditures. Since block grant funds began 
to level off after FY 1973, it is doubtful whether they 
have exceeded five percent of such outlays in the 
past few years. Even when Part E allocations for 
corrections are added, the proportion of total Safe 
Streets funds in state and local criminal justice ex- 
penditures in any year does not rise above five per- 
cent. Thus, the relatively small size of the Safe 
Streets program must be considered in assessing its 
results and impact. 

Distribution by Level of Government 

To help ensure that sufficient Safe Streets funds 
would be made available to meet local needs, Con- 
gress mandated that, within each state, a certain 
percentage of the Part C block grant award must be 
passed through to local governments. This pass- 
through percentage now is variable, based on the 
local proportion of state and local expenditures for 
criminal justice during the preceding fiscal year. 
While this formula determines the overall allocation 

of Part C funds between state and local government 
by each state planning agency (SPA), the amounts 
to be awarded to individual jurisdictions and the 
purposes for which they are to be used are decided 
by SPAS, and in some states by regional planning 
units, based on applications submitted by localities. 

Table V-2 indicates the percentages of action 
funds received by the different levels and types of 
government. 

As can be seen, the relative percentages of Safe 
Streets subgrants to state agencies, cities, counties 
and private non-profit organizations have fluctuated 
over the years. Some of these changes are attrib- 
utable to congressional action. In the 1971 amend- 
ments, for example, Congress modified the original 
requirement for states to pass through a total of 75 
percent of their block grant funds to local units. The 
increase in state agency funds and the decrease in 
awards to cities from 1969 to 1972 could reflect the 
change from a fixed to a variable pass-through per- 
centage. In most instances, this revised pass-through 
formula resulted in more funds being available for 
state agencies. 

The jump in the state agency percentage and de- 
cline in the city and county percentages in 1975 could 
be illusory, since only a small proportion of 1975 
funds had been awarded and included in the Grants 
Management Information System (GMIS) system at 
the time research for this chapter was completed. 

Table V- 1 

Comparison Between Safe Streets Part C Block Grant Funds and Direct 
(Excluding Intergovernmental Payments) State and Local Criminal Justice Expenditures 

FY 1969-1 973 

(In Thousands) 

TOTAL 
19-1973 12,921,000 

'U.S. Department of Justice and US. Department of Commerce. Expenditure and Employment Data lor the Criminal Justice System, 
1968-69 and 1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 1974). 

"These figures were obtained from comprehensive Planning guidelines published annually by LEAA. 



I Table V-2 

Percentages of Part C Block Grant Funds Received by 
Different Levels of Government 

FY 1969-1975 

T Y P  of 
Recipient 1969 1970 1971 1 972 1973 1 974 1975 1969-75 

Sate 28 28 32 36 36 36 4 7 35 
Cftlu 48 42 3 7 3 1 3 1 29 23 33 
Counties 23 28 29 3 1 3 1 30 25 30 
Private 

agencks 1 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 

Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data. 

Also, state agency grants require less processing 
time and thus can be awarded earlier than local 
grants. 

The percentages of total direct criminal justice 
expenditures by each level of government are shown 
in Table V-3. Comparison with Table V-2 suggests 
that states and counties now are receiving more and 
municipalities less than a proportionate amount of 
Safe Streets Part C funds based on their relative 
shares of direct criminal justice outlays. This was not 
the case in the program's initial years. It should be 
noted, however, that a significant proportion of total 
municipal criminal justice expenditures include those 
of small towns and villages, many of which are un- 
willing or unable to apply for Safe Streets funds or 
are not eligible individually to receive such assist- 
ance, under state guidelines, because of a low crime 

rate or small population. Another factor to be con- 
sidered here is the practice of making grants to state 125 

agencies or regional planning units but counting 
these awards as pan of the required pass-through 
percentage because they benefit municipalities that 
have waived their right to receive direct aid. These 
appear as state agency or county grants in GMIS 
data. Still another, of course, is the tapering off of 
SPA awards for police and police-related activities; 
this obviously affected the cities' share of the funds 
over time. 

To gauge attitudes on this issue, ACIR asked all 
SPA directors whether or not they thought that the 
present pass-through formula provides the most ap- 
propriate division of resources. Slightly less than 
three-fourths of the respondents answered affirma- 
tively. Those who disagreed generally believed that 

I Table V-3 

Percent Distribution of Criminal Justice System Direct Expenditures 
(Excluding Intergovernmental Payments) by Type of Government 

I Source: US. Department of Justlce and U.S. Department of Commerce, Expenditure and Employment Data tor the Criminal Justice Sys- 
tem, 1970-71, 1971-72, 1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974). 



more funds should be retained at the state level, but 
their reasons varied widely. Some indicated that 
state agencies have greater expertise and adminis- 
trative capability and are better able to make ef- 
fective use of Safe Streets funds. Others mentioned 
the efficiency of making monies available to state 
agencies to provide services directly benefitting local 
government. For example, one SPA stated: ". . . a 
number of projects in which a single state agency 
could perform a service to local agencies in a uni- 
form, cost effective manner must often be carried 
out in a multiplicity of fragmented local grants be- 
cause of pass-through limitations and the difficulties 
of working out an adequate waiver process." Two 
SPAs objected to the pass-through formula on the 
ground that it reinforced the state-local division of 
functions, providing no incentive for the state to as- 
sume additional responsibilities. As one put it: "The 
existing pass-through formula is based on the cur- 

l 26 rent balance between state and local spending for 
criminal justice, and therefore tends to perpetuate 
the current structure of the criminal justice system. 
While some limits on SPA allocations to its sister 
state agencies may be necessary, these limits should 
be flexible enough to allow for SPA support of major 
realignments of criminal justice responsibilities (e.g., 
state takeover of the county corrections system)." 
Still other SPAs took issue with the method by 
which the pass-through ratios are computed. Typical- 
ly, these respondents challenged the currency and 
completeness of the data on which the formula is 
based. 

When city and county officials were asked whether 

the present pass-through percentage provides the 
most appropriate division of resources between state 
and local levels, 71 percent (835 of 1,177) replied 
negatively, with 98 percent of these officials indicat- 
ing that the localities should receive a greater per- 
centage of Safe Streets funds. There were no dif- 
ferences in the views of city and county officials on 
the issue. This feeling on the part of local officials 
stems from their resentment of state control of Safe 
Streets allocations, a view which was expressed rath- 
er consistently during the field interviews with local 
officials. It also reflects their hostility to the variable 
pass-through provision. 

There is some evidence that, within each state, 
Safe Streets funds have been fairly widely distributed 
among local units of government. Of the 1,636 cities 
and counties responding to ACIR's survey, 77 per- 
cent indicated that they had received Safe Streets 
funds at some time since 1969. Although this per- 
centage probably would drop if non-respondents 
were polled, it does indicate a wide diffusion of Safe 
Streets dollars across many jurisdictions. 

Funding Policies and Priorities 

One of the prime areas of inquiry in ACIR's sur- 
veys and field studies was the extent to which the 
block grant approach provided sufficient flexibility 
to state and local governments. All SPAs were asked 
to assess their degree of programmatic and admin- 
istrative discretion in handling Safe Streets block 
grants. 

As the data in Table V-4 show, most SPAs believe 

I Table V-4 

I SPA Directors' Views on Amount of Discretion Under the Block Grant 

Great 
Dbcretlon 

October 1975 

I No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Control and uw 
of hmdr 22 43.1 

EstabNshlng adkn  
grant prlorftlr 31 60.8 

Planning proc8dur.r 22 43.1 
Budgoling procodurr 18 35.3 
Audtlng procedures 13 25.5 
Ev.lu.tlon procodura 18 35.3 

I Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 



Table V-5 

Relative Influence of Various Participants on SPA Policies and Priorities 

October 1975 

Groat 
Influence 

Some 
Inlluonce 

No. % No. % 

LEM prloriHos 
cow- P- 

as o x p r ~ o d  in tho act 
and amendments thereto 

Tho govuor 
Tho state kghlature 
SPA suporvtsory board 
=A stan 
Other state criminal 

judce agemkr 
R e g h a l  pbnnlng units 
Local govunmontr 
Intuwt groups 

Source: AClR 1975 Safe Streets survey 

No 
Influence 

No. % 

6 13.0 
2 4.3 

8 17.4 
1 1  23.9 

0 - 
0 - 
2 7.4 

1 2.6 
2 4.8 
9 4.8 

they have significant discretion in establishing action 
grant priorities and, in fact, most have taken an ac- 
tive role in setting specific policies and/or priorities 
which limit the range of eligible funding activities. 
Eighty-seven percent of the 45 state planning agen- 
cies responding to a question concerning this matter 
stated that they established policies that excluded 
certain activities from funding and encouraged oth- 
ers. Among the types of policies cited most frequent- 
ly were those prohibiting the use of Safe Streets sup- 
port for equipment and construction projects. A 
number of SPAs also have attempted to maximize 
the reform potential of Federal monies by setting 
certain eligibility standards for applicants; for ex- 
ample, Maryland refuses to fund police departments 
not meeting the SPA'S minimum standards for police 
services. Similarly, Louisiana and Georgia exclude 
localities not participating in the Uniform Crime 
Reporting program from eligibility for Safe Streets 
assistance. Several states give priority to consol- 

' idated multi-jurisdictional efforts, primarily in the 
areas of law enforcement communications, training 
and construction. 

As seen in Table V-5 the SPAs indicate that their 
supervisory board and staff exercise by far the most 
influence in establishing funding policies and prior- 
ities. Congressional preferences also appear to have 
a rather strong effect on SPA actions; the response 

pattern suggests that the categorization of the act as 
well as other statutory provisions like the personnel 
ceiling, have narrowed state discretion. In contrast, 
the governor and the state legislature appear to ex- 
ercise relatively little influence in priority setting. 
It should be remembered, however, that the governor 
normally appoints the SPA director and the super- 
visory board members. Hence, gubernatorial in- 
fluence may be exercised in indirect ways. 

Among the most important SPA policies are those 
that govern the distribution of funds by jurisdictional 
and functional area. Twenty-one of the SPAs sur- 
veyed establish, by formula or other means, the per- 
centage of Part C funds each region will receive; 22 
do not do so. Of the SPAs that set aside specific 
amounts of funds by region, 82 percent do so prior 
to the preparation of the regional plan. Two of three 
states (Washington and Wisconsin) indicating that 
regional allocations take place after review and con- 
sideration of regional plans by the SPA include re- 
gional plan quality as one of the criteria in deter- 
mining the amounts. As one of these SPAs ex- 
plained: "Regional Comprehensiveness, quality of 
Plan submission, interregional equity, regional prior- 
ities in relationship to overall state priorities and the 
availability of alternative local resources are all fac- 
tors considered in efforts to equitably distribute 
money among regions." 



Distribution formulas utilized by these SPAs vary 
widely in their precise detail. Generally they are 
based on some combination of population and re- 
ported index crimes, although a number of states 
incorporate other factors as well. Several SPAs cited 
obstacles to developing an equitable formula, par- 
ticularly outdated population statistics and unreliable 
crime data. 

Those states not establishing distribution formulas 
took issue with this basic approach to allocating 
Safe Streets funds. One urban state commented: 
"The Committee (SPA) sees LEAA funds as a dem- 
onstration program, not revenue sharing. Since funds 
are limited, they should go to the most promising or 
desperately needed projects. Any other approach 
only encourages mediocre projects." Another, a pre- 
dominantly rural SPA, asked: "Is it the purpose of 
LEAA merely to divide the money as opposed to 
directing funds to problem areas of the criminal 

1 28 justice system?" These SPAS tend to distribute funds 
on the basis of documented need, usually after a pro- 
ject-by-project assessment at the state level. 

ACIR's survey of regional planning units indicates 
that 77 percent of 326 responding RPUs establish 

their own funding policies and priorities in addition 
to those of the SPAs. This raises the question of who 
exercises the most influence in determining which 
activities and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets sup- 
port-the SPA or the RPU? According to the survey 
of cities and counties, even though 71 percent of the 
localities communicate more often with the RPU 
than with the SPA concerning fund availability and 
application procedures, 66 percent of them think 
that the SPA has more influence in determining 
which activities and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets 
funds. Thus, while the RPUs may be assuming more 
administrative duties in the application process, in 
most localities the SPA is still viewed as controlling 
the distribution of Federal dollars. 

In both the RPU and local government surveys, 
officials were asked whether, given their population 
and crime rate, they believed their jurisdiction re- 
ceives a "fair share" of Safe Streets funds as com- 
pared with others. Both the local and regional re- 
spondents divided fairly evenly with 55 percent of 
the 418 counties and 321 RPUs and 48 percent of 
the 775 cities answering this question indicating that 
they did receive a "fair share." 

Table V-6 

Percent Distribution of Safe Streets Funds to Municipalities and Counties by Population Size 
FY 1969-1975 

(In Thousands) 

Population 

O v r  1,000,000 
500,000-1,000,000 
250,000-500,000 
100,000-250,000 
50,000-100,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,000-25,000 
1-10,000 
Unknown 

TOTAL 

Perconl of Population 
Uving In Incorporated* 

and Unincorporated Places 

Amount Award4 Tola k 

Amount Numbw of Total Dollar! 
Awarded Grants Porconl p.rC.pit. 

'U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population, Vol. 1. 1970 (Washington. D.C.: Government Printing 
Office. 1972). 1-45. Table 6. 
" This column includes all local jurisdictions other than counties and RPUs. 

"'This does not include the 58.564.816 persons not living in incorporated areas or closely settled population centers as defined by the Bureau 
of the Census. 



I Table V-7  I 
Local Governments That Have Received Safe Streets Funds Since 1969, 

by Jurisdictional Size 

I October 1975 I 
Size of Local 
Jurisdiction 

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

Number Reporting 
Number Percent 

Receiving Funds Receiving Funds 

Localities claiming they had received an unfair 
share gave various explanations for this condition, 
including an inadequate substate allocational formula 
or faulty SPA distributional criteria (25 percent), 
the comparatively weak political position of their 
jurisdiction vis-a-vis others (21 percent), insufficient 
representation on the SPA supervisory board (18 
percent), deficient RPU allocational criteria ( 12 per- 
cent), meager representation on their RPU super- 
visory board (1 1 percent), unwillingness to apply for 
Safe Streets funds because of worries over ultimate 
assumption of project costs (8 percent) and/or dif- 
ficulties in coming up with matching funds (7 per- 
cent). 

Funding of Urban Areas 

A continuing issue throughout the history of the 
Safe Streets program has been whether the larger 
urban areas, which have the greatest crime-reduction 
needs, are receiving a sufficient share of the funds. 
In an attempt to resolve this matter, GMIS data 
were analyzed according to the population size of the 
recipient jurisdiction. 

Table V-6 indicates that the larger cities and coun- 
ties have received proportionately more Safe Streets 
funds than their population would seem to warrant. 
Places over 100,000 for example, contain approx- 
imately 39 percent of the population, yet they were 
awarded approximately 51 percent of the Safe 
Streets funds distributed to cities and counties. On 
the other hand, localities under 25,000 population 
have 37 percent of the population but were allo- 
cated only 23 percent of the funds. 

The larger cities and counties, then, account for 
the greatest dollar amounts but a lesser number of 129 
grants, while jurisdictions under 10,000 population 
received 43 percent of the number of awards but only 
13 percent of the funds. This reflects the tendency 
of small municipalities and rural communities to ap- 
ply for and be awarded funds-particularly for 
equipment and training purposes - to upgrade their 
law enforcement and criminal justice operations. 

In order to gauge the extent of Safe Streets par- 
ticipation among local jurisdictions, those surveyed 
were asked if they had received Safe Streets funds 
since 1969. The responses are shown in Table V-7. 
Clearly, a greater percentage of the larger cities and 
counties surveyed have obtained Safe Streets sup- 
port than the smaller jurisdictions. 

Population, of course, is not the only consideration 
in distributing block grants within their states. Many 
other factors, most notably crime rates, are given 
as much or more attention in developing SPA fund- 
ing policies and priorities. Table V-8 shows how 
Safe Streets funds have been allocated to cities of 
varying population ranges relative to their percent 
of reported crimes and population. 

On the basis of these data, it appears that the flow 
of dollars among cities of different sizes more closely 
reflects the amount of crime in these jurisdictions 
than their population. Cities over 100,000 received 
57 percent of the Safe Streets Part C block grant 
funds awarded to all cities and accounted for 57 
percent of the total index crimes reported by juris- 
dictions of this type, even though they contained only 
45 percent of the population living in cities. At the 
other extreme, cities under 25,000 had 27 percent 



I Table V-8 

Percent Distribution of Safe Streets Funds by Population and Crime Rate of Cities 
Part C Block Grant Funds 

FY 1969-1975 

I Population' 

Percent of 1973 
Total Population Crlme' Funds" 

Uvlng in  Qties of Percent of Total 1973 Index Crimes Percent of Total Safe Streets Part C Block Grant 
M d n g  R.ported by C I t h  of Funds (FY 1989-75) Awarded to a t k s  

Size of U l y  PopulaUon Dlfferlng Population Sizes of M d n g  Population S i z n  
Population S l z n  

Over 1,000,000 
500,000-1,000,000 
250,000-500,000 
100,000-250,000 
50,000-100,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,000-25,000 
1-10,000 
Unknown 

'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). pp. 104-5. 

"GMIS data. 

Table V-9 

Safe Streets Part C Funding of Cities 
FY 1969-1975 

Percent of U.S. Percent of AM Total Total 
Reporting R.port.d *-County *-County 
Population U.S. C r lmn  Bkck Grant Mscretionary 
Uving In Roporled Fund. Awarded Funds Awarded 

Popuktion Cities* by Cltles' to Cities*. to Clues* 

O v r  1,000.000 
500,000-1,000,000 
250,000-500,000 
100.000250,wo 
50,000-100,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,00025,000 
1-10,000 
Unknown 

TOTAL 

'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), pp. 104-7. 

' 'Source: GM IS data. 
"'Discretionary funds totaling approximately $124,000,000 were awarded to eight cities in these two population groups as part of the 

Impact Cities program. 



Table V- 10 

Safe Streets Part C Funding of Suburban and Non-Suburban Counties 
FY 1969-1975 

Percent of U.S. 
R e ~ d n g  
Population 
Wing in 

Population Countkr 01 
DWrlng 

Populrtlon S z r *  

Over 100,000 
25,000-1 00,000 
Under 25,000 
Unknown 

TOTAL 

Percent of Tolal 
R.ported 

Crime 
Reported by 
Counties of 
-w 

Popuhlbn S z r *  

Total my- 
County Dkcre- 

Total City- tionary Funds 
County Bkck Grant to Countles 
Funds Awarded to ot 

Counties Dlffdng 
Population Szor'. 

$ % $ Yo 

'U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reports, (Washington. 
D.C.: Government Printing Office. 1973). Table 10, pp. 104-7. NOTE: These population and crime percentages relate only to county 
population living outside of cities and the crimes reported by jurisdictions other than cities. 

"Source: GM IS data. 

of the population and experienced 18 percent of re- 
ported municipal crime, but received 16 percent of 
the Part C block grant funds awarded to local units 
of this type. Hence, it would seem that the Part C 
block grant funds provided to cities have been dis- 
tributed in close proportion to the amount of crime 
they are actually experiencing. 

Another issue throughout the history of the pro- 
gram has been the prbportion of total local pass- 
through funds awarded to cities compared to coun- 
ties. It has been argued that cjties have received less 
than an adequate share of funds given their popula- 
tion, crime volume and law enforcement responsi- 
bilities. While Table V-8 shows the distribution of 
the aggregate city share of pass-through dollars 
among larger and smaller jurisdictions relative to 
their crime rates, Tables V-9 and V-10 indicate the 
overall proportion of city and county awards to lo- 
calities of different size in light of their population 

0 

and crime rates. 
Although the larger cities are receiving a greater 

percentage of the funds awarded to cities in propor- 
tion to their higher crime rates, the figures in Table 
V-9 suggest that, overall, cities are not receiving a 
percentage of pass-through funds proportionate to 
their share of total crimes. While cities account for 
83 percent of total reported crimes and 70 percent 
of the population, jurisdictions of this type have re- 
ceived only 52 percent of the total block grant funds 
awarded to cities and counties from F Y  1969 to FY 

1975. On the other hand, Table V-10 indicates that 
suburban and non-suburban counties have received 
a disproportionate share of Safe Streets monies in 
view of their population and crime rates. 

There are several possible reasons for these dif- 
ferences. First, counties have substantial responsi- 
bilities of their own in the law enforcement, judicial 
and detention areas. In addition to functions per- 
formed in unincorporated areas, counties provide 
some criminal justice services to smaller municipal- 
ities within their boundaries. This may account for 
the relatively large percentage of total city-county 
Safe Streets funds awarded to counties. A related 
factor, noted earlier, is the declining Federal support 
for police activities over the years, which may have 
reduced the amount of monies available for the cities. 

A second explanation is that city crime reporting 
is more complete than that of counties due to a great- 
er data collection capacity and more law enforce- 
ment personnel at the city level. It should be noted 
again that the uniform crime reporting system has 
been criticized for incomplete reporting, particularly 
from smaller jurisdictions. 

A third reason for the large percentage of funds 
awarded to counties is the trend toward consolidat- 
ing criminal justice and law enforcement services 
at the county level, eliminating duplication among 
smaller jurisdictions. Communications projects and 
correctional programs are examples of this trend. 
Thus, many Safe Streets activities undertaken by 



the counties are often of direct benefit to, and at the 
request of, cities. 

Finally, the funding pattern highlighted in Tables 
V-9 and V-10 implies a separation of city and county 
activities, whereas the purpose of the act was to pro- 
mote coordination and eliminate duplication. It is 
possible that the present funding balance fosters and 
reflects a more appropriate division of responsibil- 
ities between cities and counties, with the former 
assuming a major law enforcement role and the lat- 
ter occupying a key position in courts and correc- 
tions. 

Given the overlapping geographical areas and 
jurisdictional responsibilities of cities and counties, 
it may be useful to combine county and city funding 
for analytical purposes. When this is done, a more 
balanced block grant distribution pattern emerges. 
Combining Tables V-9 and V-10 for cities and coun- 
ties over 100,000 population indicates that these ju- 

132 risdictions contain 41 percent of the reporting pop- 
ulation, 54 percent of the total reported crimes and 
received 50 percent of the block grant funds awarded 
to local governments. Thus, it appears that the larg- 
er jurisdictions are receiving Safe Streets funds more 
closely proportionate to their percentage of total 

crime than their percentage of total population. (Re- 
fer to Appendix V-2, p.167, for a state-by-state 
breakdown of city funding, population and crime 
data.) 

This finding is even more striking when the dis- 
tribution of Part C discretionary funds is considered. 
Approximately 77 percent of all discretionary funds 
awarded to cities and counties went to jurisdictions 
over 100,000 population, a figure well beyond their 
population and crime percentages of 41 percent and 
54 percent, respectively. It appears that any gaps in 
the distribution of Safe Streets block grants to large 
urban jurisdictions have been filled by discretionary 
funds. 

Despite the fact that Safe Streets monies have 
been directed to high-crime areas, the SPAS sur- 
veyed reported that a total of only 30 percent of 
their projects and programs could be described as 
having a direct effect on reducing or preventing 
crime, although they thought that 48 percent were 
having an indirect effect. Sixty-one percent of their 
activities, on the other hand, were considered to be 
directly related to improving the criminal justice 
system. This also was found to be the case during 
the field interviews; many officials expressed the 

I Table V- 1 1 

Safe Streets Part C Block Grant Funds Awarded to Major Functional Components of the 
Criminal Justice System 

FY 1969-1975 

I ( I n Thousands) 

Fiscal Non-Criminal Justice 
Year Polce Courts Corrections* Combinations Agencies 

'In 1971, substantial funds were made available for corrections under a separate amendment to the Safe Streets Act (Part E). These funds 
are not included in this table but are discussed in a separate section of the report. 

Source: GMlS data. 



view that a significant reduction in crime was an un- 
realistic goal of the Safe Streets program, whereas 
system improvement was a more appropriate and 
feasible objective. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENTS RECEIVING BLOCK 

GRANT FUNDS 

Another major source of controversy throughout 
the life of the Safe Streets program has been the 
proportion of funds awarded to the different func- 
tional areas of the criminal justice system-prin- 
cipally the police, courts and corrections compo- 
nents. Using the data from GMIS, Part C subgrants 
were classified into five categories (see Table V- 11). 

As Figure V-l illustrates, police funding dom- 
inated the early years of the program and has de- 
clined and stabilized since. Support for corrections 
and courts activities also appears to have stabilized, 
with the former declining very slightly and the latter 
increasing somewhat in recent years. The stabiliza- 
tion in the percentage of Part C funds for corrections 
after 1971 may reflect the effect of the additional 
funds for this functional area provided by the Part 
E amendment. The actual drop in the percentage of 
Part C funds for corrections in 1974 and 1975 is dif- 
ficult to explain in view of the requirement that this 
level of percentage effort be maintained in order for 
states to qualify for Part E funds. 

Since broad categories are used here, many ac- 
tivities that do not directly relate to police, courts 
or corrections are included in the most relevant cat- 
egory. For example, funds awarded for defense and 
prosecution activities are included in the "courts" 
category, even though they often are not a respon- 
sibility of the judiciary. This is particularly impor- 
tant to note in light of the recent claims by court 
officials that activities related directly to the judi- 
ciary are not receiving an adequate share of Safe 
Streets funds. In testimony before the Senate Sub- 
committee on Criminal Laws and Procedures, Chief 
Justice Howell Heflin of Alabama, Chairman of the 
Federal Funding Committee of the Conference of 
Chief Justices, indicated that an overall figure of 
six percent would more accurately reflect the fund- 
ing level for the judicial branch.' 

When Part C block grant funding for the criminal 
juqtice components is examined on a state-by-state 
basis, wide differences are noted. As Appendix V-3 
(p. 169) shows, support for police activities ranges 

from 15 percent in the District of Columbia and 22 
percent in New York to 60 percent or more in Al- 
abama, Nevada, New Hampshire and North and 
South Carolina. The courts' share ranges from six 
percent in Montana and Puerto Rico to 22 percent 
or more in Delaware, the District of Columbia and 
Missouri. Similarly, the percentage of block grant 
funds awarded in the corrections area varies from 
10 percent in South Carolina to 36 percent in New 
York and 37 percent in the Virgin Islands. 

Figure V-2 indicates the breakdown of direct state 
and local criminal justice expenditures by functional 
areas as compared with Safe Streets funding. Al- 
though the large amount of funds in the "other" 
category somewhat distorts the findings, it appears 
that smaller percentages of Part C block grant funds 
have been used in the police and courts categories 
than would be expected from the overall pattern of 
state/local outlays. This difference could result from 
the large amounts of personnel expenditures by po- 133 
lice departments and the courts, which the Safe 
Streets Act specifically discourages. In making this 
comparison, it should be noted that there is no par- 
ticular reason why Safe Streets awards should fol- 
low the pattern of state and local criminal justice 
funding. Indeed, given the emphasis in the act on 
corre'ctions and juvenile delinquency programs and 
innovative activities, it is not surprising that dif- 
ferences would appear. At the same time, these fig- 
ures partially refute the charge that the SPA fund- 
ing decisions merely reflect the relative power posi- 
tion of the various components of the criminal jus- 
tice system within each state. 

In an attempt to gauge the nature of the activities 
supported with Safe Streets funds, SPAs were asked 
to describe their projects according to the extent 
that they were "innovative." The replies from 44 
states indicate that, in the opinion of the SPAs, nine 
percent of their projects represented pilot or demon- 
stration efforts that had never been attempted any- 
where. Fifty percent were programs that had never 
been attempted in the state, of which 21 percent 
were classified as innovative and 29 percent as gen- 
erally accepted undertakings. The remaining 41 per- 
cent represented generally accepted programs and 
activities that had already been implemented in oth- 
er parts of the state. 

These figures are similar to the results of the anal- 
ysis of a sample of grants in the 10 states selected 
for field study. That analysis also revealed, however, 
that more than two-thirds of the activities that had 
been implemented in other areas of the state had not 



Figure V- 1 

Trends in Mice,  Courts, and Corrections 
Safe Streets Block Grant Funding 

FY 1969-1 975 

69 70 71 72 73 74 75 

ntd Year 

'Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System data 



Figure V-2 

Comparison of State and Local Direct Criminal Justice 
Outlays with Safe Streets Funding, by Functional Component 

Percent 
70 SSA = Total Safe Streets Awards FY 1969-1975' 

SIL = State and local expenditures for criminal justice 135 
in FY 1973. FY 1973 figures were used I 

60 58% 
beqause they are the most recent data 
available. There have been only slight 
deviations from these percentages over the 
previous five years. ' 

'Source: LEAA Grants Management lnformatlon System 

.Source: Expenditure and Employment Data for the 
Cr~mlnal Just~ce System FY 1972-73 

Police Courts Corrections Other 
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been attempted in the jurisdiction receiving the 
funds. 

When asked to estimate the percentages of their 
projects that could be classified as routine activities 
of state or local agencies and ordinarily would be 
supported by state or local funds, as against those 
that would be classified as supplemental activities 
not normally supported by such funds, the SPAs 
believed that approximately three-fourths were sup- 
plemental and fewer than one-fourth were routine 
undertakings. 

General Revenue Sharing Funds 

As part of ACIR's surveys, SPA and local of- 
ficials were asked to compare the criminal justice 
activities supported with Safe Streets funds with 
those supported with general revenue sharing (GRS). 
Other studies of GRS have indicated that a sub- 

136 stantial percentage of such monies (perhaps as much 
as one-third) has been used for public safety. Given 
this situation and the urging from some quarters to 
change the Safe Streets block grant program into 
a revenue sharing approach, a comparison of the 
uses of the two funding sources is warranted. 

Most SPAs either did not know the extent to 
which GRS had been used for criminal justice ac- 
tivities or thought that very few if any revenue shar- 
ing dollars went for such purposes. Twelve SPAs, 
however, reported that GRS funds supported con- 
struction and renovation of police, court, and cor- 
rections facilities, and "one-time" expenditures such 
as hardware purchases. Two thought that GRS funds 
also had made personnel additions possible. Five 
SPAs also indicated that revenue sharing had been 
used to support routine operations of law enforce- 
ment agencies, to supplant local budget efforts and 
to reduce the tax burden of localities. Safe Streets 
funds, on the other hand, were used to support pro- 
grams with little or no emphasis on construction, 
according to the SPAs. 

When asked to describe the differences, if any, in 
the way GRS and Safe Streets dollars had been 
used, 206 localities responding indicated the follow- 
ing: 

CRS Funds are Used for: 

@Support of normal operations, existing 
programs or salaries of local personnel 
(67); 
Capital expenditures and equipment pur- 
chases (58); 

Support of law enforcement projects when 
Safe Streets funds are not available (26); 
Property tax relief or to avoid budget def- 
ici t ( 10); 
Other than criminal justice purposes (10). 

Safe Streets Funds are Used for: 

New or innovative programs or programs 
to improve the criminal justice system 
(65); 
Specific projects, operations and services 
as opposed to capital expenditures (48); 
Equipment and hardware (26); 
Police activities (10). 

These findings are consistent with other studies 
of the public safety uses of GRS, particularly the 
large amounts of revenue sharing funds used for cap- 
ital outlays and the support or expansion of existing 
services.5 

A recent study of the use of GRS funds for law 
enforcement by the Brookings Institution confirms 
ACIR survey results.6 The Brookings study found 
that, although substantial amounts of GRS funds 
were officially reported as being used for public safe- 
ty and law enforcement purposes, less than one quar- 
ter of this amount went for new, additional spending 
for public safety. The remainder was used for a vari- 
ety of other purposes, including tax cuts or stabiliza- 
tion, program maintenance or the restoration of 
Federal aid. The study concludes that law enforce- 
ment, possibly because of its high visibility and po- 
litical appeal, is an area in which the official desig- 
nations for GRS funds may not always reflect new 
expenditures but may be a substitute for local funds 
diverted to other uses. 

The study also revealed that capital expenditures 
predominated over operational expenditures among 
new uses for GRS funds, although there was a strong 
shift toward operational purposes from 1973 to 1974, 
the two years considered in the Brookings study. 
This change may reflect the fulfillment of most cap- 
ital needs or the increased fiscal pressures that force 
localities to use GRS funds to cover operating ex- 
penses. The fact that those jurisdictions facing great- 
er fiscal pressures report more expenditures for pub- 
lic safety operation and maintenance suggests the 
latter possibility. These fiscally hard-pressed juris- 
dictions also show the greatest differences between 
GRS funds reportedly spent on law enforcement and 
those actually allocated, reflecting both the wide- 



spread substitution of GRS funds for local revenues 
and the problem of tracking revenue sharing expend- 
itures. 

The Brookings study also found a strong reluc- 
tance among local officials to use GRS funds to ini- 
tiate long-term programs, and a preference for one- 
time expenditures, due to the fear of termination of 
GRS funding. The authors speculated, however, that 
this concern may be used as an excuse by some local 
officials who wish to use GRS funds for construction 
purposes rather than risk the defeat of a bond issue. 

In summary, a comparison of ACIR's findings 
concerning the use of LEAA block grant funds with 
the findings of the Brookings Institution study sug- 
gests the following: 

1. Much less GRS funds are used for new 
law enforcement activities than we are 
led to believe from local actual use re- 
ports. 

2. GRS support for law enforcement takes 
the form of capital items and one-time 
expenditures, which entail no long-term 
commitment. Safe Streets block grant 
funds, on the other hand, are more often 
used for new service activities that have 
not been attempted before in the recip- 
ient jurisdiction. 

3. GRS funds are often used interchange- 
ably with and as a supplement to local 
revenues in supporting normal opera- 
tions, whereas Safe Streets funds are 
more often used for new non-routine ac- 
tivities and are not used interchange- 
ably with local revenues. 

When asked whether the SPA or the RPU have 
played any role in determining the use of GRS funds 
at the state or local levels, only three percent of 1,096 
city and county officials and none of the SPAs 
thought that this had occurred. One-third of 336 
RPUs, on the other hand, reported that they played 
some role in influencing the use of local GRS funds, 
but only seven percent of the localities responding 
and two SPAs (Illinois and Delaware) thought that 
the RPU had played a part in these decisions. ACIR 
field interviews indicated that this role was usually 
limited to providing assistance and information to 
law enforcement and criminal justice officials. In 
some cases the RPU staff would work with local 
officials to encourage the use of GRS funds to sup- 
port activities that were no longer receiving Safe 

Streets funds. This reinforces the impression gained 
in the ACIR case studies that the SPAs and RPUs 
focus their planning efforts almost exclusively on 
the distribution of Safe Streets funds. 

Supplantation 

An issue in all Federal grant programs is whether 
they stimulate further spending by state and local 
governments or are used as a substitute for existing 
state and local expenditures, thereby reducing the 
amount (or percentage) of state and local outlays in 
the area. The rather sharp distinction in the use of 
Safe Streets and GRS funds, which was also found 
during the field visits, is significant. It indicates that 
Safe Streets dollars are used to stimulate new and 
innovative efforts rather than as a substitute for 
present local criminal justice expenditures. In con- 
trast, GRS funds have been used far more often to 
substitute for local revenues in supporting normal 137 
operations and existing programs, particularly con- 
struction projects. This stimulative impact was an 
important goal of the Safe Streets Act, and it ap- 
pears to have been communicated to the local level. 

In an attempt to gather additional information on 
the stimulative or substitution effects, state and local 
expenditures were examined for any changes that 
might be attributable to Safe Streets funds. As can 
be seen in Table V-12, state and local expenditures 
remained relatively stable during the years 197 1, 
1972 and 1973, the only years for which reliable data 
were available.' It is difficult to say whether the 
slight increase in county expenditures and a similar 
decrease in city expenditures could reflect the stim- 
ulative and substitution effects of Safe Streets funds 
at those levels. It could well reflect increases in su- 
burban crime relative to central city crime in those 
years. 

Similarly, it is difficult to determine whether the 
decline in the percentage of funds awarded to cor- 
rections reflects a substitution of Part E funds, which 
were initially distributed in 1971. Given the relatively 
small amount of Safe Streets funds, however, it is 
doubtful whether any major substitution or stimula- 
tive effect could be expected. 

In response to a survey question regarding the sub- 
stitution effect of Safe Streets funds, responding 
SPAs indicated that direct supplantation of local 
funds with Safe Streets monies to support routine 
local expenditures rarely occurs. Only four states re- 
ported that supplantation occurred sometimes at the 
state level and one thought, often; seven SPAs 



Table V- 12 

State and Local Criminal Justice System Direct Expenditures 
FY 1969-1973 

By Type of Government' 
U.S., Total 
State 
Local, Total 

Counties 
M uniclpaUties 

By Functional Area" 
Police 
Courts 
correcti0~ 
Other 

NA = Not Available. 
'Criminal justice direct expenditures as a percent of total state and local general expenditures. 

"Percent of state and local direct criminal justice expenditures awarded to police, courts, corrections and other. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice and U.S., Department of Commerce. Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice 
System, 1970-71, 1971-72, 1972-73 (Washinaon, D.C.: Government Printing Office). 

thought it occurred sometimes at the local level. 
Similarly low estimates of the extent of substitution 
were offered by local and regional officials. Of 1,226 
cities and counties responding to this question, 19 
(two percent) indicated that supplantation occurred 
often, while 136 (1 1 percent) thought that it hap- 
pened sometimes. Of the 349 RPUs responding, 
nine (three percent) indicated that a substitution ef- 
fect was a common fiscal result at the local level and 
41 (12 percent) thought that it sometimes occurred. 
However, the RPU responses differed from the SPA 
replies in that more RPUs (36 percent) claimed that 
supplantation occurred either often or sometimes at 
the state level more frequently than at the local level 
(14 percent). More SPAS (eight) thought that the 
substitution of Safe Streets funds for those of recip- 
ient jurisdictions took place at the local rather than 
at the state level (four). This pattern ,could simply 
be a case of each level of government magnifying 
the alleged transgressions of the other. 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART C 
DISCRETIONARY FUNDS 

It is useful to compare the distribution of block 
grant funds and LEAA discretionary monies, which 

account for 15 percent of Part C and 50 percent of 
Part E appropriations and are distributed by the 
LEAA administrator. In effect, discretionary funds 
represent categorical grants from the Federal gov- 
ernment. Appendix V-4 (p. 170) shows the discre- 
tionary funds received by each state over the past 
seven years, together with the state's percentage of 
the total population which, as indicated earlier, is 
the basis for annual block grant allocations to the 
states. 

Several of the larger states (Pennsylvania, Illinois, 
California) received a smaller percentage of discre- 
tionary funds than their population ranking, while 
some of the moderately populous states (Colorado, 
New Jersey, Georgia) and the District of Columbia 
received a larger proportion. Yet, it should be noted 
that all three of these latter states contained Impact 
Cities, which received a total of more than $40 mil- 
lion of LEAA discretionary funds. 

Viewing the data another way, of the 50 states and 
the District of Columbia, the 18 smallest contained 
seven percent of the population, yet received 16 per- 
cent of the discretionary funds. On the other hand, 
the nine largest states had 51 percent of the popula- 
tion, but were awarded 46 percent of the discretion- 
ary funds. Discretionary funds, then, have been di- 



I Table V-13 

Distribution of Part C and E* Discretionary and Block Grant Funds, 
by Percent Awarded to Type of Recipient 

FY 1969-1975 

Part C Fun& 
Ln8cr.t)on.r). 
Wock Grant 

Part E Funds 
Dhcr.lknrr). 
Wock Granl 

rota 
D(.cr.tknafy 
Wodc Qrcmt 

I 'Part E funds represent those funds appropriated under Part E of the Safe Streets Act and designated for the support of specified correc- 
tions activities. A separate discussion of Part E funding is presented in a subsequent section. 

Source: GM IS data. 

rected more toward the smaller rural states than the 
larger urban states. The small state supplemental 
allocations, made annually by LEAA from discre- 
tionary funds to the 15 smallest states and territories, 
probably account for this pattern. These allocations 
have totaled almost $38 million since 1971. 

Yet, as was noted earlier, it was not the intent of 
Congress to have L EA A discretionary funds dis- 
tributed on a population basis. Therefore, the above 
analysis may be less significant than a comparison 
of the distribution of block grant as against discre- 
tionary funds among different types of recipients. 
Table V-13 compares the distribution of these two 

types of funds among the state agencies, cities, coun- 
ties and private agencies. (Private agencies usually 
represent independent, non-profit agencies such as 
the YMCA, YWCA, Big Brothers, Urban League, 
Goodwill Industries, neighborhood youth organiza- 
tions, crisis intervention and counseling centers, drug 
and alcohol agencies, etc.) 

Clearly, state and private agencies have received 
proportionately more discretionary than block grant 
funds. The reverse applies to counties, possibly be- 
cause LEAA has awarded a large percentage of its 
Part E discretionary funds to states because of their 
strong role in corrections. 

Table V- 14 

Distribution of Part C Discretionary and Block Grant Funds 
by Percent Awarded to Criminal Justice Components 

FY 1969-1975 

Source: GMlS data. 



In Appendix V-5 (p. 171), the allocation of discre- 
tionary funds to cities and counties of different pop- 
ulation categories is shown vis-a-vis block grants. 
Unlike Part C dollars, which are distributed roughly 
proportional to population and crime rates, discre- 
tionary funds are chiefly targeted on large urban 
areas. More than 68 percent of the discretionary 
funds disbursed to substate units between 1969 and 
1975 was awarded to cities and counties over 250,000 
population, which contained a total .of 29 percent 
of the population. Seven percent was given to local- 
ities under 50,000, which account for 49 percent of 
the nation's inhabitants. Thus, despite the fact that 
discretionary funds appear to be directed toward 
the smaller states, it seems that at the local level, 
the overwhelming majority of discretionary funds 
is awarded to the larger urban areas. 

Comparing the distribution of block grant and 
discretionary funds among the different components 
of the criminal justice system is made difficult by 
the fairly sizeable amounts of funds that have been 
awarded to multi-purpose undertakings, especially 
under the discretionary program (notably the Im- 
pact Cities effort). The data in Table V-14 indicate 
that, aside from the awards given to such joint ef- 
forts, the greatest percentages of Part C discretion- 
ary and block grant funds are awarded to the police 
area. The next highest percentage of discretionary 
funds is awarded to the courts, and the next highest 
percentage of block grants, to corrections. This pat- 
tern could result from the large percentage of Part 
E discretionary funds available for corrections which, 
in turn, allows LEAA to concentrate Part C discre- 
tionary funds on police and courts. 

To determine the SPAs' views regarding LEAA 
discretionary grants in their states, they were queried 
as to the percentage of these funds that had been 
used for various program purposes. Table V- 15 high- 
lights the range of responses from 40 SPAs. In the 
view of the SPAs, only a small percentage of discre- 
tionary funds has been used for existing programs or 
to build local support. The greater proportion has 
supported innovative and research programs and 
filled gaps in block grant funding. 

Local officials, responding to the same question 
phrased slightly differently, responded similarly, as 
can be seen in Table V- 16. 

This basic agreement between local officials and 
the SPAs tends to confirm the case study findings 
that discretionary funds are more often used to sup- 
port innovative oroiects and research efforts than 

Table V-15 

SPA Views on the Use of LEAA 
Discretionary Funds 

October 1975 

Use Percent' 

To continue support of existing programs 7.7 
To supporl innovatire programs 41.4 
To fil gaps in Mock grant funds 29.1 
To build local jurkdiction support for 4.6 

th. programs 
Research, d.monstration and pIW pograms 27.5 

'These percentages total more than 100 percent because of multiple 
responses by some states. 
Source: AClR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

to continue existing programs or to build local juris- 
dictional support for Safe Streets. 

It should be noted that there have been charges 
that LEAA's discretionary funds have been used in 
some instances to buy political support for the pro- 
gram from certain larger jurisdictions8 and interest 
groups.9 For instance, it has been suggested that the 
two large discretionary grants awarded to the City 
of Philadelphia under Mayor Frank Rizzo were de- 
signed to garner Rizzo's support for President 
Richard M. Nixon in the 1972 election campaign. 
The amount of funds awarded to the 26 largest cities 
relative to the amount of population and crime in 
those cities was examined in an effort to discover 
whether there were any significant differences in the 
distribution of discretionary funds based on the po- 
litical affiliation of the mayors or their support of 
President Nixon. While it was difficult to analyze 
the data because of the relatively large amounts of 
funds awarded to eight cities under the Impact Cities 
program (only one of which was under Republican 
control) there does not appear to be any systemat- 
ically unusual flow of funds to either the small num- 
ber of Republican mayors or to other mayors who 
supported the President in 1972. Excluding monies 
distributed to the Impact Cities, the allocation of 
discretionary funds to the 26 cities over 500,000 pop- 
ulation closely reflects the amount of crime and pop- 
ulation in those cities, as shown in Table V-17. A 
closer examination of pre- and post-election-year 
discretionary funding (1971 and 1973) also shows no 
distribution along political lines. Although these 



Table V-16 

I Local Views on the Use of LEAA Discretionary Funds 

I October 1975 

Always Some- Rarely Not 
or Often times or Never Applicable 

To support 13 13 52 22 
existing programs 

To support 31 19 29 20 
innovative programs 

To build local 10 15 50 26 
j u r i s d i ~ t i ~ ~ i  Support 

Research, demonstration 23 18 39 2 1 
and pilot programs 

Source: AClR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

Table V- 17 

Distribution of Part C Discretionary Funcls to Cities Over 500,000 
by Political Affiliation of Mayor (Impact Cities Excluded) 

FY 1969-1975 

Population in 
Cltlr Whh Mayors 

Registered as: 

Urn. in Qtir  
Wlth Mayors 

R.ghtered as: 

Funds Awardod to 
Qtir Whh Mayon 

Rogi8t~r.d as: 

D.mocrats 
Reprblkam 
UkraClndop. 
Unknown 

'The large percentage of population in cities having Liberal or Independent mayors consists primarily of the New York City population un- 
der Mayor Lindsay from 1969 to 1973. 

Source: GMIS data. 

Table V-18 

Distribution of Part E Funds, by Type of Recipient 
FY 1971-1975 

F.d.ral 
sat. 
Cnkr 
Countk. 
Mv.1. ag.nd.r 

TOTAL 

Formula 

$ % 

Note: Because in each fiscal year 50 percent of Part E funds are granted to the states by formula and 50 percent are retained by LEAA 
and distributed in the form of discretionary grants, the differences in the totals shown above reflect both a slower rate of using Part 
E funds and a lower degree of GMIS reporting by the states. While almost all Part E discretionary funds have been awarded and 
reported to GMIS, less than 70 percent of the Part E formula funds have been awarded, and less than 80 percent of the funds 

awarded have been reported to GMIS. 

( Source: GMIS data 



data do not rule out the possibility that political con- 
siderations other than party affiliation or support 
for President Nixon could have affected the alloca- 
tion of discretionary funds, it does appear that these 
two factors did not substantially affect this pattern. 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART E FUNDS 

In the 1971 amendments, in response to increasing 
pressures to direct funds toward the expansion and 
improvement of rehabilitative and correctional serv- 
ices, Congress added a special Part E category of 
funds to the Safe Streets Act; the amounts available 
have ranged from 15 to 20 percent of the total Part 
C block grant appropriation. Part E funds are used 
solely for corrections-related activities. Fifty percent 
of these funds are grants allocated to the states ac- 
cording to a population-based formula. The remain- 
der are discretionary funds, used by LEAA for direct 
grants to state and local governments. 

14* Table V-18 indicates the percentages of Part E 
dollars awarded by the states to various local units 
over the past four years as compared to discretionary 
funds. A slightly greater percentage of Part E for- 
mula grants is awarded to counties, and a greater 
percentage of Part E discretionary funds is awarded 
to cities. Unlike Part C distribution, more Part E 
formula grants than discretionary funds are awarded 
to state agencies. 

A comparison between corrections expenditures by 
different levels of government and the distribution 
of Part E funds (Table V-19) tends to confirm that, 
relative to state and local corrections outlays (FY 
73), the states have received the major share of for- 

mula grant awards. LEAA, on the other hand, has 
devoted a greater percentage of Part E discretionary 
dollars to cities. Under both funding sources, coun- 
ties received less than a proportionate share. Yet, as 
was mentioned earlier, it is debatable whether Safe 
Streets funds necessarily should follow the overall 
pattern of state and local corrections expenditures. 

Appendix V-6 (p.172) shows the percent of Part 
E discretionary funds received by each state relative 
to its portion of the nation's population. There ap- 
pears to be no particular trend other than that many 
of the larger, more urban states (California, New 
York, Pennsylvania, Michigan) appear to receive a 
smaller percentage of the Part E discretionary funds 
than their population rank would indicate. However, 
the figures in Table V-20 indicate that, as is the case 
with Part C monies, the majority (63 percent) of the 
Part E discretionary funds is awarded to local juris- 
dictions over 250,000. Only 32 percent of the Part 
E formula grants go to such areas. As would be ex- 
pected, formula grants more closely reflect the dis- 
tribution of both population and crime, while discre- 
tionary funds focus on large urban areas experienc- 
ing the worst crime problems and on small, rural 
states. 

ADMINISTRATION OF 
SAFE STREETS FUNDS 

Block grant funds awarded by LEAA to the states 
are in turn subgranted by the SPA to state agencies 
and local governments (and in some cases to non- 
profit agencies and regional planning units) for car- 
rying out various crime reduction or system improve- 

I Table V- 19 

Distribution of Part E and Direct Corrections Expenditures, by Type of Government 
FY 1971-1975 

State/Local 
Direct Corrections 

Formula* Dkcretionary Total Expenditures 

'Source: GMlS data. 
"US. Department of Justice and 'US. Department of Commerce, Expenditure and Employment Data lor the Criminal Justice System, 

1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975), Table 7, p. 30. 
7 



I Table V-20 

Distribution of Part E Discretionary and Formula Funds 
by Population Size of Recipient Jurisdiction 

FY 1969-1975 

Porconl of Porconl ot Pwconl ot Porconl ot Porcontot Porconl d Prc .n l  d P.rc.cll ot 
PopuWlon' Crinw" Formula Fund. Discretionary Formula Funds Dbcr.tkrury Formula Fund. DlscroUonafy 

ovr  1,000,000 
500-1,000,000 
250-500,000 
100-250,000 
50-1 00,000 
25-50,000 
10-25,000 
1-10,000 
Unknown 

'U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 1970 Census of Population, Vol. I (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1972). Table 6. p. 145. 

"U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reporb (Washington. D.C.: 
Government Printing Office. 1973). Table 10, pp. 104-105. 

"'LEAA GMlS data. 

ment activities pursuant to the state's approved an- 
nual plan. In some states, the plan specifically iden- 
tifies projects that will be funded; in others, only 
broad program categories and dollar allocations are 
set forth. While these basic approaches reflect the 
degree to which project funding commitments have 
been made during the planning process, all states 
require applications to be developed, reviewed and 
approved prior to the actual disbursement of funds. 

The grants administration process, while varying 
greatly from state to state, generally consists of four 
major steps: the development of applications by 
potential grantee agencies, the review and approval 
of applications by regional planning units and the 
SPA, the disbursement of funds, and the fiscal and 
programmatic monitoring of project performance. 
As the comparative analysis of the 10 case study 
states points out, grants administration (the distri- 
bution, management and control of Safe Streets 
funds) is a major and important SPA function de- 
manding a significant portion of staff time. 

Based on the SPA responses to the ACIR ques- 
tionnaire, there appears to be little uniformity among 
the states as to the frequency with which grants are 
awarded. Six SPAS indicated that this is done week- 
ly or even more frequently; at the other extreme, 

seven said that grants were awarded only once dur- 
ing the year. Twenty-six SPAS make these decisions 
on a monthly basis; seven others use either a bi- 
monthly or quarterly schedule. Factors influencing 
the frequency of grant awards include the sheer vol- 
ume of applications to be processed and the degree 
to which the SPA supervisory board takes an active 
role in the review and approval or denial of each 
application. 

Some states criticize the frequent grant award 
cycles of other SPAS, contending that planning func- 
tions are necessarily celegated to secondary import- 
ance by the continous review of project applications. 
On the other hand, others believe that awarding 
grants on an annual basis does not allow sufficient 
time for staff and supervisory board members to 
adequately assess each application, since they must 
review and decide upon several in a short period of 
time. Some cities and counties are also critical of 
annual funding, asserting that it restricts their ability 
to respond to changing local needs and priorities. 
All these viewpoints have merit. The key issue ap- 
pears to be how best to strike a balance between a 
responsive and flexible process and one that is also 
efficient and keeps within bounds the demands 
placed on the SPA'S time, attention and energy. 



Forty-six of the states responding to the ACIR 
questionnaire usually award grants for an average 
duration of one year: two states, for a 14-month pe- 
riod; two states, for two years; and one, for an aver- 
age period of three years. A few states noted that 
awarding grants for one-year periods resulted in fre- 
quent requests for grant extensions, due to start-up 
delays by grantees. A one-year funding period also 
results in decisions concerning second-year funding 
being made with incomplete knowledge about the 
project's experience. 

Most states have extablished fairly routine pro- 
cedures for the review and approval of grant applica- 
tions. Although the application flow differs greatly 
among the states, the following description, although 
greatly oversimplified, provides a general overview. 
Applications from localities are usually initiated by 
an operating agency (for example, the police depart- 
ment), often with the assistance of a local or regional 

144 criminal justice planner. Occasionally SPA staff are 
involved in the preparation of applications. After 
endorsement by the local governing body or chief 
executive, applications are forwarded to the regional 
planning unit for review and comment by staff, sub- 
committees and policy boards. If the RPU does not 
have review authority under Office of Management 
and Budget Circular A-95, the application must also 
be sent to the appropriate metropolitan or regional 
clearinghouse for review and comment. Subsequent- 
ly, applications are transmitted to the SPA where 
the staff reviews them from the standpoint of com- 
pliance with LEAA technical and administrative re- 
quirements and SPA policies, budgetary feasibility, 
adherence to the annual plan and programmatic 
merit. Some applications are sent to other state agen- 
cies for their review and comment, such as proposed 
drug and alcohol programs. Finally, applications 
(or summaries) are transmitted to the supervisory 
board with the SPA staff recommendation to ap- 
prove or deny. The process for state applications is 
essentially the same with the exception of the review 
by regional planning units, although some states 
have procedures whereby regions comment on state 
applications having a local impact. 

SPAs were asked to estimate the number of weeks 
required for specific steps in the award process. 
While there were wide variations among the states, 
the estimated average time for local applications was 
as follows: 4.4 weeks to develop the application, 3.1 
weeks for review and approval by the RPU, 3.2 
weeks for A-95 clearance, 5.6 weeks for review and 
approval by the SPA, and 4.9 weeks from this time 

of award until the receipt of funds by the subgrantee. 
The total time, from development of the application 
through the receipt of funds, was estimated at 18.4 
weeks. This does not equal the total time of the 
above steps because some of the steps take place 
concurrently. 

The elapsed time for the award of state agency 
grants is somewhat less than that for local applica- 
tions, probably because there is no need for RPU 
review. The average SPA estimates of the time for 
various steps in the review process for state applica- 
tions was as follows: 5.0 weeks for the development 
of the application, 3.4 weeks for A-95 clearance, 5.7 
weeks for SPA review and approval, and 4.9 weeks 
from the time of award until the receipt of funds by 
the subgrantee. The total time for state applications 
was estimated at 15.3 weeks. (Again, some of the 
above steps take place concurrently.) 

Although delays in the award process were at one 
time a major concern in the Safe Streets program, 
the SPA directors surveyed indicated that there are 
presently no significant problems of this type. 

The most frequently mentioned reasons given for 
the delays that had occurred in the award process 
were: ( I)  poorly developed or incomplete applica- 
tions requiring revisions by either the SPA or the 
applicant, (2) the need to wait for the next RPU or 
SPA meeting to approve grant funds, (3) the A-95 
review process, and (4) the slowness of some state 
disbursing and accounting systems. 

As a result of earlier complaints about delays in 
grant processing, in a 1973 amendment to the act, 
Congress required that all applications be approved 
or disapproved by the SPA in whole or in part with- 
in 90 days of their receipt by the SPA. Failure to do 
so within this period results in the automatic ap- 
proval of the grant and the award of funds. 

ACIR's local survey found that 37 percent of the 
1,176 jurisdictions responding to a question on the 
incidence of major delays in the grant award pro- 
cess since 1973 gave an affirmative answer. Thus, 
despite the development by all SPAs of procedures . 
to insure that applications are acted upon within the 
prescribed period, some problems still appear to 
exist. During the field studies, for example, several .. 
local officials commented that' the 90-day rule may 
have unintentionally increased the delays in the re- 
view process by forcing the SPAs to reject and re- 
turn applications with minor deficiencies rather than 
risk the expiration of the 90-day period. At the same 
time, all states claimed that they approve or disap- 
prove all applications within 90 days. Only three 



United Stales, Totals 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Deiaware 
DM. of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
lfflnds 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
L0uhiaM 
Matne 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
MichJgan 
Minnesota 
Miuh.iPpi 
Mksouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North h r d ~  
North Dakota 
OM0 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhodo Island 
South h r d i ~  
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginla 
Washington 
We8t Vtrgfnk 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Amdcan Samoa 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Virgln Islands 

- -  - 

Table V-21 
Part B Planning Funds as a Percenta.ge 

of Total Part B, C and E Block Grants Funds 

(In Thousands) 

Part B, 
C and E Funds 

Part B 
Fund. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, FY 1976 Planning Guidelines. 

Part B 
Funds as a Percent of Total 

Part B. C and E Funds 



(Missouri, New Mexico and Pennsylvania) reported 
having to award funds to a project because of the 
expiration of the 90-day period. Thus, the question 
of whether there are major delays in the SPA grant 
award process appears to be a matter of interpreta- 
tion and jurisdictional viewpoint. 

Administrative Cost of the 
Safe Streets Program 

One of the most troublesome aspects of assessing 
Federal grant programs is their administrative cost. 
Safe Streets is no exception. Perhaps the most use- 
ful way to do so is to measure the costs associated 
with the delivery of funds from LEAA through the 
SPAS and RPUs to local recipients. This is facil- 
itated by the congressionally mandated division of 
funds between Part B-to be used for planning and 
administration at the state, regional and local lev- 
els-and Parts C and E-to be used for action 
grants to state and local agencies. The $60 million 
of Part B funds (FY 1976) used by SPAs, RPUs and 
certain local agencies for planning and administra- 
tion represent 11.5 percent of the total Part B, C 
and E block grant funds. This is a rough approxima- 
tion of an administrative cost rate. (See Table V-21.) 

As can be expected from the minimum base for- 
mula for Part B distribution and the addition of the 
small states' supplement, the administrative cost 
rate is usually higher in states with small popula- 
tions. For example, the administrative cost rate is 
more than 20 percent in Alaska, Delaware, Nevada, 
North Dakota, Vermont and Wyoming. Of the $60 
million of FY 1976 Part B funds allocated to the 
states, $24,577,437 (41 percent) was passed through 
to support the planning and administrative activities 
of regional planning units and large localities. 

While this 11.5 percent figure gives some idea of 
the administrative cost, the formula excludes several 
items from consideration. Many states use some Part 
C funds to support criminal justice coordinating 
councils, regional planning councils, other local plan- 
ning efforts and evaluation activities. While Part C 
funds may also be used for coordination and evalua- 
tion purposes, coordination and evaluation costs are 
considered to be administrative costs under rhost ac- 
counting methods. The match provided for Federal 
funds is also excluded here. In several states, the 
SPA receives state appropriations to administer the 
program, above and beyond the Federal funds and 
the required state match. Other state agencies, such 
as the treasurer's office or department of personnel, 

also provide services to SPAs that are considered to 
be administrative costs but are not included in these 
figures. Thus, the 1 1.5 percent figure could be viewed 
as a conservative estimate. 

Determination of the activities to be included in 
an administrative cost rate is a very complex mat- 
ter. Some SPAs believe the development of a com- 
prehensive plahpto be of intrinsic value and do not 
associate its formulation with the allocation and ad- 
ministration of funds. Other SPAS consider plan de- 
velopment costs to be necessary in order to receive 
and distribute action funds. Part B dollars also often 
support SPA activities, such as legislative initiatives, 
which are not related to Safe Streets funding. The 
difficulty in attributing various costs to administra- 
tion becomes even greater when subgrantee adminis- 
trative costs, both direct and indirect, are taken into 
account, but these of necessity are excluded for pur- 
poses of this analysis. 

In addition to the 11.5 percent of block grant 
funds used for administration of the program, LEAA 
spends an additional two percent of the total a p  
propriations for the Safe Streets Act as amended 
(see Table V-22). The administrative cost of the pro- 
gram has been increasing consistently at the national 
level even as the overall level of appropriations has 
stabilized. 

The administrative cost rate at the Federal level 
is of the same magnitude as that found in the Head- 
start program (2.0 percent) and the Federal-aid 
Highway program (2.3 percent), but more than that 
found for some others, such as Title I of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act (0.1 percent) and 
the National School Lunch program (0.2 percent).1° 
However, caution should be exercised in directly 
comparing Safe Streets with these programs, since 
different definitions may be used in determining 
their administrative cost, and they are categorical 
rather than block grants. 

Matching Provisions 

Another recurrent issue in the administration of 
Safe Streets funds is matching. Under the 1968 Safe 
Streets Act, the Federal share for all action pro- 
grams (other than construction) could be up to 60 
percent of the total cost of each undertaking; the re- 
maining 40 percent had to be provided from non- 
Federal sources. However, the 40 percent "match," 
as the non-Federal share is termed, could be pro- 
vided either in dollars or by "in-kind" goods and 
services. The 1971 amendments changed the match- 



Year 
Levd of Total 
Appropriations 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

TOTAL 

Table V-22 

LEAA Administrative Costs 

(In Thousands) 

Appropriatio- 
tor Administration 
and Management 

Percent tor 
Admlnktration 

and Management 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office of the Comptroller, Budget Division. 

ing ratio to 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non- 
Federal (once again, with the exception of construc- 
tion) and also required that at least 40 percent of 
the required 25 percent match (or 10 percent of the 
total project costs) be appropriated money (termed 
"hard match"), as opposed to goods and services. In 
1973, Congress orice again changed the matching 
provisions of the act, so that at present up to 90 per- 
cent of total project costs may be supported by Fed- 
eral funds, and at least 10 percent must be provided 
in cash from non-Federal sources. "Soft" or in-kind 
match was completely eliminated. The 1973 amend- 
ments also provided that states "buy in" to local 
projects by providing in the aggregate one-half of 
the required non-Federal match (or five percent of 
the total project costs). Construction projects require 
a 50-50 matching ratio, with the nowFederal share 
also to be in cash and with the same buy-in require- 
ments. Under these provisions, a state generally must 
provide in cash 25 percent of the total costs of a 
local construction project (one half of the non-Fed- 
era1 share). 

ACIR asked the SPAs to describe any differences 
they have noticed between the 25 percent in-kind 
matching requirements in effect prior to 1973 and 
the current 10 percent cash matching requirements, 
particularly in terms of applicants' willingness to 
provide matching funds and ultimately to assume 

project costs. Most SPAs thought that there were no 
such differences. However, those that did perceive 
a change commented that the provision of a cash 
match caused local officials to be more cautious in 
initiating projects with Safe Streets funds and to re- 
view proposed projects more carefully. This, they 
believed, resulted in greater local commitment to 
the projects and more willingness to assume costs 
later. They claimed that the cash match was easier 
to administer compared with the in-kind match, 
which posed problems of definition, administration 
and audit. Almost 90 percent of the 1,318 city and 
county respondents to this question also expressed 
satisfaction with the current matching requirements. 

Thirty states reported no difficulty in obtaining 
legislative approval of the state buy-in and match- 
ing funds, while 14 had experienced some difficulty 
and seven (Alabama, Illinois, Louisiana, Missouri, 
Pennsylvania, Vermont and Guam) indicated great 
difficulty. Most problems appear to stem from in- 
creasingly tight state budgets, as well as a lack of un- 
derstanding by the legislature of the consequences of 
a cutback in buy-in or matching funds. One state 
(Missouri) attributed its difficulties to legislators' 
resentment of the Safe Streets program. 

Several states, on the other hand, reported that 
declining state revenues also are causing legislators 
to take more interest in the long-term consequences 



of starting programs with Safe Streets funds. Four 
(Illinois, New Hampshire, Missouri and North Da- 
kota) noted that their legislatures have sought greater 
control over Safe Streets funds, often through line- 
item approval of grants. 

The change to cash matching requirements ap- 
pears to have had some effect on the number of re- 
quests for Part C funds for construction. When asked 
whether this change had curtailed the number of re- 
quests for this purpose, more than half of the SPAs 
responded affirmatively: five SPAs said it had elim- 
inated all requests; 11 stated it had reduced them 
sharply; four indicated a moderate reduction; seven 
believed the decline had been only slight; and 19 
said there had been no change. 

Fund Flow 

The comparative analysis of the 10 case study 
states and the questionnaire responses both indicate 

148 that most SPAs believe effective planning in the 
early years of the program was hindered by the ini- 
tial rapid influx of Part C funds. Thirty SPAs rated 
this growth as "too rapid;" six as "not rapid 
enough;" and 15 as "about right." One SPA com- 
mented: "The rapid growth in availability of funds 
negated much of the need to develop rational plan- 
ning and allocation processes. It encouraged the 
spending of money for the sake of moving it, created 
serious carryover problems and reinforced the SPA 
as a money giving agency rather than a criminal 
justice planning agency concerned with the improve- 
ment of the criminal justice system . . ." Another 
stated: "The development of a planning process at 
state and local levels was too complex a functioh to 
be done quickly and the rapid increase in action 
funds and the pressure to get them out complicated 
the situation." Still another said: "The program 
didn't allow enough time to develop statistical pro- 
cedures; etc. Worst of all, absolutely no groundwork 
was laid for evaluation." 

The extraordinary growth of Federal funds, par- 
ticularly over the first three years of the program, 
also made it difficult for a number of states to absorb 
and expend the rapidly increasing grant monies. As 
was mentioned earlier, fund flow has been an issue 
in the Safe Streets program almost since its incep 
tion. 

Responses from 43 SPAs indicated that in FY 
1972 they reverted almost $4 million in Part C funds 
(about two percent of the total) back to the Federal 
government. ACIRYs survey data, while not com- 
plete, suggest that the relative proportion of reverted 

(or "lapsed") funds to the total Part C block grant 
award has remained fairly stable from FY 1969 to 
FY 1972. Yet, it appears that there is a great deal 
of discrepancy among the states in their ability to 
fully utilize Safe Streets monies, in that certain states 
account for a disproportionate share of the total 
amount reverted. Moveover, a few states seem to 
experience more difficulty expending Part E cor- 
rections monies than Part C action funds, perhaps 
because of the special requirements placed on use of 
the former. These include a requirement that all cor- 
rections facilities constructed with Safe Streets funds 
separate juvenile from adult offenders, provide for 
treatment of drug and alcohol offenders and con- 
sult with the National Clearinghouse for Criminal 
Justice Planning and Architecture. 

In order to determine the reasons for fund rever- 
sion, the SPAs were asked to indicate the factors 
contributing to the problem of lapsed or unused 
monies. As can be wen in Table V-23, the primary 
factor in the opinion of the SPA directors is project 
underspending, followed closely by the two-year life 
of block grant funds. Few SPAs thought that a lack 
of applicants or delays in the application or award 
processes significantly affected the reversion rate. 

Continuation Funding 

Based on responses to the ACIR survey, it a p  
pears that almost all (45) SPAs have now established 
policies regarding the number of years a project may 
be eligible to receive Safe Streets support. Three 
SPAs (Hawaii, Iowa and New Jersey) do not have 
specific continuation policies (the latter two indicated 
that continuation decisions are handled on a case- 
by-case basis), and eight did not respond. These pol- 
icies generally range from two to five years, with the 
majority (30) calling for a maximum of three years 
funding with applicants assuming an increasing por- 
tion of the total costs over this period. The ;ationale 
for increasing the required match is to encourage 
state and local governments to gradually assume 
greater and greater financial commitments, so that 
when Federal funding terminates, projects can be 
fully sustained by general revenues. SPA continua- 
tion policies, however, vary greatly in their details. 
Many SPAs have provided for exceptions to the 
policy; for example, in a number of states, technical 
assistance and training activities are not covered. 
In at least one state, community corrections pro- 
grams may be funded for a longer period than other 
types of activities. Some states also apply more re- 



SPA Directors' Views on Reasons tor Reverted Funds 

October 1975 

Primaty 
Factor 

Contributes 
Somewhat 

Not a Contri- 
butlng Factor 

No. % No. % No. % 

Two-year life of 15 30.6 
b h k  grant tun& 

Skw start of many 13 26.0 

Proj- 
Undorspendng by 15 30.6 
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'North Dakota has threeyear life of block grant funds. 
Source: AClR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

strictive policies to certain program areas, such as 
police-community relations. Two SPAS (Arkansas 
and North Carolina) have adopted different policies 
for state and local projects and one (Arizona) has 
limited Part C funding to a maximum of three years 
while restricting Part E to only two years. 

Although there is a great variation in the nature 
and applicability of these policies, they share a basic 
intent to wean projects from their dependence on 
Federal aid and to insure that the SPA has an ad- 
equate amount of funds in each fiscal year for initi- 
ating new program activity. One of the major factors 
causing SPAS to adopt specific funding limits and in 
some cases to revise earlier, more generous policies, 
was the increasing portion of their Part C funds 
implicitly committed to continue projects initiated 
with prior-year Safe Streets funds. For example, in 
FY 1974 four states were faced with 80 percent or 
more of their block grant committed to continuation 
grants. Eight SPAS estimated their continuation 
funding to equal or exceed this level for FY 1975. 

The mean percentage of fiscal year funds com- 
mitted to continuation projects has steadily in- 

creased, from 40.6 percent in FY 1971 to 58.3 per- 
cent in FY 1974. It tapered off only slightly (56.4 
percent) in FY 1975. In FY 1971, 13 of the SPA'S 
surveyed had 50 percent or more of their block grant 
funds committed to continuation activities. By FY 
1975, this had increased to 30 states. 

The congressional cutback in FY 1976 Part C 
formula allocations will probably cause the percent- 
age once again to climb, since most SPAS give prior- 
ity to continuing projects already initiated. Forty- 
three of the SPA directors responding to ACIR's 
survey said that the cutback would affect continua- 
tion funding and the initiation of new programs by 
the SPA. Typical of the directors' comments was 
the following: "Since it is the SPA'S policy to sup- 
port programs for the length of time necessary for 
reasonable hopes of success, the projected cutback 
in Part C funds will limit new programs." Another 
SPA official, citing the impact of inflation, stated: 
"Since most of our programs are already at or near 
minimum effective funding levels, we will need to 
terminate at least 30 percent of our existing projects 
this year even if we initiate no new programs." 



Assumption of Cost 

One of the indicators used to assess the impact of 
activities supported by Safe Streets Act funds is the 
extent to which they have been institutionalized and 
their costs assumed by state and local governments. 
ACIR asked the SPAs to rate their success in en- 
couraging cost assumption. The responses can be 
seen in Table V-24. As this table shows, few SPAs 
believed they had experienced no or very little suc- 
cess. The majority rated their success as moderate, 
at both the state and local level. However, it appears 
that, in general, the SPAs believe that greater cost 
assumption is taking place at the state level. 

Each SPA also was asked to estimate the percent- 
age of projects that has been assumed by state and 
local governments. The mean percentage estimate 
was 64.3 percent, indicating that a fairly high num- 
ber of long-term projects are continuing to operate 

150 with state or local government support after Safe 
Streets funding terminates. The percentage of as- 
sumption ranges from a low of 10 percent to a high 
of 99 percent. It should be remembered that these 
figures are the estimates of the SPA directors. Gen- 
erally, however, they are substantiated by the find- 
ings of the grant sample analysis conducted by 
ACIR in the 10 case study states. 

Moreover, these figures agree with those provided 
by city and county respondents. The mean assump- 
tion rate of projects initiated with Safe Streets funds 
was quite high. Eighty-three percent of the city pro- 
jects and 78 percent of the county projects were re- 
ported as continuing with local government support. 

Table V-25 reflects the SPA directors' assessment 

of the relative importance of various factors in de- 
termining whether or not a project will be assumed 
by a state or local government. As these data show, 
the two most important factors affecting assumption 
are the financial capacity of the governmental unit 
and the demonstrated merit of the project. These 
two factors were also by far the most important ones 
cited by city and county respondents. 

A study of the assumption-of-cost problem by the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) revealed findings 
similar to those resulting from the ACIR survey of 
SPAs. 1 1  The continuation policies and practices of 
six states (Alabama, California, Michigan, Ohio, 
Oregon and Washington) were examined and 33 
other states and the District of Columbia were sur- 
veyed to determine their assumption-of-cost record. 
GAO found that, of 440 long-term projects that were 
initiated with Safe Streets dollars but were no longer 
receiving block grants prior to July 1, 1973, 64 per- 
cent were continuing to operate at expanded or at 
about the same levels. Of these 281 projects, 253 
were being supported with state or local funds, while 
28 were being continued with general revenue shar- 
ing monies or Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare assistance. 

Of the 159 long-term projects that had either 
stopped or significantly reduced operations, 95 mer- 
ited continuation in the eyes of state and project of- 
ficials. Lack of state or local funds, due primarily to 
poor cost-assumption planning, was seen as the fac- 
tor responsible for non-continuation of 81 percent 
of these projects. 

While GAO considered these findings as evidence 
of "limited success in continuing projects," they 

Extent of Succou 

GrMt 
Modorate 
Very M e  
Morn 

TOTAL 

Table V-24 

SPA Directors' Views on Assumption-of-Cost Record 

October 1975 

state 
No. % 

15 30 
29 58 

5 10 
1 2  

50 100 

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 



I-P Table V-25 
SPA Directors' Assessment of Factors Influencing 

StateAocal Assumption of Project Cost 

October 1975 

No. % 

Source: AClR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

No. % No. % No. % 

Total 

No. % 

50 100.0 

50 100.0 

49 100.0 

50 100.0 

50 100.0 

50 100.0 

could also be interpreted as evidence of surprising 
success, given state and local revenue problems. 
However, the GAO study also found that the real 
test concerning the assumption of costs will come 
in the near future when an increasing number of 
long-term projects receive the last award of Safe 
Streets funds under new SPA continuation funding 
policies. 

SUMMARY 

Despite the limitations of the available data, many 
of the more controversial issues involved in the Safe 
Streets program may be seen more clearly in this 
section. The following are some of the more signif- 
icant findings: 

Collectively, the larger cities and counties, 
experiencing more serious crime prob- 
lems, have received a percentage of Safe 
Streets block grant funds in excess of 
their percentage of population and slight- 
ly below their percentage of all reported 
crimes. 

Safe Streets block grant funding for dif- 
ferent functional areas (police, courts, 
corrections, etc.) has stabilized over the 
years. Of particular note, the percentage 
of funds awarded to police activities has 
declined from more than 66 percent in 
1969 to 36 percent in 1974. 
For the most part, Safe Streets block 
grant funds have been used to support ac- 
tivities that are new to the jurisdictions 
receiving the funds, rather than for rou- 

-tine undertakings or as a substitute for 
normal local expenditures. 
A small proportion of Safe Streets funds 
has been used to purchase equipment or 
construct facilities, while the overwhelm- 
ing majority of the funds has been used 
to provide law enforcement and criminal 
justice services. 
A greater proportion of LEAA discretion- 
ary funds than block grant funds has 
been directed to large urban jurisdictions 
and private agencies, with most of these 
dollars being used for innovative projects 



or research and demonstration activities. 
A greater percentage of Safe Streets funds 
has been awarded to correctional activ- 
ities and a smaller percentage to police 
and courts relative to the distribution of 
state and local revenues to these function- 
al areas. 
One of the most serious problems facing 
the Safe Streets program is the large 
number of activities continued year after 
year with Safe Streets funds. While there 
is some evidence to indicate a rather high 
assumption rate, in light of recent eco- 
nomic trends it is unclear whether state 
and local governments will be able or 
willing to assume the cost of activities af- 
ter Safe Streets funding terminates. 
With respect to grant administration, the 
90-day rule appears to have an effect on 
expediting processing time, although 

some major delays have been reported as 
a result of the A-95 review process, the 
timing of supervisory board meetings and 
different interpretations as to whether 
this period may be extended by the 
SPA'S return of poorly developed aplica- 
tions. At the same time, several states 
continue to experience fund flow prob- 
lems and revert monies to the Federal 
government. 

But perhaps the most significant issues regarding 
the ultimate effects of Safe Streets funding remain 
only partly settled: Will the activities initiated with 
Safe Streets funds continue with state and local sup- 
port after Safe Streets funding ends? Will these pro- 
grams and projects have a material effect on pre- 
venting and reducing crime'? Even though the SPAS 
are optimistic, the results to date provide few defini- 
tive answers to these pivotal questions. 

FOOTNOTES 

I ~ h e  source of much of the data presented in this chapter was 
the Grants Management Information System of the Law En- 
forcement Assistance Administration. An analysis of the GMlS 
data is presented in Appendix V-I, p. 153. 

2 ~ h e  reader should note that these crime figures are based only 
on crimes reported to the police. Evidence suggests that this 
may represent only a small percentage of all crimes committed. 
Moreover, some jurisdictions do not report crimes regularly or 
at all to the FBI. 

3 ~ . ~ .  Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcom- 
mittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures, Hearings on the 
Crime Control Act, statement of Chief Justice Howell Heflin, 
Alabama, Chairman, Federal Funding Committee of the Con- 
ference of Chief Justices, October 22, 1975, p. 9. 

4~ichard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manuel, Susannah E. Calkins, 
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8~dward J. Epstein, "The Krogh File-The Politics of 'Law 
and Order'," The Public Interest, no. 39 (New York: National 
Affairs, Inc., 1975). pp. 110-1 11. 

9~a t iona l  Journal 7 (Washington, D.C.: Government Research 
Corporation, 1975): 1334. 

"u.s. General Services Administration, Office of Federal Man- 
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APPENDIX V-1 

Source and Limitations of Data From the 
LEAA Grants Management Information 

System (GMIS) 

GMIS was used as a source of data since it r ep  
resents the only aggregated data available that pro- 
vide information on the kinds of activities supported 
with Safe Streets funds. Although the GMIS data 
represent the best information available, the follow- 
ing limitations should be kept in mind when using 
the analyses based upon the data. 

&urw of tho Data 

As each SPA awards subgrants, it is asked by 
LEAA to send a list and description of the subgrants 
to LEAA to be included in the GMIS system. On 
the basis of this information, LEAA classifies the 
project among various categories and includes the 
information in the GMIS computerized data base. 

Compktwcr ot tho Data 

Due to incomplete reporting from the states, the 
GMIS system does not contain information on all 
subgrants awarded by the states. Furthermore, not 
all block grant funds received by the states have 
been subgranted, particularly FY 75 block grant 
funds. In addition, because of low reporting rates 
and different classification procedures, LEAA does 
not have great confidence in the accuracy or com- 
pleteness of the GMIS data collected prior to FY 
1972. Information on the degree of completeness of 
the GMIS data prior to FY 1972 is not available. 

Since 1972, records have been maintained show- 
ing the degree of completeness of the GMIS data. 
As Table V-IA* indicates, slightly more than 70 
percent of total Part C block grant funds (FY 1972- 
1975) has been subgranted. Of this 70 percent, more 
than 92 percent is included in the GMIS system, as 
shown in Table V-IB. Tables V-IC through V-IF 
indicate the percentage of each state's Part C s u b  
grant in GMIS for each year from 1972 to 1975. 

As Table V-1G indicates, GMIS data is less com- 
plete for Part E formula grant funds than for Part 
C, with 66 percent of the funds having been s u b  
granted from 1972 through 1975. Of the 66 percent, 

*~ppendix  Tables V-IA to V-IL follow below. 

76 percent has been included in the GMIS system, 
as indicated in Table V-I H. Tables V-I I through 
V-IL show the percentage of each state's Part E 
subgrants in GMIS for each year from 1972 through 
1975. 

The most complete data available relate to the 
LEAA discretionary grant awards. According to 
GMIS officials, all discretionary grant awards have 
been included in the GMIS system through June 30, 
1975. 

In the tables referred to above the reader will no- 
tice that occasionally the percentage of funds in 
GMIS for a state will exceed 100 percent of the 153 
funds subgranted by the state. This may result from 
two different situations. Sometimes a state may 
award a grant, only to have the project falter or un- 
derspend its award funds. When this happens, the 
funds are de-obligated and returned to the SPA 
where they are re-awarded to another project. The 
SPA may report to GMIS the total funds awarded 
to both grants but only record the actual funds spent 
by each project. This failure to reflect de-obligated 
funds accounts for most of the excess of funds re- 
ported in GMIS. A second possibility, less likely, is 
that an SPA will report grants that they anticipate 
awarding, but which, for some reason, are never 
awarded. 

In classifying projects receiving Safe Streets funds 
among the functional areas, police, courts and cor- 
rections, there are some activities that are not im- 
mediately recognizable as falling into one of the 
three major areas. These have been placed in anoth- 
er category labeled as "combinations of criminal 
justice agencies." 

While it is clear that the GMIS data are not com- 
plete, there is no evidence to indicate that there is 
a systematic error in reporting that would affect the 
analyses presented in this report. However, because 
of the importance of the classification procedures in 
determining the categorization of funding according 
to different criteria, the reader is urged to contact 
GMIS officials at the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration if specific questions arise concerning 
the collection, classification and interpretation of 
GMIS data. 



stat. 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arkom 
Arkanm 
calilornia 
Cdorado 
C o ~ c u t  
Ddawaro 
Florid. 
Goorgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
lfflnob 
Indiana 
Iowa 
K a m s  
Kontuclq 
L0~lri.M 
M a l ~  
Maryland 
Massachuwtts 
MkMgan 
Mlnrmota 
Ml.JuiPpl 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nov.Q 
Now Hamphire 
Now Jomoy 
Now Mordco 
Now York 
North Carolina 
NO* Dakota 
Ohk 
Oklahoma 
01-n 
Ponnrybada 
Rhodo Island 
South GaroYna 
Swth Dakota 
Tonnemoo 
T o w  
Utah 
Vermont 
VirgkJ. 
Washington 
W r t  Virginia 
Whcodn 
W Y O ~ W ~  
District of Co(um#r 
h . r l c r n  Samoa 
Guam 
Pu.Ct0 Rico 
Vlrgln Iolandr 

TOTAL 

APPENDIX TABLE V-1 

Part C Allocations to States 
FY 1969-1 976 
(In Thousands)' 

'These figures were obtained from comprehensive planning guidelines published annually by LEAA. 
"Includes small state supplements. 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 A 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds for States in GMlS 
FY 1972-1 975 

Tow 
Award 

Avabbh 

Totat 
Subgranted as of 

0313ins 

Total 
Percentage 
Subgranted 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 B 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMlS FY 1972-1975 

Funds Subgranted 
u of 03/31/75 

H1 Roporl 

Fund. subgranted 
d 03/31 175 
in GMlS 



I APPENDIX TABLE V-1 C 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
CaPtorda 
Colorado 
ConnocUcut 
Dolaware 
DistrM of Colum#. 
FkrM. 
G-gk 
nawali 
Idaho 
ltnnob 
Indiana 
low. 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
L0Ubi.M 
M a k  

Mau.chusom 
M1cNg.n 
Minnesota 
MbJ.Jppi 
Mh.ouri 
M0nL.M 
Nobra* 
Norad. 
NOW HampsWr. 
Now J.ry 
Now MoXlco 
Now York 
Notih Carolina 
North Dakota 
ON0 
oklahonu 
O r e  
Fontmyha* 
Rhodo Idand 
South Cardna 
South Dakota 
Tonmano 
Texas 
Utah 
V e r M  
Vtrglnla 
Wadhglon 
W d  Vkglnl. 
Wlsumdn 
Wromlno 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Pu.rt0 Rito 
Samoa 
Vlrgln Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1972 

Funds Subgranted 
as of 03/31/75 

H I  Roporl 

$6,576.788 
998.059 

3,550,804 
3.742.939 
41,700,037 
4.409.61 7 
5.840.137 
3,983.312 
1,670,269 
13.357.131 
9.152,OOO 
1,345.000 
1.567.000 
20,884,326 

Not Reported 
5.671.985 
4.745.144 
6,463.673 
7,252,701 
1,986,798 
7,671,300 
11,372,517 
18,159,981 
7,639,000 
4,378.255 
9.389.433 
1,486,224 
2.900.096 
1.01 8,000 
1,539.490 
14,051,032 
1.958.438 
36,522,000 
9,949,724 
1.349.000 
21.198.229 
5,080.205 
4,141,178 
23387.446 

Not Reported 
3,852,165 
1.471 .OOO 
7,855,878 
21,832.544 
2.1 12,000 
1,005.727 
9.31 8.411 
6,752.619 
3.435.402 
8,869,000 
982,000 

392,964,463 
300.000 

5,400,821 
Not Reported 

294,000 
5,994,821 

$398,959,264 

Fund. Subgrantod 
as of 03/31 /75 

in GMlS 

Percent of Fun& 
Subgranted 

in GMlS 

'Report date. Aug. 12. 1975. 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 D 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
A r k a m  
California 
W a d 0  
Connocikui 
Dolawam 
DMrld of Columbia 
Fkrlda 
G-* 
Hawad 
Idaho 
IUnob 
Indians 
Iowa 
Kamaa 
Keducky 
Lwbbna  
Maine 
M a e n d  
Massachuwlts 
M1cNg.n 
Minnesota 
Miai.Jppr 
Mh.ourl 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New J.R.r 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Cardna 
North Dakota 
DM0 
Dkhhoma 
h.gOn 
Pennsykanla 
Rhodo Island 
kuth h r d ~  
South Dakota 
rm- 
r e u s  
Jt.h 
Il.rmont 
Jkolnb 
u-on 
west vkglnb 
Wuondn 

SU8TOTAL 
i w m  
'WitORko 
b m  
Rgh Islands 

8UBfOTAL 
TOTAL 

'Report date. Aug. 12. 1975. 

Status of Part C Subgrant 'Funds in GM IS* FY 1973 
Fund. Subgranted 

as of 03/31 /75 
H l  Report 

Funds Subgrantod 
as of 03/31/75 

in GMlS 

$7,880.163 
1,143.692 
4,101,111 
4.280.564 

44,327,804 
5.029.333 
7.059.369 

Not Reported 
2,000,000 

15,613.914 
10.380.121 
1.576.381 
1,772,376 

23,838,855 
Not Reported 

6508.477 
5.462.326 
7.31 0.220 
8,424.41 2 
2,311,982 
8,936.381 

12,984,087 
17,315,044 
8,708.1 73 
4,703,376 

10,695,404 
1.779.987 
3,666,741 
1,217,438 
1,970,649 

16,647,156 
2,360,641 

40,699.249 
11,790,398 
1,570,508 

24,379.510 
5,655,839 
4.854.396 

27,257,133 
Not Reported 

3,970,920 
1,682,841 
9,297,045 

25,657,608 
2,467,999 
1,144,992 

10,814,570 
7,901.224 
4,059.280 
9,863,653 
1,148,559 

444,222,061 
241,812 

6,257.290 
51,575 

324,500 
6.875.1 77 

$451,097,256 

Percent of Funds 
Subgranted 

in GMlS 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 E 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1974 

1,167,443 
19.699.641 

 NO^ Reported 
5,736,544 
5,136,817 
5,945,992 
7,896,257 
2,306,377 
8.546.065 

12,496,572 
19,717,475 

8,389377 
4,523,626 

10,398,502 
1,614,520 
3,130,592 
1,129,566 
1.632.842 

13.672353 
2,324,061 

34,789,517 
7,753,773 
I , ?  55.766 

21,790,845 
5,422,771 
3,560.029 

21,258.754 
~ o t  Reported 

2,996,436 
1,395,696 

10,187,093 
22,723,832 

2,447.496 
676.100 

7,404,640 
6,665,146 
2,965,218 
8,356,049 
1,141,485 

375,512.931 
~ o t  Reported 

5.898.295 
11,831 

235.725 
6.145.851 

$381,858,782 

Funds Subgr8nt.d . - 
8s Of 03/31/75 

in awls 



sate 

Ahbama 
Alaska 
Artzona 
Arkansas 
c8wonda 
cobrado 
C o n d c u t  
Dehwaro 
Dlstrid of Columbh 
mrfb 
Gwgla 
HawaY 
Idaho 
IMnob 
I&M 
Iowa 
Kanru 
KonhKky 
Lout8lana 
Maltm 
Maryland 
Muuchu..tfl 
M k w n  
Minmrota 
u-ppi 
Mhrouri 
Momana 
Nobruka 
Nov.d. 
Now Hampshire 
Now k r s o y  
New Modco 
Now York 
North Wrdlna 
North Dakota 
ohlo 
Oklahoma 
Or.gon 
Ponnsylvanla 
Rhodo Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tonnossw 
Toms 
Utah 
Vormont 
Vkglni. 
Washington 
W n t  Vkglnla 
Wbconrin 
Wdnp 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Pu.rto Rko 
Samoa 
Vhgln Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

'Report date, Aug. 12, 1975. 

APPENDIX TABLE V-1 F 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1975 

Funds Subgrantd 
as of 03/31/75 

Hl.  Roporl 

Funds Subgrantd 
as of 03/31/75 

in GMlS 

$2,144.920 
0 

Not Reported 
302.016 
756.284 
789.395 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

1,222,395 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 

0 
613,055 
637.304 

1,639,540 
1,060,407 

94.500 
4,742.826 
5,687.883 
1,247.057 

Not Reported 
8,470.850 

24,989,537 
0 

Not Reported 
7.048.067 

187,178 
1.452.707 

0 
557.694 

Not Reported 
2,106.045 

Not Reported 
0 
13.032 

514.146 
2.420.393 

697.562 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 

1,535.908 
0 
0 

9.718.166 
348.637 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

862.534 
0 .  

1,227.166 
Not Reported 

83,087.204 
Not Reported 

2,202,181 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 

2.202.181 
$85,289,385 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1G - .. - 

Status of Part E Subgrant Fund. for States in Yphabotkal Sequence* FY 1972-1975 
1d.l 



YldJgM 
ybmo(. 

YbJwlppf 
yb.ourl 
Montmm 
Mabr.du 
Ham& 
wwmphk. 
-J-.Y 
hY.Eic0 

Ywk 
N O d l C v d n r  
North M a 4 8  
Ohb 
okhhonu - 
-8- 
Rkad. l J n d  
SOwhCwdhr 
soah Dakota 
T m n w n  
Teur 
UW 
vmwnt - 
wwNng(on 
w- vfrolnir 
wbcadn 
wrocnko 

W r n T A L  
Own, 
Ru(oRC0 
hmoa 
v*oln- 

WBTQCAL 
TOTAL 

'Rqmfl  date. Aug. 12, 1975. 

APPENDIX TABLE V-1 H 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in GMIS' FY 1972-1975 

funds 8ubgr8nt.d Funds sJbQr8nl.d Pwcont d Fund 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 l 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in GMISg FY 1972 

Sate 
Planning 
M.nCy 

Alabama 
Alaska 
MZOM 
Arkansas 
Cautornb 
Colorado 
Connodcut 
Delaware 
DistrM of Columbia 
FbMa 
G ~ o b  
Hawail 
Idaho 
lltindr 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
L o u b h ~  
Maim 
Ma*d 
Mawchuwlts 
Michigan 
Minnowta 
MhJulPpi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New J.ry 
New Merlco 
New York 
North Cardna 
North Dakota 
OM0 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pmnnsyhania 
Rhode Island 
South Cardlna 
South Dakota 
Temesaee 
Teur  
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginla 
Washington 
wesl V k g l h  
Wi.conrin 
Wllming 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Fuerto Rko 
s a w  
Virgln 1 J . M  

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

'Report date. Aug. 12, 1975 

Funda Subgranted 
as of 03/31 175 

HI  Report 

$781.369 
7l.OOO 
409,668 
453.350 

4.647.91 6 
520.226 
71 3.429 
128,412 
179.000 

1.601.671 
1,080,000 
182,000 
169.000 

2,588,603 
Not Reported 

645.819 
535,320 
755.91 6 
859.763 
235.000 
851.855 

1,344,510 
2,189,427 
884,885 
51 5.837 

1,100,469 
161.757 
347,582 
1 1  6,000 
159.364 

1,637,254 
235.642 

4.304.000 
891,184 
142.000 

2.473.413 
604,964 
495.000 

2-71 5.779 
Not Reported 

608.388 
157.000 
926,573 

2.194.115 
2Sl.OOO 
105.000 

1,013322 
806.889 
398,372 

1,045,000 
75.000 

45,309.243 
21.000 
635,600 

Not Reported 
15.000 

671.800 
$45.981.043 

Funds Subgranted 
as of 03/31/75 

in GMiS 
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w..Nngton 
W d  wghll8 
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wr- 

SUBTOTAL 
almnl 
Pu.r(o Wto 
salma 
v*oln 1- 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1973 

Funds Subgrantd 
8s ot 03/31 175 
H1 - Funds Subgrantmi 

8s of 03/31 /75 
in GMlS 

$896,410 
82,000 
485.985 
521.677 

5.731.500 
603.132 
831,000 

Not Reported 
203,211 

2.01 0.990 
1,135,457 

5,737 
177.954 

2,866,922 
Not Reported 

737.047 
61 9,554 
882,000 
982,663 
271,989 
708,980 

1,560,000 
2,109.202 
1,009,134 
420,748 

1.278548 
154,985 
397,945 
132,225 
201,035 

1.938.205 
276.036 

4,988,704 
1,332.156 
165,014 

2,864,748 
682,000 
573,000 

3,161,977 
Not Reported 

71 0,000 
173,166 

1,025,143 
2,980.1 89 
286.403 
126.912 

1.247.899 
803.373 
478,000 

1 .I 73,443 
62.392 

52,096,790 
0 
744.000 
8,000 
17.000 
769,000 

$52,865,790 

Percent of Func 
Subgranted 

in GMIS 

'Report date, Aug. 12, 1975. 



'Rsport date. Aug. 12. 1975. 

APPENDIX TABLE V-1 K 

Status of Part E Subgrant Fun- iH GMIS' FY 

Fund. Subgmnbd 
88 04 03/31 /75 

In aM1S 

5826,629 
82.000 

480.746 
0 

640.078 
410.477 
881,000 

Not Reported 
160.518 

1.859.070 
1,258,000 

0 
195,000 

1,102,917 
Not Reported 

364.585 
524.908 
874.397 
996.51 1 
272.020 

70,606 
1.522.500 

519.667 
1.043.013 

339.000 
1.100.373 

190,000 
398,653 
129.043 
175,701 

1,158,488 
260.999 

3.31 5.212 
679.487 
169.000 

2.481.109 
644,196 
524.107 

2.993.163 
Not Reported 

560,000 
44,445 

1.085.502 
2.447.089 

279.000 
100.000 
41 8.828 
222.81 7 
25.845 

1,146,363 
60,593 

34,963.613 
Not Reported 

744.000 
8,000 

0 
752.000 

$35.71 5,613 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 L 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1975 

Funds 8ubgram.d 
8s of 03/31 /75 

In OMlS 

$503.531 
0 

Not Reported 
0 
0 
0 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

55,500 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 

0 
95,901 
0 
0 
0 
0 

884,000 
411,176 
200.41 8 

Not Reported 
1.51 1.775 

759.871 
0 

Not Reported 
575.627 

Not Reported 
48,385 
0 
19.647 

Not Reported 
256.1 63 

Not Reported 
0 

170.000 
225.000 
662.000 
199.655 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

594.41 8 
0 
0 

1,072,672 
76.790 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

0 
0 
0 

Not Reported 
8.322.529 

Not Reported 
340.000 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

340.000 
$8,862,529 

Porcont of Funds 
&~bg lM& 

in awls 

'Report date. Aug. 12. 1975. 



APPENDIX V-2A 

Distribution of Part C Funds to Cities of 100,000 - 250,000 Population FY 1972-1974 
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Arizona 
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W w a r o  
Dblrkt d Columbia 
Florid8 -* 
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I&ho 
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I n d l . ~  
low8 
K8ma¶ 
K- 
L0Ubi.M 
Maiw 
MalyIand - 
M W n  
MinnaoU 
Ytduippl 
Yls8owl 
M o I l t 8 ~  
Ikknk8 
NW* 
Now thrnpmhlre 
Mow J.ry 
Now Moldco 
Now Yorll 
HOrthCudlM 
Worth D8k& 
ON0 
0U.konu 

Rkod. island 
South Carolha 
soum D8k& 
Telmou.0 
Tour 
w.h 
v.rmon( 
-OM. 
w.rhinplon 
W o a  VkgkJ. 
wi.conin 
Wromino 
'Available fw 1972 and 1973 only 

P.rcontdP.rtC 
-Mv 
Fund. Awarded 

to mi.8 of 
1 00.000-250,000 

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. City Government Finances in 1973-74; U.S. Department of Justice, Crime 
in the United States, 1973: Unitorm Crime Reports (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 1974); GMIS data for FY 1972-1974. 
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APPENDIX V-2B 

Distribution of Part C Funds to Cities of Over 250,000 Population 

P r c m l  of Part C 
Bktk Grant 

Fund8 Award- 
.d to Cltkr 

O v r  
250,000 

P.rc.nt of Part C 
D h c r . t k ~ q  

Funds Awarded 
to Qtir 

O r r  
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APPENDIX V-3 

Distribution of Part C Safe Streets Funds (SSA) by State and by Criminal Justice Component 
(FY 1969-1 975) and State and Local (S/L) Criminal Justice Expenditures (FY 1973) 

P d k e  Courts 

Sate 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona. 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Conneclicut 
Delaware 
District of 

Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Orsgon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Cardna 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginla 
W i u o d n  

Wromhl  
Guam 
Pwrto Rico 
Vlrgin Islands 

TOTAL 
'GMIS data. 

"U .S .  Department of Justice and U.S., Department of Commerce. Expenditure and Employment Data tor the Criminal Justice System: 
1972-73, (Washington, D.C.:Government Printing Office, 1975) ,  Table 7 ,  pp. 30-37. 
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APPENDIX V-6 

Distribution of Part E Discretionary Funds by State FY 1969-1975 

Amount of 
P.rl E 

D h c r d o ~ q  Funds" 
Percml of Part E 

Dhcrdonaq Funds*. 

Percentage 
Diffmnc. & t w n  

Mscr.tkruq Funding 
and Population 

-0.2 
+0.2 
+0.4 
+2.3 
-3.9 
+2.8 
-0.4 
-0.1 
-0.7 
-2.4 
+2.0 
+2.3 
+0.2 
-0.8 
-1.8 
-0.9 
-0.7 
-0.1 
+2.9 
-0.1 
+3.3 
+0.8 
-2.1 
-0.5 
+0.6 
+5.1 
- 

+0.8 
+0.8 
+0.2 
+0.4 
-4-0.3 
-6.2 
-2.1 
- 

+1.0 
+1.5 
+4.5 
-4.0 
-0.2 
+1.2 
- 

-1.3 
-1.3 
+0.1 
+0.2 
-1.5 
-1.3 
-0.5 
-1.3 
+0.2 
- 

-0.02 
-1.2 
-0.27 

'US. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 1970 Census ot Popcrlaffon, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 
1972). TaMe 14, p. 1-58, 

"GMIS data. 
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Chapter V I  

Grant Experiment: 
Issues and Perspectives 

In its 1970 report, "Making the Safe Streets Act 
Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge," the Ad- 
h o r y  Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(ACIR) observed that the Safe Streets Act represent- 
ed an experiment in Federal-state-local administra- 
tive and fiscal relations. The act embodies the Fed- 
eral government's first comprehensive grant program 
for assisting state and local efforts to reduce crime 
and improve the administration of justice. Moreover, 
the instrument chosen to dispense Federal aid 
sharply contrasted with the categorical grant orien- 
tation of congzessional legislation enacted during the 
1960's. In the Safe Streets Act the Congress estab- 
lished a major Federal program that embodied the 
block grant instrument from the outset and departed 
from its traditional approach by relying heavily on 
the states as planners, administrators, coordinators 
and innovators in the criminal justice area. 

More than seven years have passed since the Pres- 
ident signed the act into law. During that time, a new 
profession - criminal justice planning - has emerged. 
Relationships have been fostered between previously 
separate and independent components of the state- 
local criminal justice system. Organizations have 
been created at the state, substate regional and local 
levels to perform planningand administrative activ- 
ities under the program. And more than $4 billion 
has been spent by the Federal government to assist 
states and localities in the fight against crime. 



What has been accomplished under this highly 
touted crime reduction program? How well has the 
block grant experiment worked? What lessons can be 
learned? This section addresses these and other basic 
intergovernmental issues raised by the Safe Streets 
record. 

WHAT ARE WE TRYING TO DO? 

The legislative history of the Safe Streets Act 
since 1967 reveals a multitude of objectives reflect- 
ing changes over the years in congressional under- 
standing of the nature of the crime problem, re- 
sponses to pressures from various functional inter- 
ests, and the need on the part of both the Congress 
and the Chief Executive to convince the public that 
the Federal Government was concerned about and 
dealing with crime. Although unavoidable, the po- 
liticization of the crime issue has caused some con- 

176 fusion over what the Safe Streets Act was intended 
to do, and what it realistically can accomplish. 

Conceived in the wake of political assassination, 
urban civil disorders and campus unrest, the early 
legislative history of the Safe Streets Act is replete 
with references to the need for better law enforce- 
ment at the state and local levels. The congressional 
emphasis on curbing domestic violence through 
more effective police protection at the time was 
not usually accompanied by recognition that the 
prosecutorial, judicial and correctional components 
of the criminal justice system also needed upgrading. 
The early intent of Congress is perhaps best revealed 
in the variable matching ratio embodied in the 1968 
legislation, under which the Federal government 
would pay 75 percent of the costs of riot and civil 
disorder control activities, 60 percent of non- 
construction action programs and 50 percent of 
construction projects. The predominance of the po- 
lice in both state planning agency (SPA) policy- 
making and funding during the initial years of the 
program, then, came as no surprise. 

Although Congress in subsequent amendments 
to the act revealed a growing awareness of the needs 
of the criminal justice system and of the desirability 
of achieving greater balance among the functional 
components, the basic legislative goals of reducing 
crime and improving the administration of justice 
have remained intact. These objectives were rein- 
forced by the executive branch. As crime rates began 
to level off and decline during the early 19703, 
LEAA became the showpiece of the Nixon Adminis- 
tration "law and order" program. 

By the mid 1970's, however, crime rates had be- 
gun to escalate. In the Ford Administration and in 
the newly elected Congress, questions were raised as 
to why the Federal government's anticrime program 
had apparently failed. Some blamed the states, ques- 
tioning the optimistic assumptions of the framers of 
the act that these units could be entrusted with re- 
sponsibility for improving the state-local criminal 
justice system. Several asserted that the problem was 
simply a matter of insufficient Federal funds. Others 
believed that LEAA had failed to exert strong lead- 
ership in finding and communicating solutions to 
crime, in ensuring that the SPAS prepared compre- 
hensive plans of high quality and in providing ef- 
fective technical assistance. Still others argued that 
crime was so rooted in the basic fabric of society that 
reliance for remedial action on the criminal justice 
system alone was naive and quite possibly counter- 
productive. And some concluded that, given these 
limitations, crime reduction should not be the over- 
riding purpose of the act. 

All of the above views have a certain amount of 
validity. This chapter begins with an analysis of the 
expectations underlying the act and an assessment of 
how well they have been achieved. The various 
charges that have been made against the program 
will then be examined in light of the implementa- 
tion record as well as the issues and problems that 
have arisen in block grant administration. 

As pointed out earlier, reducing crime and im- 
proving the administration of justice were basic 
purposes of the Safe Streets Act. Several points of 
clarification need to be made, however, regarding 
how this objective would be realized. First, Congress 
determined that crime is essentially a state and local 
problem that could be dealt with most effectively by 
these jurisdictions. Hence, direct national action was 
not intended. Second, Congress designed the act to 
be facilitative rather than preemptive. Federal aid 
was to be used to "improve and strengthen" law en- 
forcement and criminal justice at the state and local 
levels. Third, the act reflects the realization that, 
although greater attention should be given to addres- 
sing crime problems through a well-integrated crim- 
inal justice system, decisions concerning the type of 
remedial action to be taken should not be confined to 
the police, prosecutors, judges or corrections profes- 
sionals. Instead, elected state and local chief exec- 
utives and legislators, administrative generalists and 
representatives of the general public also should be 
involved in such decisions through the comprehen- 
sive planning, fund allocation and project approval 
processes. Fourth, the Congress viewed the use of 



Federal funds for fostering innovation, undertaking 
demonstration projects, and supporting research 
and development as desirable ways of developing 
and testing new remedial approaches to crime. Fi- 
nally, despite these ambitious objectives, the Con- 
gress initially considered crime reduction within the 
relatively narrow context of improving the capacity 
of the criminal justice system to process offenders. 
This limited view of deterrence or prevention ig- 
nored other basic causes of or influences on crime 
rates-such as lack of education, unemployment, 
and public attitudes-that go beyond the scope of a 
single statute and perhaps beyond the intergovern- 
mental partnership itself. 

To sum up, then, the Safe Streets Act attempted 
to direct Federal funds toward crime reduction in 
three ways: 

Stimulation of new activity that other- 
wise would not or could not have been 
undertaken by recipients, including in- 
novative and demonstration efforts; 

.System building through setting in mo- 
tion a process for planning and decision- 
making relating to the uses of Safe 
Streets dollars that would produce as by- 
products greater understanding and bet- 
ter coordination among police, prosecu- 
tion and defense, court and corrections 
interests and between the functional com- 
ponents of the criminal justice system, 
other criminal justice officials and the 
general public; and 
System support by providing funds to 
upgrading existing law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies at the state and 
local levels. 

All three of the above approaches have been 
employed in administering the program since its in- 
ception. Their relative priority, however, has 
changed in response to shifting congressional senti- 
ment, turnover in LEAA's top management and 
the maturation of SPAS. In many respects, the de- 
bate over specific aspects of the Safe Streets record 
subsumes these basic questions regarding the use 
of the stimulation, system building and system sup- 
port strategies to achieve national objectives while 
maximizing the flexibility and discretion of state 
and local governments. Keeping in mind the con- 
cerns about the proper grant instrument, five broad 
issue areas need to be addressed: funds, discretion, 

system building, the generalist vs. specialist ques- 
tion and planning. . 

HOW MUCH MONEY MAKES A 
DIFFERENCE? 

A key assumption underlying the Safe Streets 
program is that money makes a difference. That is, 
the more funds made available, the greater the 
possibility of reducing crime. This view, which 
characterized much of the social legislation enacted 
by Congress during the 1960's, has occasionally been 
questioned by critics who argue that crime is a deep- 
rooted community social problem. Hence, govern- 
mental financial intervention to improve criminal 
justice system structure and personnel, even when 
accompanied by expenditures on education, housing 
and other community needs, can at best have a 
limited impact on crime. 

To some, the 17 percent increase in reported 
crimes in 1974 reflects the failure of the Safe Streets 177 
program to achieve one of its basic objectives. For 
that matter, it underscores the lack of success of 
other Federal, state and local criminal justice agen- 
cies in crime reduction, and perhaps reinforces the 
critics' point of view. Others, however, reach the 
opposite conclusion. In light of the problems asso- 
ciated with obtaining reliable information on crime 
incidence, a rise in rates may really indicate better 
reporting and data collection capabilities. 

With respect to Safe Streets, then, a major ques- 
tion is: would more money have produced different 
outcomes? Even with the benefit of hindsight this 
question is difficult, if not impossible, to answer. 
Two observations, however, can be made that help 
to put the program in perspective. First, the $4 bil- 
lion spent by LEAA since 1968 is a small fraction - 
about five percent annually -of the total criminal 
justice outlays of state and local governments. Sec- 
ond, relative to the amounts of funds available, the 
program has been oversold in terms of both the ob- 
jectives to be achieved and the capacity of the block 
grant instrument. 

What results, then, can be reasonably expected 
from the expenditure of Safe Streets dollars? It seems 
clear that, despite the system support objective of 
the act, state and local governments will continue 
to make approximately 95 percent of the crime re- 
duction outlays from their own sources. Moreover, 
a substantial amount of these funds will be used for 
basic equipment, personnel and services. 

An analysis of criminal justice spending patterns 
reveals few significant differences between state 



and local direct outlays and their use of Safe Streets 
assistance in terms of major functional components. 
In comparison with their own outlays, these jurisdic- 
tions tend to devote slightly more Safe Streets mon- 
ies to corrections and slightly less to police and 
courts. Despite the planning and funding flexibility 
inherent in the block grant instrument, the financial 
threshold does not seem high enough to produce 
major functional shifts. At the same time, it is quite 
possible that within each principal component of 
the criminal justice system, changes could well occur 
as a result of the Safe Streets program. 

Given these constraints, many observers contend 
that the five percent of the total state-local criminal 
justice budget accounted for by Safe Streets assis- 
tance should be considered seed money. In line with 
public finance theory, Federal aid would be used to 
stimulate recipients to attempt approaches to crime 
reduction that they otherwise would be unwilling or 

178 unable to undertake, to test innovative concepts or 
ideas and to carry out demonstration projects. After 
Federal funding ended, recipients would be expected 
to assume the costs of successful activities. 

Despite early criticisms of the program that too 
much of the funds was spent on routine purposes, 
particularly in the law enforcement area, the avail- 
able evidence indicates that over time the majority 
of Safe Streets dollars have been used to initiate new 
programs and projects that would not have been 
launched in the absence of Federal aid. Whether or 
not these are truly new undertakings remains a 
major source of contention. 

Proponents argue that the Safe Streets Act has 
triggered innovative efforts at both the state and 
local levels. Even though the amount of support is 
relatively small, they stress that its marginal utility 
is great, because the funds are unencumbered by 
commitments to underwrite the operations of police, 
court and corrections agencies except in some rural 
states. In addition, they note that many SPAS have 
adopted policies excluding from Federal funding 
basic equipment, routine personnel additions and 
other activities that should be covered by direct 
state or local outlays. 

On the other hand, skeptics point out that it is 
nearly impossible to determine the extent to which 
innovations have been fostered by the program. 
They concede that, if nothing else, the multifunc- 
tional and intergovernmental process for arriving at 
planning and funding decisions at the SPA and 
regional planning unit (RPU) levels has acceler- 
ated the diffusion of ideas and experiences. Yet 

new activity and innovative activity are not neces- 
sarily the same. In many rural states and in small 
local jurisdictions, for instance, programs and proj- 
ects considered to be new and innovative might well 
be viewed as routine and unimaginative in more 
urban settings. Moreover, it is claimed, regardless 
of the degree of newness or innovativeness, recip- 
ients have used too much Safe Streets money for 
short-term, non-instrumental endeavors. For these 
critics, the reluctance to commit Federal, local, and 
in some cases, state dollars to long-term efforts that 
might well produce significant results implies that 
Safe Streets funds are being wasted. This is exacer- 
bated by LEAA's unwillingness or inability to exer- 
cise leadership in developing and enforcing per- 
formance standards in connection with comprehen- 
sive plans and funding policies. 

The above views on funding as they relate to 
innovation go directly to the type of instrument 
selected to dispense Federal aid. The block grant 
approach taken in the Safe Streets Act is designed 
to enhance funding flexibility within the broad range 
of activities encompassed by the criminal justice 
system. The relatively small amount of funds avail- 
able, coupled with the growing difficulty some 
recipients are having in assuming costs, means that 
Safe Streets aid cannot be expected to produce sig- 
nificant changes in the ongoing operations of police, 
courts and corrections agencies. If, then, Safe 
Streets funds are seed money, the degree to which 
they can have a stimulative effect depends on the 
willingness of the recipient to undertake new, and 
possibly innovative, activity and to integrate suc- 
cessful experiences into the jurisdiction's criminal 
justice budget. On the other hand, if recipients view 
Federal aid as an entitlement, prospects for innova- 
tive behavior are reduced. 

In summary, when stimulation is the basic purpose 
of outside assistance, a block grant may not be an 
appropriate mechanism, particularly if recipients 
believe that they have a "right" to receive aid. Under 
these conditions, the block grant functions much like 
a foreign aid treaty-it is a vehicle for conveying 
dollars so that grantees may engage in activities with 
a minimal amount of intrusion by the grantor. In 
addition, as in the international area, the block grant 
represents an intergovernmental commitment, from 
which it is difficult for the Federal partner to extri- 
cate itself unless egregious problems occur. Although 
the available evidence shows that a substantial 
amount of new activity has been generated at the 
state and local levels by the Safe Streets Act, 



the discretion accorded recipients by the block grant 
means that Congress and LEAA can do little to in- 
fluence grantees' behavior. It is difficult for Federal 
decision-makers, for example, to prevent recipients 
from spending Safe Streets monies on basic equip- 
ment and other routine needs, if they so desire, 
and practically impossible to ensure that such ex- 
penditures supplement and do not supplant normal 
state and local criminal justice outlays. 

If Congress concludes that innovation is the 
primary purpose of the act and that greater certain- 
ty is needed to assure that appropriations will be 
used for this purpose, then the project-based cate- 
gorical grant would seem to be the most effective 
instrument. Attempts to achieve this goal within a 
block grant lead inevitably to greater Federal in- 
trusion into the state-local decision-making process, 
thus compromising the integrity of the mechanism. 
If ongoing support is the goal, then the block grant 
device is obviously appropriate. If both goals are 
sought, then a hybrid approach is needed. 

DISCRETION: PLAYING THE OLD SHELL 
GAME? 

The preceding discussion of Safe Streets objec- 
tives assumes that under a block grant, recipients will 
have greater discretion in identifying and prioritiz- 
ing their problems and using funds accordingly, 
than under a categorical grant. By definition, the 
revenue sharing approach offers even more latitude 
and flexibility than a block grant. 

It has already been noted that Congress has cate- 
gorized the Safe Streets Act by earmarking funds for 
corrections institutions and facilities and for juvenile 
justice and has required SPAs to use special plan- 
ning and administrative procedures in these areas. 
These actions were taken basically to increase ac- 
countability and to achieve greater certainty that 
grantees would use monies in specific ways. Most 
authorities concur that, however undesirable in light 
of the "ideal" block grant, the political rationale 
for such categorization is understandable. Moreover, 
as yet it has not had major adverse effects on state 
administration of the program. Hence, Safe Streets 
supporters conclude, even a hybrid block grant still 
provides far greater discretion than the project- or 
formula-based categorical alternatives. 

Some local elected and criminal justice officials 
strongly believe that this discretionary feature is il- 
lusory and that to argue its existence is naive, border- 
ing on nonsensical. In the real world of administra- 
tion, they point out, a block grant is a Federal-state, 

not a Federal-state-local partnership. Under this ar- 
rangement, the state.-not local government -is the 
beneficiary of the discretion, because it becomes the 
senior partner in determining the uses of funds. The 
Federal government merely sets a few rules of the 
game, only occasionally stepping in to overrule the 
state or direct it to take specific actions. 

In the case of Safe Streets, the "realists" contend, 
the states are given wide latitude by both Congress 
and LEAA. Block grant funds are allocated among 
the states in accordance with a statutory formula, 
and the SPAs are required to pass through an amount 
proportionate to the local share of total state-local 
criminal justice expenditures during a specified 
period. Which jurisdictions receive aid, how much, 
and for what purpose are all questions decided by 
SPAs, and by RPUs in states having decentralized 
planning structures, not by LEAA or local govern- 
ments. Local governmental and functional inter- 
ests are represented on the SPA supervisory board, 179 
which is supposed to reach balanced and equitable 
decisions. In fact, it is argued, either SPA profession- 
al staff dominate the proceedings and influence the 
outcome or the decision-making process amounts to 
little more than logrolling among the functionalists. 

Furthermore, the "realists" point out, congression- 
al behavior is only part of the categorization issue. 
Almost since the inception of the program, LEAA 
has encouraged the use of functional categories to as- 
sure itself, and Congress, that the states are ade- 
quately addressing all components of the criminal 
justice system. Although SPAs may develop their 
own categorized structure, they are required to cross- 
reference the program and funding information in 
their plans to LEAA's standard functional categor- 
ies, as contained in the annual planning guidelines. 
Through a variety of methods, SPAs divide their 
block grant appropriations among the programs that 
constitute their category structure, resulting in a 
number of functional "pots." LEAA requires that 
all SPA expenditure information be reported under 
the adopted SPA category structure and that, in or- 
der to ensure plan implementation, no more than 15 
percent of the funds planned for expenditure in one 
category may be transferred to any other category 
without prior LEAA approval. Applications are 
funded from these "pots" until the money has been 
expended. If more meritorious applications are sub- 
mitted in a particular area than can be covered by 
available funds, the SPA will either have to deny 
funding to some proposals or it will have to transfer 
funds from underutilized "pots" to cover the deficit. 



I f  this transfer involves more than 15 percent of the 
funds, the SPA must request LEAA approval of a 
plan amendment, which is almost always granted. 

The categorization of the block grant within a 
state emanates from the LEAA's need for organized 
and standardized information about planned and 
actual use of Safe Streets funds. In operation, it is 
asserted, the requirements resulting from this infor- 
mational need have resulted in limiting the flexi- 
bility of both the SPA and potential applicants. In 
some states, the programs to which funds are allo- 
cated are so specifically defined as to exclude 
numerous activities and/or eligible recipients. City 
and county applicants often find that such categori- 
zation ignores local needs and is unresponsive to 
local initiatives or emergencies. Although the ap- 
proval of plan amendments is routine, the amount of 
paper work and administrative hocus-pocus in- 
volved in securing most allocation changes leaves 

180 many local officials feeling that Safe Streets plan- 
ning and funding allocation decisions are at best a 
ritual. 

Another line of criticism on the discretionary front 
involves the absence, until recently, of SPA policies 
gradually phasing out the Federal share of project 
funding after a three- or four-year period. Many 
SPAs have been reluctant to adopt and enforce con- 
tinuation funding policies because of the need to 
give long-term support to particular activities that 
otherwise might be terminated because a grantee's 
resources are inadequate. As a result of these de- 
cisions, on the average about half of a state's annual 
block grant appropriation is committed to continuing 
ongoing programs and projects, making it difficult 
for SPAs to respond readily to changing needs and 
conditions. 

Block grant proponents claim that neither statu- 
tory nor administrative categorization has unduly 
limited the discretion of recipients. They point out 
that these actions are necessary to ensure both that 
public funds are being spent as intended and that 
LEAA will have a basis for determining whether 
state comprehensive plans meet the needs of the 
entire criminal justice system. 

Although these contentions may be valid, many 
local officials believe that the Safe Streets program 
has become a shell game as far as discretion is con- 
cerned. The states, not localities, have had their 
flexibility increased, despite the rhetoric of block 
grant advocates. The local recipient perceives the 
program as being too much like a categorical grant 
in terms of the constraints on the uses of funds and 

the red tape associated with the receipt of aid. The 
only major difference is that the state, rather than 
the Federal government, is making and enforcing 
the requirements. In light of these facts of life, sev- 
eral city and county chief executives, legislators and 
criminal justice officials prefer a revenue sharing ap- 
proach to a perpetuation of the block grant myth 
and to continuation of the discretionary shell game. 

Others contend, however, that wide state discre- 
tion is entirely appropriate in light of the pivotal role 
the states occupy vis-a-vis the state-local criminal 
justice system. Moreover, they note, despite com- 
plaints about red tape, local officials still prefer 
continuation of the hybrid block grant arrangement 
to adoption of a completely categorical approach. 

THE SEARCH FOR A SYSTEM 

A major reason why Congress adopted the 
block grant instrument for dispensing Safe Streets 
funds was the wide array of agencies responsible 
for performing law enforcement and criminal justice 
functions. Although during the early history of the 
program, police-related activities commanded the 
bulk of the attention and resources, gradually the 
emphasis shifted to a more systemwide perspective. 
It was recognized that crime reduction is more than 
a matter of detection and apprehension, that the ef- 
ficiency with which offenders are processed and the 
effectiveness with which they are rehabilitated are 
vital to enhancing respect for the law, reducing 
recidivism and possibly deterring criminal behavior. 
To many, the block grant was the device best suited 
to facilitating communication and coordination 
among police departments, prosecutors, judges and 
corrections officials. It was anticipated that these 
functional component relationships within the block 
grant framework would eventually foster a genuine 
criminal justice system. "System," then, applied to 
police-court-corrections cooperation within indivi- 
dual jurisdictions as well as between cities, counties 
and the state. A categorical approach, in the judg- 
ment of the architects of the Safe Streets Act, would 
only accentuate the forces of separatism and frag- 
mentation in the criminal justice field. 

After seven years, supporters of the Safe Streets 
program believe that considerable progress has been 
made in the search for a criminal justice system. 
They point out that law enforcement and criminal 
justice agencies have operated in virtu'al isolation 
from one another practically since colonial times. 
The courts still assert their independence under the 



separation of powers doctrine, and sheriffs and other 
law enforcement officials are protected by the con- 
st i tut i~,?~ of many states. In light of this state of 
affairs, obtaining participation of police, court and 
corrections spokesmen in SPA and RPU super- 
visory board planning and decision-making is no 
small feat. Proponents claim that in 1968 the block 
grant was heralded as the principal means for in- 
stilling a system perspective in dealing with crime. 
While they concede that more needs to be done to 
strengthen the linkages between the various func- 
tional components, they contend that the mechanism 
is in place and that it is beginning to work well. A 
mere seven years of effort to achieve system integra- 
tion cannot, after all, modify drastically the separa- 
tist habits of nearly 200 years. 

To these observers, the block grant is significant 
for reasons other than the flexible framework that 
its broad functional scope provides. Safe Streets as- 
sistance, they stress, should be viewed as "glue 
money," which helps hold together the components 
of the criminal justice system in at least two major 
ways. First, action funds are planned for and dis- 
tributed within a state by an intergovernmental, 
multi-functional body - the SPA supervisory board. 
Through these processes, the various functional and 
jurisdictional interests gain a greater appreciation of 
the problems and needs of the others, and this key 
consciousness-raising experience must precede co- 
operation in day-today operations. In many states, 
this exercise is duplicated or carried out entirely at 
the substate regional level, with similarly positive 
results. Secondly, substantial amounts of Safe Streets 
aid have been used to support joint undertakings of 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, such 
as communications and information systems, diver- 
sion projects for youths, victim and witness pro- 
grams, and community-based treatment alternatives. 
Neither of these basic lines of cooperation would be 
likely to occur within a categorical grant structure, 
they contend. 

For the above reasons, program supporters feel 
that although the overall amount of Federal dollars 
is relatively small, the marginal utility is great. Like 
the seed money function, using Safe Streets assis- 
tance as "glue money" can produce significant results 
that would not otherwise occur because the vast 
majority of state and local criminal justice resources 
are committed to ongoing personnel, service or other 
fixed costs. The major functional components and 
jurisdictional interests of criminal justice tend to go 
their own separate ways in the absence of a compel- 

ling cohesive force-like the availability of outside 
funds. 

Critics of the block grant approach argue that 
the Safe Streets Act has produced a very superficial 
and fragile criminal justice "system." With respect 
to the chief functional components, they note the 
continuing capacity of the police to command the 
lion's share of available resources. Although the 
average proportion of aid awarded to police de- 
partments has declined from two-thirds to two-fifths, 
they argue, this is still a substantial share, especially 
when the remainder must be divided among prose- 
cution and defense, courts, corrections, juvenile 
justice and other functions. I f  LEAA and the SPAS 
purport to be concerned about fostering a system, 
they ask, then why has so much been spent on only 
the detection and apprehension of suspected offend- 
ers? 

Another chink in the armor of block grant advo- 
cates has been the periodic, but persistent, congres- 181 
sional and LEAA willingness to flirt with categoriza- 
tion. If the block grant works so well in providing a 
climate conducive to multifunctional and intergov- 
ernmental cooperation, skeptics inquire, then why 
was a separate corrections category added in the 
1971 amendments? And why was the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act tacked on in 1974? 
And why, in 1975-1976, have the Conference of 
Chief Justices and National Center for State Courts 
claimed that the judiciary has not received a fair 
share of available funds and urged Congress to set 
aside an amount for this purpose? Separation of 
powers and need considerations aside, it is argued, 
these developments reveal the instability of the crim- 
inal justice alliance. Although the various functional 
interests appear to be willing to meet together, to dis- 
cuss common problems and to identify ways of 
addressing them, the question of "who gets how 
much" tends to be resolved in favor of those who are 
best organized and most skilled in  the art of grants- 
manship. The tendency of the losers or nonpartici- 
pants in this contest -first corrections, then juvenile 
delinquency and now courts-to turn to Congress to 
redress what they perceive to be an imbalance of 
power as well as in money reveals the soft underbelly 
of the block grant-congressional willingness to 
categorize or earmark and to substitute national pri- 
orities for state and local ones. 

A related point involves the lack of genuine 
intergovernmental comity under the block grant. 
Although the Safe Streets Act calls upon the states 
to deal with local needs in an effective and equitable 



manner, there are few statutory guarantees that this 
will occur. Almost since the inception of the pro- 
gram, spokesmen for large cities in particular have 
criticized SPA allocation decisions and bureaucratic 
layering and delays at the state and regional levels. 
The National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of 
Mayors has recently called for the establishment of 
a separate block grant program for cities or county- 
city combinations, over 100,000 in population. Their 
basic concerns have been echoed by the National 
Association of Counties, which has urged Congress 
to authorize block grants through the state to local 
planning regions or to individual urban counties. 
Hence, block grant opponents note, in addition to 
functional categorization, an attempt is being made 
to effect jurisdictional categorization of the block 
grant. 

Another indicator of the un~responsiveness of the 
block grant mechanism, critics contend, is the LEAA 

182 administrator's discretionary fund. This fund, which 
amounts to 15 percent of the annual congressional 
appropriation for Part C action programs, has 
served a variety of purposes. For the most part, 
LEAA's five qdministrators have used these dol- 
lars to stimulate innovative activity, accelerate the 
implementation of projects, initiate national pri- 
ority programs, and undertake research and demon- 
stration efforts. Some observers believe that the 
presence of these monies has been largely responsible 
for the survival of the Safe Streets block grant. They 
charge that, unlike "glue money," it has been used 
as "putty" to fill the functional and jurisdictional 
gaps remaining after SPAS have made their alloca- 
tional decisions. A few contend that these dollars 
also have been useful in buying political support 
for the program. 

LEAA itself describes the discretionary fund as 
its categorical program. In terms of the latitude 
given Federal officials in determining priorities, ap- 
plying and enforcing conditions, and targeting 
awards to particular recipients, there are close 
similarities between discretionary funds and project 
grants. In the judgment of some, were it not for 
these funds, the act would have been even more 
categorized than it already is, owing to the states' 
inability to convince the Congress that national ob- 
jectives were being met. The Ford Administration's 
proposed amendments to the act underscore this 
basic point, in that they call for increased discre- 
tionary funding for court improvements, juvenile 
delinquency and high-impact crime. Ironically, 
then, discretionary fund categorization appears to 

be necessary to prevent further statutory categori- 
zation of the block grant. 

To summarize, if the Safe Streets Act is expected 
to have a system-building effect, major obstacles 
must be surmounted. Although the block grant 
covers a sufficiently broad scope of activities and 
provides ample policy latitude to deal with the 
functional and jurisdictional interests involved in  
crime reduction, nevertheless, it is extremely diffi- 
cult to overcome the traditions of state-central city 
distrust and hostility, police-court-corrections 
fragmentation and general functional feudalism. The 
search for a system, then, will take a good deal of 
time-and considerable patience on the part of the 
congressional decision-makers. 

THE MYTH OF THE GENERALIST 

Like other block grants, the Safe Streets Act was 
designed to enhance the power position of generalists 
in planning and managing Federal aid. In part, the 
act was a reaction against some of the excesses that 
had occurred in many of the categorical grants enac- 
ted during the 1960's. Particularly disturbing to some 
observers were two tendencies associated with proj- 
ect-based categorical grants: (1) the considerable 
leeway accorded to Federal middle managers in 
determining which jurisdictions would receive as- 
sistance and which would be excluded from fund- 
ing eligibility or bypassed in program management, 
how much money would be provided, what activi- 
ties would be undertaken and their relative priority 
and what conditions would relate to applying, ad- 
ministering and accounting for Federal dollars; and 
(2) the tendency of program specialists to deal di- 
rectly with their counterparts at other levels of 
government, oftentimes making policy, program and 
funding commitments without consulting elected 
chief executive and legislative officials or top ad- 
ministrative generalists. The already feudalistic 
nature of criminal justice agencies at the state and 
local level, coupled with fears that the attorney gen- 
eral of the United States would gain too much 
authority under the Johnson Administration's initial 
"direct federalism" proposal, set the stage in the late 
1960's for putting the specialist "on tap, but not on 
top" through the block grant device. 

Safe Streets is generally perceived .as a governor's 
program, in that the state's chief executive sets up 
the state planning agency, appoints all or most of the 
members of the supervisory boards, directs other 
state agencies to cooperate with the SPA and often 



designates regional planning units. Despite this 
major gubernatorial responsibility, other generalists 
also have important roles in the program-the state 
legislature appropriates match and buy-in funds and 
makes decisions about assuming the costs of projects, 
while county executives and supervisors, mayors and 
council members, and chief administrative officers 
and city managers develop plans and applications for 
assistance. Normally, county and city chief exec- 
utive and legislative officials serve on RPU and 
SPA supervisory boards, especially since the 1973 
amendments to the act requiring at least 51 percent 
of the members of RPU boards to be local elected 
officials. 

Supporters of the Safe Streets program contend 
that this heavy generalist orientation is a positive 
sign that some of the problems associated with cate- 
gorical aids can be avoided. They point out that the 
participation of mayors and other key local elected 
officials in regional and state decision-making helps 
insure that the projects undertaken are responsive to 
citizen needs, reflect community priorities and are 
within city and county fiscal capabilities. Further- 
more, if top administrative generalists like city man- 
agers are involved in developing applications and 
implementing funded activities, coordination of Safe 
Streets programs with locally funded c~iminal justice 
efforts will be facilitated. Moreover, proponents as- 
sert, the prospects for eventual assumption of costs 
will be increased, because those responsible for bud- 
get preparation and taxation decisions will be knowl- 
edgeable about and committed to Safe Streets-gen- 
erated projects practically from the outset. 

Critics believe that enhancement of the general- 
ists' power position through the block grant has been 
a myth. This charge applies to both the state and 
local levels. They note that, while governors tech- 
nically have a substantial role in the program, for 
the most part they are not very interested in, or do 
not have much time for, SPA affairs. In the majority 
of states, after deciding where to locate the SPA in 
the executive branch and appointing the supervisory 
board, for a variety of reasons the governor has 
tended not to intervene in its policies or day-to- 
day operations. In some cases, they concede, he has 
appointed a close staff associate as director and 
entrusted this person with responsibility for carrying 
out his or her implicit wishes. In others, a criminal 
justice specialist in the governor's office keeps in 
contact with the SPA. Yet, skeptics observe, many 
governors look at the SPA primarily as an agency 
for planning for and dispensing Federal funds. Even 

the comprehensive plan is viewed more as a com- 
pliance instrument than as a device that, with suffi- 
cient gubernatorial backing, could help make the 
SPA an integral part of the state criminal justice 
system and lead to better coordination of state 
agency efforts to reduce crime. This, they note, may 
be partly due to the small amount of Safe Streets 
monies compared with the state's criminal justice 
outlays from its own sources. Another factor cited by 
some critics is that, in light of the political volatility 
of the crime issue, some governors may be hesitant to 
become too closely identified with an agency that has 
a high-risk potential and may become more of a lia- 
bility than an asset. 

Opponents also note the failure of almost every 
state legislature to do more than appropriate the 
lump-sum match. The limited legislative aware- 
ness and involvement, they claim, is due to the "gov- 
ernor's program" image and to the relatively limited 
number of Safe Streets dollars available. In addition, 183 
they usually cite the antiquated committee structures 
and procedures, high legislator turnover, inadequate 
professional staff assistance and other problems 
endemic to state legislatures across the country that 
limit oversight capacity. In any event, as a result of 
these factors, most legislatures, they believe, have no 
real say in planning and policy decisions, yet are 
expected to routinely fund programs submitted by 
the governor and the SPA. This undermines the 
checks and balances concept, gives too much power 
to the executive branch and makes it difficult to 
mesh Safe Streets with other state criminal justice 
outlays. 

At the local level, the critics find that even greater 
problems are encountered by generalists. The vast 
majority of local elected chief executives and legis- 
lators are part-time officials and this fact is a major 
constraint on the frequency and effectiveness of their 
participation in the Safe Streets program. Contrary 
to what is imagined, these observers argue, such offi- 
cials do not usually dominate supervisory board pro- 
ceedings. Partly this is due to the local elected offi- 
cial requirement being interpreted broadly to include 
criminal justice officials like sheriffs and district 
attorneys as well as non-criminal justice officials, 
thus diluting the influence of mayors, county exec- 
utives and others. In addition, as a practical matter, 
it must be realized that many of these part-time 
officials have other public business to attend to in 
the limited time available. Even when they are able 
to participate in the Safe Streets matters, they may 
not have had an opportunity to become well- 



acquainted with the issues. Hence, the tendency is to 
send a criminal justice functionary to represent the 
local jurisdiction in RPU and SPA deliberations. In 
both cases, the skeptics emphasize, the potential for 
the generalist to become a captive of the specialist is 
high. 

To sum up, the block grant provides important 
incentives to generalist participation. Whether this 
instrument will enhance the power position of these 
officials in dealing with program specialists, how- 
ever, depends largely on factors beyond the influence 
of the block grant itself. These include the nature 
and term of office, amount of staff resources and pol- 
icy interests of the generalists, as well as the degree 
of fragmentation among local and substate regional 
units. 

THE PLANNING RITUAL 

184 Earlier, several criticisms of the Safe Streets plan- 
ning process were raised in connection with the fund- 
ing, discretionary and system-building areas. At this 
point, it is useful to summarize the principal issues 
involved here. 

Supporters of the program assert that the require- 
ment for states to prepare annually a comprehensive 
plan as a means of triggering their block grant award 
from LEAA is an extremely valuable component of 
the block grant instrument. Without comprehensive 
planning, they argue, no framework would be pro- 
vided for the interfunctional coordination and con- 
sciousness raising that is so vital if crime reduction 
at the state and local levels is to be addressed in a 
systematic, as opposed to a fractionated, manner. In 
addition, LEAA woilld lack a key indicator of recip- 
ients' performance, making effective monitoring and 
evaluation difficult. Although these observers con- 
cede that in many states, comprehensive criminal 
justice planning is still at a rudimentary stage and is 
addressed mainly to the projects to receive Safe 
Streets funding, they point out that prior to 1968 
little if any such activity was occurring. In short, the 
act helped to develop a new profession-criminal 
justice planning-as well as a new way of dispensing 
Federal assistance-the block grant. Congressional 
amendments also have led to the establishment of 
evaluation units in many SPAs. Considering the 
state of the planning art, as well as the state of the 
relationships initially between and among the 
principal criminal justice components, significant 
gains have been achieved with a nominal investment 
of Federal monies. These advocates believe that if 

more sophisticated system planning and evaluation 
are expected, then the funds available under the act 
for these purposes must be increased or the time per- 
iod for planning must be extended. In addition, gov- 
ernors and legislatures must give SPAs greater au- 
thority to collect data from and plan for other state 
criminal justice agencies and to influence their re- 
source allocation decisions. 

Some proponents point to regionalization as illus- 
trative of the potentialities of the planning process. 
Funded largely from Part B monies, more than 460 
RPUs for criminal justice planning have been es- 
tablished across the nation. Because local elected of- 
ficials constitute a majority of the supervisory board 
membership, there is assurance that RPU planning 
and technical assistance will be responsive to both 
single- and multi-jurisdictional crime problems. The 
availability of regional professional criminal justice 
planners also bolsters the capacity of cities and coun- 
ties to plan for their crime control needs. In the 
absence of a Safe Streets program, such regional 
planning and cooperation very likely would not have 
developed. 

Although agreeing with the above positions, others 
point out that inadequate attention has been given 
to the unique position of the courts in the Safe Streets 
program. An executive-branch agency - the SPA - 
has planned for and awarded funds to the judicial 
branch. Judges and court administrators have served 
with prosecutors and public defenders on SPA and 
RPU supervisory boards as "courts" representatives. 
These actions, it is contended, have violated the 
separation of powers doctrine and have compromised 
the independence of the judiciary. Hence, separate 
planning and funding processes for the courts need 
to be established, as was done for corrections. 
Another suggestion is that court officials prepare the 
judicial component of the state comprehensive plan 
and make recominendations to the SPA regarding 
the funding of projects to implement the plan. In 
addition to recognizing the importance of separation 
of powers, this approach would have practical po- 
litical significance-it would very likely avoid the 
need for further categorization of the Safe Streets 
Act to earmark a separate planning and action grant 
program for the courts. 

Critics of the act repl) that even though compre- 
hensive criminal justice planning is a relatively new 
field, much more should have been accomplished in 
the past seven years in light of the amount of Federal 
funds that has been made available to support plan- 
ning activity. They criticize the state plans as being 



little more than glorified project lists and they argue 
that such plans should reflect careful analyses of 
crime reduction needs, should be based on hard data, 
should identify linkages between state/local police, 
prosecutorial, court and correctional agency activi- 
ties, should contain multiyear projections and should 
incorporate a well-defined policy framework and 
other attributes of a sound planning process. They 
contend that Federal monies intended for profes- 
sional planners instead have been used to hire grant 
administrators since, owing to poor management 
practices, considerable staff time must be devoted 
to funding decisions and related procedural matters. 
They assert that SPA evaluation efforts are very 
limited and produce little impact on planning and 
funding decisions. As a result, too much paperwork 
and too little genuine planning occurs at the state 
level, they maintain. 

With respect to regions, Safe Streets opponents 
claim that in those states that have decentralized 
planning and administrative responsibilities but not 
resource allocation authority to regions, the RPUs 
tend to be paper tigers. Unfortunately, they note, 
only a few SPAS have delegated substantial authority 
to regions. In the remainder, the RPUs tend to spend 
a large amount of staff time on grantsmanship activ- 
ities on behalf of their constituent localities, and 
regional "plans" are really shopping lists of local 
project proposals. In both types of regions, competing 
city-county and central city-suburban-rural inter- 
ests may well undermine responsiveness. Another 
problem here, critics contend, is that half of the 
RPUs in the contry are free-standing; their only rela- 
tionship to councils of governments (COGS) and 
other generalist-oriented regional planning bodies is 
the A-95 review and comment process. Although 
providing a focal point for criminal justice activity 
at the regional level, as opposed to the loss of identity 
that would occur through "piggybacking" a COG 
with criminal justice planning, this agency separatism 
impedes functional and jurisdictional coordination 
and may contribute to the time burdens that par- 
ticipation in regional affairs imposes on local elected 
chief executives and legislators. 

Some attribute the weaknesses of Safe Streets 
planning to LEAA's failure to establish adequate 
standards or criteria against which to determine and 
enforce state plan comprehensiveness. A common 
complaint of state and some local officials is that the 
annual planning guidelines are oriented more to fi- 
nancial management and control than to planning. 
Until recently, they assert, LEAA has been primarily 

interested in ensuring that all comprehensive plan 
components specified in the act are incorporated, 
that action funds are put into appropriate functional 
categories and that various fiscal and procedural 
requirements are met. SPA spokesmen assert that 
LEAA should exercise more positive leadership in 
setting national standards, assessing state perform- 
ance and communicating the results of successful 
programs. Lacking such standards, effective monitor- 
ing and evaluation of SPA performance is difficult. 
Yet, i t  is noted, evaluation of Safe Streets-funded 
activities was recognized by Congress in the 1973 
amendments to the act as quite important. It ap- 
pears, then, that LEAA-and many states-have 
given evaluation a low priority. 

To summarize, supporters of the Safe Streets 
Act believe that comprehensive planning has come a 
long way despite three basic constraints: ( 1 )  the 
relative newness of criminal justice planning, (2)  lim- 
ited Federal resources, and (3)  insufficient SPA au- 185 
thority to engage in genuine system planning. Crit- 
ics, on the other hand, believe that Safe Streets plan- 
ning is a charade, or at best a ritual, geared mainly 
to turning on the Federal funding spigot and keeping 
the dollars flowing, rather than an instrument for 
achieving the system-building objective of the block 
grant. 

LESSONS FROM THE SAFE STREETS 
EXPERIENCE 

The Safe Streets Act provides several important 
lessons about how national purposes can be achieved 
through the block grant instrument. while at the 
same time maximizing state and local discretion. It 
also underscores the differences between the con- 
ceptual and operational features of block grants and 
reveals the compromises and trade-offs that appar- 
ently need to be made in order to ensure the effec- 
tiveness and perhaps survival of the instrument. At 
this point, it is useful to summarize our principal 
findings concerning the block grant experience under 
the Safe Streets Act and to indicate their signifi- 
cance to intergovernmental policy-makers. 

Purpose. The block grant means different things 
to different people. In part, this is attributable to 
the high expectations generated by consolidating a 
number of existing, narrow categorical grants into a 
broad, visible assistance program covering a wide 
functional territory or to launching a new, presum- 
ably integrated, Federal initiative (such as a War on 



Crime) in an area that traditionally had been the 
almost exclusive domain of state and local jurisdic- 
tions. At least three major purposes of the block grant 
can be distilled: stimulation, system building and sys- 
tem support. Where a mix of these objectives is 
sought, the block grant device appears most appro- 
priate. Taken individually, however, it seems that the 
project grant maximizes opportunities for innova- 
tion, formula-based categorical and/or revenue 
sharing is best suited to system support and the block 
grant enhances system-building prospects. 

Funding Threshold. When a block grant accounts 
for a relatively small proportion of total public ex- 
penditures in a functional area, it is often difficult to 
discern an impact resulting from the investment of 
Federal funds. This is particularly the case when 
a mix of program objectives is sought-funds tend to 
be spread (sometimes thinly) among innovative, sup- 

186 portive and systemic undertakings. If the block grant 
is expected to produce short-term changes in inter- 
governmental or functional relationships and show 
progress in tackling problems it was designed to ad- 
dress, then the funding threshold must be increased 
substantially relative to state-local direct outlays to 
generate a "critical mass" for change or the basic 
objectives must be prioritized to avoid dilution of avail- 
able resources. 

Discretion. As can be seen from the Safe Streets 
record, the block grant gives wide discretion to recip- 
ients in planning for and allocating Federal funds. 
Yet, LEAA has often been accused of being too 
intrusive upon states and localities (as in guidelines) 
or not intrusive enough (in the case of ensuring plan 
comprehensiveness, enforcing standards and main- 
taining fiscal accountability). The block grant forces 
Federal administrators to walk a tightrope between 
congressional demands for accountability and state 
demands for flexibility. While the two demands are 
not irreconcilable, it is a difficult balance to strike, 
especially in the absence of clear expressions of con- 
gressional intent. Altbough it affords recipients max- 
imum flexibility in determining the use of funds, the 
block grant instrument does not excuse the Federal 
administering agency from developing and enforcing 
performance standards, conducting substantive re- 
views and evaluations of recipients' plans and activ- 
ities, and exercising other oversight responsibilities - 
even if this leads to a withholding of funds. 

Categorization. An ideal block grant does not 
exist. Partly in response to political pressures and 
partly due to gaps in block grant allocations, the ear- 
marking of assistance categories has been a fact of 
life with which program administrators have had to 
reckon. As tbe block grant matures, two conflicting 
pattern emerge: Congress and interest groups become 
more interested in categorizing, while states become 
better equipped to achieve functional and jurisdictional 
balance in funding. The presence of a discretionary 
fund seems to be an expeditious way of deflecting 
pressures for earmarking and increasing funding flex- 
ibility at the Federal level. 

Generalists. The block grant approach carries with 
it a functional framework and decision-making pro- 
cess conducive to generalist participation. The Safe 
Streets experience, however, suggests that it is dif- 
ficult to harness the rather diverse political, program- 
matic and personal interests of elected chief exec- 
utives, legislators and top administrators. Unless the 
block grant provides substantial amounts of Federal 
fuads, decentralizes authority to make resource 
allocation decisious or fdls a major program void, 
geoeraliits will be reluctant to make tbe time and 
intellectual commitments necessary for effective in- 
volvement. Otherwise, functional specialists and pro- 
fessional staff will dominate policy-making. 

P I a ~ i n g .  State criminal justice planning under 
SPA auspices has been geared largely to the alloca- 
tion of Safe Streets funds. Too often planning has 
been eclipsed by grant administration, making the 
planning process an annual ritual. SPAS have been 
generally unable, and occasionally unwilling, to plan 
comprehensively for the state criminal justice system 
and to seek to influence spending decisions on the 
part of related state agencies. If the planning process 
is considered instrumental to achieving tbe system- 
building objective of a block grant, tben tbe state 
agency respolrsible for comprehensive planning must 
have sufficient autbority a d  time to plan for all 
activities encompassed witbin the fuactioaal scope 
of tbe block grant, including t h  supported directly 
by state appropriatiorrs. 

In conclusion, the Safe Streets Act tells us much 
about how the block grant experience really works. 
Subsequently, the record of this program is assessed 
in light of various changes that might be made in the 
act, or its administration by LEAA and the states. 



Chapter V I I  

Future Directions 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 was a bold experiment in inter- 
governmental relations. Like many of the initiatives 
taken on the domestic front during the Great Society 
years, the act embodied an ambitious attempt to 
tackle a deep-rooted problem of our society. 

The launching of a major comprehensive Federal 
aid program in response to mounting public concern 
about crime and civil disorders generated high expec- 
tations for accomplishments resulting from the infu- 
sion of Federal funds. The use of a block grant to 
dispense such assistance raised hopes that many of 
the administrative and policy problems associated 
with categorical grants could be avoided. In this 
atmosphere, certain fundamental features of inter- 
governmental relationships and the state-local 
criminal justice system were de-emphasized or over- 
looked at the time of passage and during the early 
implementation period. 

*The act underscored the belief that 
money could make a difference in the 
fsht  against crime, largely by improving 
the capacity of law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies to apprehend 
and process offenders. At the same time, 
it was recognized by some observers 
that the most significant influences on 
criminal behavior, including family struc- 
ture, income, educational process, place 



of residence and societal attitudes, could 
not be significantly affected by the crim- 
inal justice system. 

The act was a major element of the War 
on Crime declared by the Johnson Ad- 
ministration and the "law and order" 
campaign of the Nixon Administration. 
Politicization of the crime issue by both 
the executive and legislative branches 
contributed to an ambitious and some- 
what ambiguous Federal role. While the 
act declared crime control to be a state 
and local responsibility, national atten- 
tion was focused on the Safe Streets Act 
and the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad- 
ministration (LEAA) as spearheading 
this effort. Yet, the appropriations 
level remained at less than five percent of 
state and local direct expenditures for 
criminal justice purposes. 

The act stated that a major purpose of 
Federal financial assistance was to 
reduce crime by strengthening and up- 
grading the capacity of law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies at the state 
and local levels. However, it also speci- 
fied the use of funds for research, devel- 
opment, training and other purposes not 
directly related to the day-to-day oper- 
ations of these agencies. 

The act called upon representatives of 
state and local governments, police de- 
partments, judges, prosecutors, defenders, 
corrections and juvenile delinquency offi- 
cials, and the general public to cooperate 
in comprehensive planning, resource allo- 
cation, program coordination and other 
aspects of Safe Streets implementation. 
Yet, the fragmented nature of the crim- 
inal justice system had been deeply in- 
grained, and in many places conflict be- 
tween the state government and larger 
cities and counties had been longstand- 
ing. Moreover, prior to 1968 there had 
been little comprehensive planning in the 
criminal justice area and few profes- 
sionals were skilled in this art. 

.The act relied upon the states to assume 
major responsibilities under the block 
grant arrangement as planners, coordi- 

nators, innovators, decision-makers and 
administrators. On the other hand, 
spokesmen for the Johnson Administra- 
tion and many congressmen were skep- 
tical about the states' willingness and 
capacity to perform these roles effective- 
ly, a concern that has been voiced re- 
peatedly throughout the history of the 
program. 

.The act .attempted to strike a delicate 
balance between the achievement of 
national objectives with the enhance- 
ment of recipient discretion and flexibil- 
ity. Yet, Congress initially attached sev- 
eral statutory "strings" to the use of 
funds, including variable matching, 
Federal plan approval and a personnel 
compensation ceiling. This practice has 
grown increasingly popular over the 
years. Furthermore, Congress reserved 
15 percent of the annual appropria- 
tions for "action" purposes under a 
discrejionary fund to be used by LEAA's 
administrator much like a categorical 
grant. 

In light of the foregoing, it is not surprising that 
there are sharply contrasting views of the basic 
purpose of the Safe Streets Act, the nature of the 
block grant instrument, the states' planning and 
administrative experience, the appropriate role of 
LEAA vis-a-vis the state planning agencies (SPAS) 
and the statutory changes necessary to better align 
expectations with reality. To help clarify and re- 
solve these issues, and to discern lessons that might 
be useful in future considerations of new block grant 
proposals or assessments of existing programs that 
rely upon this approach, the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) conducted 
an evaluation of the Safe Streets block grant rec- 
ord. The major results of this research effort are 
summarized in the following findings and conclu- 
sions. 

MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

After seven years, the Safe Streets program ap- 
pears to be neither as bad as its critics contend nor 
as good as its supporters maintain. While a mixed 
record has been registered as between states, on the 
whole the results are positive. This is not to say, 



however, that changes are unnecessary. In brief, the 
ledger reads as follows: 

00 the positive side: 

Elected chief executive d legislative offi 
cids, crimind justice professioaals d the 
gewrd pMic bave gdlned greater apprecia- 
tioa of tbe complexity of the crime problem 
and of the weds of tbe dierent compooents 
of tbe criminal justice system. 

During the early implementation of the Safe 
Streets Act, law enforcement-related activities com- 
manded the bulk of the attention and money. As the 
program matured, a more comprehensive and dis- 
cerning orientation emerged. It is now generally 
understood that crime is a complex societal problem 
that cannot be solved merely by investing substan- 
tial amounts of funds in improving the apprehen- 
sion and processing of offenders. It is also recog- 
nized that the efficiency with which offenders are 
apprehended and processed and the effectiveness 
with which they are rehabilitated are vital to en- 
hancing respect for the law and possibly to deterring 
criminal behavior. Much of this consciousness raising 
was the result of the intergovernmental and multi- 
functional framework established by the block 
grant and is a necessary precondition to building an 
effective criminal justice system. 

A process has been establiskd for coordma- 
tiom of efforts to reduce crime d improve 
tbe 8 d r o i . i  ofpstice. 

The Safe Streets Act has provided an incentive for 
elected officials, criminal justice professionals and 
the general public to work together in attempting to 
reduce crime. Representation of these interests on 
state planning agency and regional planning unit 
(RPU) supervisory boards has been the chief vehicle 
for achieving greater cooperation in the day-today 
operations of criminal justice agencies and encour- 
aging more joint undertakings across functional and 
jurisdictional lines. 

At the state level, for example, 40 percent of the 
SPA supervisory board members represent local 
government. Of these, 70 percent are law enforce- 
ment or criminal justice officials and 24 percent are 
elected chief executives or legislators. Thirty-seven 
percent of the membership is accounted for by state 
spokesmen, while 23 percent represents the general 
public. This varied representation pattern has helped 

make activities supported with Safe Streets dollars 
more responsive to 'community needs and priorities. 
In addition, these programs have been more realistic 
in light of state and local fiscal capacities, and more 
closely linked with non-Federally funded crime 
reduction activities than otherwise might have been 
the case. While the goal of a well-integrated and 
smoothly functioning criminal justice system has yet 
to be realized, a solid foundation has been estab- 
lished. 

Safe Streets fuuds hare supported many 
law enforcement .ad criminal justice actn- 
ities that recipients otherwise would bave 
been unable or unwilling to undertake. 

Although early critics of the program claimed 
that too much money was spent on routine pur- 
poses, particularly in the law enforcement area, the 
available evidence indicates that most Safe Streets 
dollars have been used for new programs that would I g 9  
not have been launched without Federal aid. For 
example, replies from 44 SPAS indicated that nine 
percent of the activities supported by Safe Streets 
funds over the years were considered to be innovative 
in the sense that they were demonstrations of ap- 
proaches that had never been attempted, and 
another 21 percent were classified as innovations that 
had been tried elsewhere but not in their state. 
Twenty-nine percent were viewed as generally ac- 
cepted activities that had already been implemented 
widely in other parts of the country but not in the 
responding state. Regardless of the degree of inno- 
vation involved, however, the program has estab- 
lished a mechanism for diffusing ideas and informa- 
tion about approaches to crime reduction and sys- 
tem improvement and has provided resources to 
enable states and localities to carry them out. 

Another indicator is the policy of several SPAS 
to prohibit the use of Safe Streets funds for equip- 
ment, construction and other routine activities. Other 
states have attempted to maximize the reform poten- 
tial of Federal assistance by setting certain eligibility 
standards for applicants, such as requiring police 
departments to meet the SPA'S minimum standards 
for police services. Still others have given priority 
to multijurisdictional efforts, particularly in the 
areas of law enforcement communications, training 
and construction. 

A g d y  Maaced pattern has evdved in 
tk distribution of Safe S e t s  feds  to juris- 
dieticnrs hvimg seriolrP d e w  problems as 



well as amoag the fuaetioaal components of 
t k  crimmal justice system. 

A persistent complaint since the program's incep- 
tion has been that not enough money goes to juris- 
dictions with the greatest needs and that too much 
goes to police departments. ACIR's 1970 report 
found that these charges were largely valid at that 
time. Since then, however, a more balanced funding 
pattern has emerged. An analysis of LEAA's Grants 
Management Information System (GMIS) data 
reveals that since 1969 the 10 most heavily popu- 
lated states have received more than half of the Part 
C allocations, compared with a share of less than 
three percent for the 10 least populous states. Col- 
lectively, large cities and counties (more than 100,000 
population) experiencing more serious crime prob- 
lems have received a proportion of Safe Streets 
action funds in excess of their percentage of popula- 

190 tion and slightly below their percentage of crime. 
Although there are wide interstate differences 

with respect to the functional distribution, overall the 
police proportion has declined and stabilized from 
two-thirds in FY 1969 to approximately two-fifths by 
FY 1975. Funding for corrections and courts also 
appears to have leveled off, the former now ac- 
counting for about 24 percent of the funds and the 
latter, 13 percent. By way of comparison, of the 
total state-local direct outlays for criminal justice 
purposes in FY 1973, 58 percent were for police; 
23 percent, for corrections; and 19 percent, for 
courts. 

State d locrrl gover.lwas have .ssemed 
tk cosb of a sllkt8nti.l ~ B c r  of Safe 
Sbrtb-hitiated rtirities. 

A key barometer of the impact and importance of 
Safe Streets-supported activities is the extent to 
which they have been institutionalized and their 
costs assumed by state agencies and local govern- 
ments. It appears that once Federal funding ends, a 
rather high percentage of programs or projects con- 
tinue to operate with state or local revenues. Although 
responses to ACIR's questionnaires varied widely 
from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, the mean estimate 
by SPAs for the percentage of Safe Streets-sup- 
ported activities assumed by state and local govern- 
ments was 64 percent. City and county estimates 
were even higher, with 83 percent of the former's 
and 78 percent of the latter's projects estimated as 
having been assumed. 

Many elected chief executives Pad legidators 
as welt as criminal justice officials believe 
that the Federal government's role in provid- 
ing financial assistance through the Mock 
grant is appropriate and wcessuy, fad that 
the availability of Safe Streets dollars, to 
some degree, has belped curb crime. 

Despite rising crime rates, many state and local 
officials believe that the Safe Streets program has 
had a positive impact. In part, this can be attributed 
to the amount of discretion and flexibility inherent in 
the block grant, which has helped make Federal 
funds more responsive to recipients' needs and pri- 
orities. In some jurisdictions, Safe Streets has been 
a source of seed money for crime reduction activities 
that they otherwise would not have undertaken. In 
others, particularly rural states and smaller locali- 
ties, block grant support has been used to upgrade 
the operations of police departments, the courts 
and corrections agencies. 

These officials also believe that actual crime rates 
would have been somewhat higher without the pro- 
gram. Fifty-four percent of the SPAs reported that 
Safe Streets funds had achieved great or moderate 
success in reducing or slowing the growth in the rate 
of crime, while approximately half of 774 cities and 
424 counties surveyed indicated that their crime 
rates would have been substantially or moderately 
greater without Federal aid. 

On the negative side: 

Despite growing recogoitioa that crime 
needs to be dealt with by a functionally rod 
jurisdictionally integrated criminal justice 
system, tbe Safe Streets program bas been 
unable to develop stroag ties among its 
compownt p8rts. 

The impact of the Safe Streets Act on developing 
a genuine criminal justice system has been limited, 
due largely to the historically fragmented rela- 
tionships among the police, judicial, and correctional 
functions, traditions of state-local conflict, and the . 

relatively limited amounts of Federal funds involved. 
Replies from three-fourths of the SPAs surveyed, for 
instance, indicated that since 1969 the various 
functional components had only begun to view them- 
selves and operate in a "somewhat" interdependent 
fashion. Although two-thirds of the RPU respon- 
dents saw some signs of growing functional inter- 



dependence, most thought that little actual progress 
had occurred. 

Elected and criminal justice officials appear to be 
willing to meet together, discuss common problems, 
identify ways of addressing them and coordinate 
their activities at the state and regional levels. Yet, 
when the issue of "who gets how much?'is raised, 
the Safe Streets alliance often breaks down. Those 
who are best organized and most skilled in the art 
of grantsmanship have tended to prevail at the state 
level, while others have appealed to Congress for 
help. Congress has responded by categorizing the 
act and earmarking funds in three major areas: 

In 1971 Part E was added to the act, 
creating a new source of aid specifically 
earmarked for correctional purposes. 
Half of these monies is distributed as 
block grants; the remainder is discre- 
tionary funding. In order to receive assis- 
tance under this part, states have to 
maintain their level of correctional fund- 
ing in Part C grants. 

Also in 197 1, big city spokesmen succeed- 
ed in getting two other amendments to 
the act. Local units of general govern- 
ment, or combinations of such units with 
a population of 250,000 or more, were 
deemed eligible to receive action funds to 
establish local criminal justice coordinat- 
ing councils. Language was added to the 
planning grant provisions assuring that 
major cities and counties within a state 
would receive funds to develop compre- 
hensive plans and to coordinate action 
programs at the local level. Furthermore, 
language was added to the effect that 
states had to indicate in their plans that 
adequate assistance was being provided 
to areas of "high crime incidence and 
high law enforcement activity." 

In 1974, a new statute, the Juvenile Jus- 
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 
required that action funding for juve- 
nile delinquency programs be maintained 
at the FY 1972 level in order to receive 
financial assistance under the Safe 
Streets Act. 

These steps were taken by Congress to increase 
accountability and achieve greater certainty that 

grantees would use monies in specific ways. Although 
as yet there have not been many major adverse ef- 
fects on state administration, the amendments have 
converted Safe Streets into a hybrid block grant 
and have raised questions about the extent of dis- 
cretion actually accorded to states and localities in 
tailoring ~ e d e i a l  assistance to their own needs 
priorities. 

Only a handful of SPAs have developed close 
working relationsbiis with tbe governor and 
legislature in Safe Streets planning, policy 
formulation, budget-making and program 
implementation, or have become an integral 
part of the state-local criminal justice sys- 
tem. 

and 

The Safe Streets Act is generally perceived as a 
governor's program because the states' chief exec- 
utives set up the SPA by executive order (35 states), 
appoint all or most of the members of the supervis- 191 
ory board (and in six states serves as chairman), di- 
rect other state agencies to cooperate with the SPA 
and often designate regional planning units. Most 
SPAs repori that the governor displays an interest 
in Safe Streets but does not play an active role in the 
program. Only nine governors, for example, review 
the annual comprehensive criminal justice plan and 
SPA priorities before submission to LEAA. Sixteen 
SPAs surveyed characterized their supervisory 
board's relationships with the governor as very 
independent, while 24 indicated that it involved 
mainly occasional communication and consultation. 
Eleven SPAs reported having regular communica- 
tion and consultation with the governor. Typically, 
the governor's influence is exercised indirectly 
through his selection of supervisory board members 
and appointment of the SPA executive director. 

The legislative role in the program is more re- 
moved. Although the legislature appropriates match- 
ing and buy-in funds, makes decisions about assum- 
ing the costs of projects and, in 20 states, sets up the 
SPA, its awareness of and substantive participation 
in Safe Streets planning and police matters has been 
quite limited. This lack of involvement makes it 
difficult to mesh Safe Streets funds with other state 
criminal justice outlays and to exercise effective leg- 
islative oversight. 

SPAs have devoted the vast majority of tbeiu 
efforts to distributing Safe Streets funds 
and complying with LEAA procedural 
requirements. 



One effect of limited gubernatorial and legislative 
participation in the program has been the restriction 
of SPAs to Safe Streets-related activities, even 
tho-ugh the block grant instrument is designed to ad- 
dress criminal justice in a systemwide context. Gen- 
erally, SPAs have not been authorized to prepare 
comprehensive plans responsive to the overall needs 
and priorities of the entire criminal justice system, 
to collect relevant data or to scrutinize appropria- 
tions requests. Thirty-three SPAs surveyed indicated 
that they were not involved in planning and budg- 
eting for state criminal justice activities other than 
those supported by Safe Streets funds, while 14 re- 
viewed and commented on the budgets of these agen- 
cies. Nineteen SPAs provided planning assistance to 
state criminal justice agencies and 1 1  performed 
evaluations of certain state crime reduction pro- 
grams. 

As a result of these limitations, the quality of SPA 

192 plans varies widely, as does the extent of implemen- 
tation. Lacking a genuine frame of reference, Safe 
Streets planning has been largely directed to the 
allocation of Federal dollars to particular projects. 
Because the planning and funding processes tend 
to be closely linked, many local officials complain 
that the program has become too immersed in red 
tape, and SPA officials often contend that too much 
staff time is devoted to grant administration. In their 
view, the inadequacy of Part B funds further im- 
pedes planning at the state, regional and local levels. 

LEAA has not established meaningful stan- 
dards or criteria against which to determine 
and enforce state plan comprehensiveness 
and SPA effectiveness. 

Two common complaints of state and some local 
officials are that LEAA has not developed adequate 
performance standards for evaluating the quality of 
state plans and implementation efforts and that it 
has been spotty in enforcing special conditions 
attached to the state plan and other requirements. 
In addition. many SPAs claim that LEAA planning 
guidelines are oriented more to financial manage- 
ment and control than planning. Unti! recently, they 
assert, LEAA has been primarily interested in en- 
suring that all comprehensive plan components 
specified in the act are incorporated, that action 
funds are put into appropriate functional categories 
and that various fiscal and procedural requirements 
are met. Although these are important considera- 
tions, LEAA has been less concerned with develop- 
ing operational criteria for making qualitative 

determinations about plans and implementation 
strategies. Lacking such standards, effective eval- 
uation of SPA performance is difficult. 

Only I I SPAs indicated that LEAA's applica- 
tion and enforcement of guidelines were very help- 
ful in improving their performance. At least one- 
fourth of the SPAs reported five of the eight LEAA- 
mandated sections of the comprehensive plan to be 
of little or no use. 

LEAA's relationship with the SPAs has changed 
over the years largely in accordance with the pro- 
gram priorities of different administrators and their 
views on the amount of Federal level supervision 
and guidance necessary to ensure achievement of 
the act's objectives. The relationship also has been 
affected by congressional oversight activities. In gen- 
eral, SPAs would like to see more positive leader- 
ship exerted by LEAA in setting national standards, 
assessing state performance and communicating the 
results of successful programs. 

Excessive turnover in the top management 
level of LEAA and the SPAs has resulted in 
policy inconsistencies, instability in profes- 
sional staffi i  and confusion as to program 
goals. 

Turnover of top management has been a fact of 
life in the Safe Streets program. There have been 
four attorneys general and five LEAA administra- 
tors in seven years, and with each new administrator 
came an internal reorganization of LEAA. The 
agency was without a permanent administrator for 
periods which totaled more than one year out of 
LEAA's seven-year life. The SPAs also have expe- 
rienced high turnover. New directors were ap- 
pointed in 23 states from October 1974 through Oc- 
tober 1975. The median number of directors SPAS 
have had since 1969 is three, with a range of one to 
IS. Assuming that'the attrition rates at the Federal 
and state levels will continue to be high, the need 
for standards dealing with plan comprehensiveness, 
funding balance, monitoring and evaluation, and 
other key aspects of block grant administration 
seems critical. Otherwise, the problems of inconsis- 
tency and uncertainty will persist. 

In summary, the block grant approach taken in 
the Safe Streets Act has helped reduce crime and 
improve the administration of justice in three ways: 
stimulation of new activity; coordination of the 
functional components of the criminal justice system; 
and support for upgrading the operations of law en- 
forcement and criminal justice agencies. Much has 



been accomplished after seven years. Yet, in the 
Commission's judgment, much more can be done to 
strike a better balance between national, state and 
local objectives. The following recommendations are 
intended to facilitate this process. 

The Commission finds that crime reduction and 
the administration of justice have been and con- 
tinue to be mainly state and local responsibilities. 
Yet it is appropriate for the Federal government to 
provide financial assistance to initiate innovative 
approaches to strengthening and improving state 
and local law enforcement and criminal justice capa- 
bilities and to disseminate the results of these ef- 
forts, to help support the crime reduction operations 
of state and local agencies and to facilitate coor- 
dination and cooperation between the police, prose- 
tutorial, court and correctional components of the 
criminal justice system. The Commission concludes 
that the block grant approach contained in Title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended, generally has been effective in 
assuring that the national interest in crime preven- 
tion and control is being met while maximizing state 
and local flexibility in addressing their crime prob- 
lems. However, achievement of these objectives has 
been hindered by statutory and administrative cate- 
gorization and by Federal and state implementation 
constraints. 

Recommendation 1 : Decategoriurtion 

The Commission recommends that: 

(a) Coagress refrain from establishing ad- 
ditional categories of planning and ac- 
tion grant assistance to particular fuac- 
tiond components of the criminal justice 
system, repeal tbe Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and 
subsume its activities and appropria- 
tions within tbe Safe Streets Act, a d  
amend tbe Safe Streets Act to remove 
tbe Part E correctional institutions 
and facilities authorization and allo- 
cate appropriations thereunder to Part C 
action block grants; 

(b) Congress refrain from amending tbe 
Safe Streets Act to establish a separate 
program of block grant assistance to 

major cities and urban counties for plan- 
ning and action purpoees; and 

(c) Coagress amend the Safe Streets Act to 
authorize major cities and urban coun- 
ties, or combinatiom thereof, as de- 
fined by the state planning agency for 
criminal justice (SPA), to submit to the 
SPA a plan for utilizing Safe Streets 
funds during the next fwd year. Upon 
approval of such plan, a "mini Mock 
grant" award would be made to tbe juris- 
d i c t i ,  or combination of jurisdictions, 
with no hrtber actioa oa specific project 
applicatioas required at the state level. 

The major purpose of this recommendation is to 
give state and local governments maximum flexibil- 
ity, within the block grant framework, in determin- 
ing the appropriate mix of the stimulative, supportive 
and system-building purposes of Safe Streets as- 
sistance. It would do so by removing the Part E 193 
corrections and certain juvenile justice require- 
ments from the Safe Streets Act, by shifting the 
funds appropriated under these provisions to Part 
C action block grants and by urging Congress to 
refrain from further efforts to earmark funds or to  
establish separate program categories for particular 
functional or jurisdictional interests. However, 
local governments or combinations of such units 
designated by SPAS would be authorized to submit 
plans that would be the basis of "mini block grant" 
awards from the state. 

It is now practically conventional wisdom that 
crime should be dealt with by a criminal justice sys- 
tem rather than by individual functional components 
operating in isolation from one another. State and 
local police, court and correctional agencies each 
need adequate personnel, facilities and equipment. 
Yet they must also be able to coordinate their efforts 
in order to reduce crime and improve the adminis- 
tration of justice. 

During the early years of the Safe Streets pro- 
gram, the police received the majority of the block 
grant dollars. In 1971, Congress responded to this 
imbalance by establishing a separate category within 
the Safe Streets Act -Part E-for grants for cor- 
rectional institutions and facilities. Not less than 20 
percent of the Part C action appropriations was to 
be set aside each year for corrections, and states 
were to give satisfactory assurances in their compre- 



hensive plans that Part E would not reduce the 
amount of action funds available for this purpose. 
In 1974, the Congress passed the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act and required that 
action funding for juvenile delinquency programs 
be maintained at the FY 1972 level in order to re- 
ceive financial assistance under that act. 

The courts have been the most recent functional 
component to come before the Congress seeking 
statutory recognition. Their case rests basically 
on three arguments. First, the separation of powers 
principle is violated by an executive-branch agency - 
the SPA-planning for and allocating Federal funds 
$0 court-related activities, and the independence of 
judges is compromised by their participation on 
SPA supervisory boards. Second, the judiciary has to 
compete for Federal funds with police, corrections, 
prosecution and defense and other functional inter- 
ests, instead of being removed and protected from 

194 the political arena. Third, compared with the 
amounts of Safe Streets monies awarded over the 
years to police and corrections, the courts' present 
16 percent national average is not considered a 
"fair share." Moreover, court spokesmen assert, the 
bulk of this amount goes to prosecution and public 
defender projects, leaving only about six percent of 
Safe Streets action funds for purely judicial under- 
takings. 

In the Commission's judgment, experience has 
proved that the block grant approach is the most 
feasible way to develop an effective intergovernment- 
al criminal justice system. Functional categorization 
and the earmarking of funds undermine the block 
grant principle. They raise questions concerning the 
degree to which Congress is willing to give recipients 
real flexibility in arriving at an appropriate func- 
tional and jurisdictional funding balance and in 
adapting Federal aid to their own needs. They gen- 
erate needless duplication of effort and increase 
administrative cost. Indeed, they strengthen the very 
functional fragmentation that Congress ostensibly is 
attempting to curb through the block grant mechan- 
ism. By reversing the categorization trend, the act 
can be a more effective catalyst for police, prose- 
cution and defense, judicial and correctional activ- 
ities within individual jurisdictions as well as between 
cities, counties and their state governments. 

With respect to the Part E and juvenile justice pro- 
visions of the Safe Streets Act, the Commission 
favors repeal. Although it can be argued that these 
provisions have had few major adverse effects on 
state planning and administration, this is not to say 

that individual states have not experienced or will 
not experience difficulty in the future. In the case of 
Part E, while earmarking and maintenance-of-effort 
requirements have helped make more Safe Streets 
funds available for correctional institutions and 
facilities, in some states a balanced funding pattern 
probably would have occurred in the absence of this 
amendment as corrections and other interests be- 
came better organized, better represented on SPA 
supervisory boards and more skilled in developing 
and defending project proposals. The decline and 
stabilization of the police share over the years and 
the corresponding increases in the proportion of 
block grant funds made available to other functional 
components underscores this belief. In the Commis- 
sion's view, therefore, these statutory restrictions 
on states should be removed. 

The appropriations levels under the 1974 Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act have been 
relatively low to date and the planning, organiza- 
tional and maintenance-of-effort requirements have 
not been burdensome in most cases. The Commission 
believes that the sections of Title 11 of the act 
establishing national and state advisory commit- 
tees on juvenile justice matters, creating new units 
within LEAA, and encouraging greater representa- 
tion of juvenile interests on supervisory boards 
should be scrutinized to identify overlapping and 
redundancy with the Safe Streets Act. Removal of 
such unnecessary provisions could significantly 
streamline the juvenile justice components of the 
act. The provisions dealing with matching, pass- 
through, planning procedures and administrative 
requirements also need to be reviewed and any in- 
consistencies with the Safe Streets Act should be 
eliminated. The requirement for SPAS to prepare 
and submit an additional functional plan, which 
may or may not be incorporated into the state 
comprehensive criminal justice plan, appears to be 
especially duplicative, time consuming and costly. 
The 'maintenance-of-effort provisions also are un- 
desirable, and probably unnecessary. If, as the Com- 
mission believes, the problems of juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention are so great and the 
necessary remedial action encompasses both crim- 
inal justice and social service agencies, then in 
addition to eliminating or subsuming the above 
provisions, Congress should consider raising the 
authorization and appropriations levels for Part 
C of the Safe Streets Act to include the amounts pro- 
vided for under Title I1 of the 1974 legislation as 
well as such additional funds as Congress may deem 



necessary. However, the states should determine the 
degree of funding and program emphasis for 
juvenile justice and delinquency within the overall 
block grant framework. An arbitrary national level, 
such as the present maintenance-of-effort pro- 
vision, should be avoided since it ignores significant 
differences among the states in their needs, re- 
sources and priorities in this area. 

The Commission is fully aware of the reasons why 
both functional areas received special attention in 
amendments to the Safe Streets Act. Moreover, it is 
sensitive to the need to invest substantially more 
resources in the rehabilitation of adult and juvenile 
offenders. Yet these objectives can be accomplished 
within the framework of the block grant. The states' 
record in distributing Federal funds, as well as 
utilizing their own resources, has been steadily 
improving as SPA planning, managerial and decis- 
ion-making capacities have increased over the years 
and as representation on supervisory boards has be- 
come more balanced. While there have been some 
gaps, the Commission is confident that SPAs are 
equipped to respond effectively to the needs of these 
and other functional areas. 

With respect to the courts, unless our system of 
justice can guarantee the swift, sure and fair dispo- 
sition of cases, the public will have little respect for 
the law, and potential offenders will not be deterred 
from criminal activity. Court congestion and trial 
backlog, among other factors, have prevented reali- 
zation of these objectives. In view of increases in 
civil and criminal litigation, more resources need to 
be made available to state and local courts. 

The Commission agrees that the unique position 
of the judiciary warrants special attention in imple- 
mentation of the Safe Streets Act. The integrity, 
impartiality and independence of the judicial branch 
should not be unduly compromised, and the separa- 
tion of powers principle should not be violated. Yet 
it must be remembered that the act was designed, in 
part, to foster a criminal justice system. Provisions 
requiring comprehensive planning, balanced fund- 
ing and representation of diverse interests in SPA 
and regional supervisory board deliberations reflect 
this ambitious system-building intent. Not to be 
overlooked also are the facts that Federal funds 
account for only a small fraction of total criminal 
justice expenditures at the state and local levels and 
that the amount allocated to the courts varies from 
state to state. Although estimates range widely, at 
this time no reliable data exist on the allocation of 
tbese Federal dollars among the judiciary, prosecu- 

tion and defense, and other functions subsumed with- 
in the broad court category. 

The Commission recognizes the view of some court 
spokesmen that establishment of a category of assis- 
tance for the courts for planning and action purposes , 
would give appropriate recognition to the separation 
of powers doctrine and remove the judiciary from the 
political pressures and entanglements presently as- 
sociated with the competition for Safe Streets funds. 
In the Commission's judgment, however, categoriza- 
tion is not the only way to resolve the complex and 
sensitive issues involved here. A number of pro- 
cedural options are set forth in Recommendation 7. 

While categorization, as was done for corrections, 
would unduly restrict the flexibility of state and 
local governments, the Commission believes that 
more financial assistance needs to be targeted on 
the judiciary in order to "catch up" with the funding 
levels of other components of the criminal justice 
system. Using the administrator's discretionary 195 
funds for this purpose is the approach most consist- 
ent with the block grant concept. Each year, court- 
related needs and the SPAs' response to them could 
be reviewed by LEAA and supplemental monies 
awarded on a state-by-state basis. This would pro- 
vide a flexible response to a short-term problem that 
should eventually be resolved through greater ju- 
dicial participation in the Safe Streets planning and 
funding processes at the state level. 

Practically since the inception of the Safe Streets 
program, there has been heated debate over whether 
SPAs are allocating a proportionate share of action 
funds to large local units having the greatest crime 
reduction needs. Although Congress has stated that 
no state plan is to be approved by LEAA unless it 
provides for the allocation of adequate assistance to 
areas having both "high crime incidence and high 
law enforcement and criminal justice activity," 
representatives of the nation's cities and counties 
have argued that both the states' response and 
LEAA's enforcement have been uneven. They assert 
that greater amounts of action monies need to be 
targeted on high-crime areas on a continuing basis. 
Such concentration of the relatively limited Federal 
resources, they maintain, is the only way to have 
an impact on crime reduction. Of the several statu- 
tory changes that have been suggested in this regard, 
two appear to be the most popular: establishment of 
a separate block grant program for major cities and 
urban counties, or combinations thereof, adminis- 



a portion of their block grant allocation, as deter- 
mined by a formula emphasizing need factors, into 
a fund to be used by larger jurisdictions. 

The Commission notes the longstanding concern 
of those who argue that a proportionate amount of 
Safe Streets dollars should go to areas having the 
severest crime problems. It is aware that several 
large cities individually receive substantially fewer 
funds than their share of state population or re- 
ported crimes would appear to warrant. Yet it also 
recognizes that in several states a jurisdictionally 
balanced funding pattern has been achieved. Given 
the fact that crime ignores the boundaries of local 
government and that interlocal action is often re- 
quired to detect, apprehend, process and rehabili- 
tate offenders, it is reasonable to view these actions 
within the framework of a city-county criminal jus- 
tice system. Counties, after all, have been assigned 
significant responsibilities in operating the courts 

196 and correctional institutions, as well as performing 
law enforcement functions in unincorporated areas 
and in some incorporated places. Cities, on the other 
hand, are heavily involved in providing police pro- 
tection, and to a lesser degree perform certain pros- 
ecutorial and judicial activities. Analysis of the flow 
of block grant assistance over the years in terms of 
city-county criminal justice systems across the 
country reveals that larger jurisdictions have received 
a portion of action funds generally in accord with 
their share of population and slightly below their 
share of reportedcrime. 

In short, the existing statutory provisions calling 
upon both LEAA and SPAS to give adequate at- 
tention to the needs of high-crime areas appear to 
have had a positive effect. Although gaps still re- 
main in some states' effort, the commission is 
confident that with careful LEAA review of state 
comprehensive plans, more effective monitoring and 
evaluation of action programs, and greater repre- 
sentation of elected local chief executives and 
legislators on SPA and RPU supervisory boards, 
the responsiveness of these states can be improved 
and further categorization of the act can be avoided. 

At the same time, the Commission is concerned 
about the need to give greater certainty to local 
governments that their efforts to identify and priori- 
tize problems and to prepare plans and applica- 
tions for remedial action will not be in vain. Offi- 
cials of large counties and cities have contended, 
for example, that at the local level planning takes 
place in a vacuum because the amount of funds avail- 
able for new undertakings is difficult to determine 

and too much time must be spent developing and 
defining individual applications. To these observers, 
the costs associated with obtaining Safe Streets 
funds may outweigh the benefits derived from such 
aid. In the Commission's view, steps should be 
taken to remove the procedural bottlenecks in the 
program and to reduce administrative costs. 

The "mini block grant" arrangement, as practiced 
in Ohio, can be a significant tool for making Safe 
Streets implementation at the state and local levels 
more effective and efficient. Under this procedure, 
larger local governments designated by the SPA 
would prepare plans for their crime reduction and 

' 

criminal justice system improvement needs during 
the next fiscal year. In determining eligibility, 
SPAS should emphasize population size (particu- 
larly whether the locality exceeds 100,000), crime 
rates and other appropriate measures of need. The 
jurisdiction's direct criminal justice expendi- 
tures also could be considered in connection with 
assessing its willingness and capacity to deal with 
crime problems. Individual units, as well as combina- 
tions thereof, meeting these criteria would submit 
their plans to the SPA for approval. These plans 
would have been previously reviewed by the A-95 
clearinghouse in the region encompassing the ap- 
plicant jurisdictions and comments would have been 
attached for SPA consideration. Such plans should 
be comprehensive, in the sense that they should 
contain data, analyses and projections similar to 
those called for in the act with respect to the state 
plan, and would not be merely shopping lists for 
projects. Following approval of the local plan, a 
"mini block grant" award would be made by the 
SPA to implement the contents. Further applica- 
tions for individual projects contained in the plan 
would not be required. It would be the responsibility 
of the recipient to implement the approved package 
of projects and to account to the SPA for results. 
The SPA, of course, would continue to perform mon- 
itoring, evaluation, auditing and reporting func- 
tions. This packaging procedure, then, could free 
SPA supervisory board and staff time to devote to 
planning and policy matters instead of grant 
management, reduce administrative costs, expedite 
execution of projects, and give local units a greater 
incentive to plan for both Safe Streets and non- 
Federal criminal justice resources. 

The Commission is aware that a somewhat sim- 
ilar procedure is already contained in the Crime 
Control Act of 1973 (the so-called Kennedy amend- 
ment). However, the "mini block grant" approach 



differs from this provision in two major respects: 
(1) the eligibility of local jurisdictions would be 
determined by the SPA rather than confined to a 
fixed statutory 250,000 population floor for indi- 
vidual units or combinations thereof, thus enhancing 
state flexibility and making it possible for smaller 
units having serious crime problems to participate 
in this arrangement; (2) the present act does not 
specify that, once a plan has been submitted and 
approved, no further state-level revjew and action 
on individual applications contained therein would 
be required, making expeditious local implementa- 
tion uncertain. Largely as a result of these limita- 
tions, for example, 71 percent of the 49 respon- 
dents to a 1975 survey of the nation's 55 largest 
cities conducted by the National League of Cities- 
U.S. Conference of Mayors indicated that the 
Kennedy amendment had produced no change in 
local administration of Safe Streets funds. 

In the final analysis, the feasibility of the Commis- 
sion's recommendations for decategorizing the Safe 
Streets Act and avoiding future actions that would 
unduly restrict recipients' discretion depends heavily 
upon Federal and state efforts to ensure that the 
intent of Congress is being achieved. In particular, 
the oversight and leadership roles of LEAA would 
have to be strengthened but kept consistent with the 
block grant concept. At the same time, the authority 
and credibility of SPAs need to be increased. Subse- 
quent recommendations seek to achieve these objec- 
tives. 

Recommendation 2: 
Personnel Compensation Urnits 

The Commissiom rccolamttnLp tbat Coagress 
amend the W e  Streets Act to remore tbe 
statutory ceili.g on grants for persoasel 
compematioa 

Salaries constitute a substantial portion of the 
expenditures of state and local programs to reduce 
crime and improve the administration of justice. 
About 90 percent of overall local law enforcement 
outlays for example are for this purpose. Many juris- 
dictions, however, still have inadequate numbers of 
well-trained policemen, correctional officers, prose- 
cutors, judges and other criminal justice profes- 
sionals. Recent efforts have gone far toward better- 
ing the pay and caliber of police departments, but 
correctional institutions and courts are still facing 
serious problems in attracting and retaining quali- 

fied personnel. Specialized positions in criminal 
justice planning and administration, crime research 
and statistics, and training also are difficult to fill. 

In light of the foregoing, the act's provision that 
no more than one-third of an action grant may be 
used for personnel compensation has hindered the 
efforts of some jurisdictions to meet their most 
pressing need-acquiring sufficient personnel to 
operate their law enforcement and criminal justice 
agencies. This requirement restricts the freedom 
of cities, counties and state agencies to establish 
priorities and to develop programs to meet their 
needs. In some cases, it may lead to action grant 
awards being used for projects of secondary or even 
lower priority to the recipient. 

In calling for elimination of the personnel 
ceiling, the Commission is fully aware of the con- 
tinuing concerns of some observers that this action 
might tempt states and localities to apply for Fed- 
eral funds only for this purpose, rather than devel- 197 
oping innovative proposals for law enforcement and 
criminal justice system improvements. To some, 
unlimited Federal funding of state and local per- 
sonnel might lead to a national police force. These 
attitudes were a major reason why the Commission 
recommended in its 1970 report that LEAA be 
authorized to waive the ceiling on grants for per- 
sonnel compensation. At that time, it was thought 
that the personnel needs of state and local gov- 
ernment could be considered on a case-by-case basis 
in conjunction with the broad program goals estab- 
lished in the state comprehensive plan and the na- 
tional objectives specified in the Safe Streets Act. 
However, the five years since then have witnessed 
growing state and local sophistication in criminal 
justice planning and program development, and a 
lessening of the fears about a national police force. 
There has been a marked shift away from funding - 
routine equipment purchases and toward the pro- 
vision of new services. Partly as a result of these 
changes, personnel needs have not abated; indeed, 
in many places they have risen. Hence, retention of 
the statutory ceiling increases the possibilities for 
skewing applicants' priorities. 

In light of these factors, the Commission believes 
that the SPAs and LEAA possess the capacity to 
effectively oversee the use of Federal funds for 
personnel purposes, as well as the authority to inter- 
vene and modify such uses in instances where it is 
deemed appropriate to do so. This approach maxi- 
mizes flexibility and encourages decisions based on 
assessments of an applicant's overall needs rather 



than the dictates of an arbitrary statutory pro- 
vision. It is consistent with both the block grant 
concept and implementation experience to date. 

Recommendation 3: LEAA Oversight 

Tbe Commission recommends that LEAA 
develop meaniagfd standards and per- 
formance criteria against wbicb to determine 
tbe extent of comprebemivewss of state 
criminal justice p l a ~ i n g  and funding, 
a d  that it more effectively monitor a d  
evaluate state performance against these 
standards and criteria. 

This recommendation responds to the complaint 
of state and some local officials that LEAA has not 
developed adequate performance standards for eval- 
uating the quality of state plans and SPA imple- 

198 mentation efforts. 
While LEAA has made an effort through planning 

guidelines to ensure that the states incorporate all 
of the components of a comprehensive plan specified 
in the act and put action funds into related function- 
al "pots," after seven years of experience greater 
attention needs to be given to more substantive 
matters. Lacking qualitative standards, effective 
monitoring and evaluation of SPA performance is 
difficult, and the bases for plan approval tend to 
be too subjective. 

The Commission believes that these standards 
and criteria should be process- and management- 
oriented. They should not address basic changes in 
the state-local criminal justice system or its function- 
al components, such as those developed by the Na- 
tional Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. The following examples of 
possible performance standards relating to 
SPA planning and fiscal administration underscore 
this basic distinction. They are offered merely for 
illustrative purposes and would need refinement 
before they could become operational. 

and/or local law enforcement and crim- 
inal justice agencies. 
All SPAs must identify during the plan- 
ning process individual projects (includ- 
ing the recipients and amounts of funds), 
totaling at least 50 percent of the action 
funds, and report on progress in imple- 
menting such projects supported during 
the previous fiscal year. 

All units of local government eligible for 
Safe Streets funds must be informed in 
writing of existing or proposed SPA pol- 
icies and priorities and the annual avail- 
ability of Safe Streets funds. 

All units of local government eligible for 
Safe Streets funds, or regional planning 
units representing such jurisdictions, 
must be given an opportunity to review 
and comment upon the SPA annual com- 
prehensive plan prior to its adoption by 
the SPA supervisory board and submis- 
sion to LEAA. 

All SPAs must have a formally adopted 
policy governing the length of time indi- 
vidual programs or projects may receive 
Safe Streets funds. In no case may indi- 
vidual projects or programs receive the 
equivalent of more than three years of 
full Federal funding at a 90-10 matching 
ratio. 

.The total amount of Safe Streets funds 
committed to funding continuation proj- 
ects in a given year must now exceed 50 
percent of the total state block grant allo- 
cation. 

Fund Flow 

All SPAS must identify at least their top 
10 annual priorities for reducing crime 
and improving the criminal justice sys- 
tem, indicate the distribution of Safe 
Streets funds among these priority areas 
and analyze the relationship with the ex- 
penditures and activities of other state 

All SPAs must award at least 90 percent 
of their total block grant within one year 
after receipt of the block grant funds 
from LEAA. 

In the Commission's view, to be workable such stan- 
dards should be formulated by LEAA in conjunction 
with the National Conference of State Criminal 



Justice Planning Administrators and other public 
interest groups. 

The development of national standards should be 
accompanied by improvements in LEAA's capacity 
to monitor, evaluate and audit state performance. 
While reliance on special conditions attached to 
annual plans by regional offices has been useful on 
a case-by-case basis, enforcement of state compli- 
ance has not been consistent. One result of inade- 
quate Federal administrative oversight has been 
the pressures for functional and jurisdictional 
categorization and earmarking described in Rec- 
ommendation 1. 

Despite the wide latitude accorded recipients 
under the block grant approach, a review of the 
various provisions of the Safe Streets Act as amend- 
ed reveals considerable clarity as to both the sub- 
stance of state plans and action programs and the 
procedures by which decisions should be made on 
these matters. The authority of LEAA to generally 
oversee SPA operations and to specifically ascertain 
whether they adequately address the needs of high- 
crime areas, the problems of organized crime and 
civil disorders, and other congressional priorities 
is clear. This includes the authority, if not the obli- 
gation, to disapprove entire state comprehensive 
plans instead of their components-something that 
LEAA has been unwilling to do in all but a hand- 
ful of cases since 1969. In short, what has often 
been lacking is not a statutory basis for action but 
rather an LEAA commitment to enforce the letter 
as well as the spirit of the law. 

The Commission is aware of and encouraged by 
LEAA's recent efforts, especially in the monitor- 
ing and evaluation areas. However, it believes that 
the pace and priority accorded to these activities-in 
terms of time, personnel and funds-need to be in- 
creased. Moreover, a closer reporting relationship 
between LEAA and the Congress needs to be estab- 
lished. In particular, organizational responsibility 
for monitoring, evaluation and auditing needs to be 
better focused. Each year LEAA should provide de- 
tailed reports to the Congress on the status of state 
comprehensive planning, state-regional-local imple- 
mentation efforts and LEAA central and regional 
office operations. The impact of the act on the re- 
duction and prevention of crime and delinquency 
and on the improvement of the criminal justice 
system should be assessed. This information would 
provide a basis for more effective, and it is hoped 
more frequent, congressional oversight. 

The Commission realizes that the establishment 

of national standards and the upgrading of Federal 
monitoring, evaluation and auditing functions are 
difficult, time-consuming and potentially controver- 
sial undertakings for all concerned. The Commission 
is familiar .with the difficulties encountered in the 
course of LEAA's previous efforts to establish SPA 
performance criteria. The Commission is also sensi- 
tive to the constraints imposed by the block grant on 
the Federal administering agency. And the Commis- 
sion is aware of the time demands on Congress. 
Still, at this point in the evolution of the Safe 
Streets program, it seems essential to begin a serious 
effort on these fronts if pressures for further statu- 
tory categorization are to be abated and if Con- 
gress is to be given adequate assurance that the leg- 
islative intent of the act is being accomplished. 

Recommendation 4: State Planning 

Tbe Commissii recommends that in lieu of 1 99 

an ammal comprebeasive plan, SPAs be re 
goired to prepare five-year compreberrive 
plans and submit u w a l  statements relating 
to tbe implementatiam thereof to LEAA for 
review and approval. 

The scope and quality of the planning effort 
envisioned under the Safe Streets Act is difficult 
for many SPAs to attain. The limited authority of 
most SPAs, tight LEAA plan submission deadlines, 
inadequate Part B funds and substantial staff time 
devoted to compliance with Federal guidelines and 
procedural requirements make comprehensive plan- 
ning difficult if not impossible. In some states the 
SPA, RPUs, or local planning agencies may be in- 
volved in various phases of three comprehensive 
plans at the same time-evaluation of one, imple- 
mentation of anottier, and data collection and anal- 
ysis for a third. As a result of these factors, Safe 
Streets planning has been largely directed to the 
allocation of Federal dollars. 

This recommendation addresses the above prob- 
lems by modifying the requirements for preparation 
of an annual plan to more realistically reflect SPA 
staff capabilities, as well as the time involved in 
establishing an effective planning process and in 
producing a quality plan. 

The pretense'of preparing a comprehensive plan 
on an annual basis would be scrapped. In its stead, 
at a maximum, states would have to develop only 
one plan covering a multiyear period. Annual state- 



ments would be submitted to update the plan and 
report on implementation progress. The intent here 
would be to focus more attention on a truly compre- 
hensive planning effort involving thorough analyses, 
based on empirical data, of present and projected 
needs, and the capacity of existing state and local 
agencies to deal with them; standards and goals to 
be achieved; the relationship between Safe Streets- 
supported activities and direct state, regional and 
local undertakings; and other factors. This approach 
would encourage the development of well-integrated 
strategies to reduce crime and improve the adminis- 
tration of justice. The complaint that "funding forces 
out planning" would no longer be justified, and the 
image of state comprehensive plans as glorified 
shopping lists for projects would be erased; more- 
over, SPA planning and analytical capabilities would 
be enhanced. 

The Commission recognizes the view of many 
200 SPA and local officials that the level of Part B 

funding has been inadequate. Yet in light of the con- 
straints imposed by the nation's recent economic 
problems as well as the pressing needs for action 
funds to help deal with rising crime rates, the Com- 
mission is reluctant to recommend increases in ap- 
propriations for planning purposes. Instead, it be- 
lieves that available dollars should be utilized 
more effectively. A five-year time span for planning 
is a major way to accomplish this purpose. 

A more realistic approach to planning also would 
improve Federal oversight. LEAA would be able to 
assure itself, and the Congress, that national priori- 
ties were being adequately addressed throhgh review 
and approval of annual statements on 'implementa- 
tion progress and cross-referencing them to the 
state's comprehensive plan. The scrutiny of these 
statements and periodic revision of the plan would 
facilitate monitoring, evaluation and auditing of 
SPA performance. In short, more effective utiliza- 
tion of Federal, state, regional and local staff, some 
cost-savings, and a more usable planning document 
would occur. 

Recommendation 5: The Governor's Role 

TBe Cornm&sh rceoawaQs t h t  gorer- 
o m ,  d where necessary state kgislahres, 
aatborize the SPA to (a) cdlect data f r w  
otkr state tgmck related to its nsp* 
sibilitics; (b) emgage ie systemwide eoarpre- 
bemire criminal jlrdiee p l ~ d n g  a d  erd- 
a-; u#l (c) review red comment am tbe 

aaead appropriatioos requests of state 
criminal justice agencies. 

The state's chief executive normally establishes the 
state planning agency, names supervisory board 
members and directs other state agencies to coop- 
erate with the SPA. The governor also may desig- 
nate regional planning units. In the 35 states lacking 
a statutory basis for the SPA, these activities are 
accomplished by executive order and may be period- 
ically changed in response to gubernatorial turnover, 
executive-branch reorganizations and other factors. 
Despite their formal responsibilities under the Safe 
Streets Act, on a day-to-day basis most governors 
have not played an active role in the program. The 
governor's influence is generally exercised through 
the selection of supervisory board members and 
appointment of the SPA executive director. In part, 
this level of participation reflects the heavy demands 
on the chief executive's time, as well as the relatively 
small amount of funds available under the act. 

One effect of limited gubernatorial involvement 
in the Safe Streets program in many states has been 
the restriction of the SPA to Safe Streets-related 
activities, even though the block grant instrument is 
supposed to address criminal justice in a system- 
wide context. With few exceptions, SPAS have not 
been authorized to collect criminal justice data from 
other state agencies, to develop comprehensive plans 
for the entire criminal justice system or to influence 
state resource allocation decisions through the review 
and comment on the appropriation requests of its 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. 
Neither the representation of these agencies on 
supervisory boards nor the provision of planning and 
technical assistance to them have been successful in 
enabling SPAs to become a more integral part of the 
state criminal justice system. As a result, SPAs are 
still viewed largely as planners for and dispensers 
of Federal aid. 

This recommendation is designed to enhance the 
SPA'S authority and credibility by making it re- 
sponsible for systemwide planning and providing 
access to the criminal justice information necessary 
to effectively discharge this function. While the 
Commission does not believe it appropriate to speci- 
fy the most desirable location of the SPA in the 
executive branch, it seems preferable that, in light 
of the review and comment role vis-a-vis appropri- 
ations requests for state criminal justice purposes, it 
be closely affiliated with an agency having respon- 
sibility for resource allocation decisions for the crim- 



inal justice area - such as a department of justice, 
budget office or the state's general planning agency 
-instead of being a freestanding unit or a subdivis- 
ion of a particular functional department such as 
public safety. 

Recommendation 6: The Legislature's Rde 

Tbe Commission recommends that, wbere 
lacking, state legislatures (a) give statutory 
recognition to the SPA, including designation 
of its location in the executive branch Pad the 
establishment of a supervisory board; (b) re- 
view Pad approve tbe state agency portion of 
the states' amual comprebemive criminal 
justice plan; (c) include Safe Streets-sop 
ported programs in tbe annual appropriations 
requests coasidered by legislative fmcal com- 
mittees; and (d) encourage the public safety 
or otber appropriate legislative committees 
to coaduct periodic oversight bearings with 
respect to SPA activities. 

Although the legislature appropriates matching 
and buy-in funds, makes decisions about assuming 
the costs of projects and, in 20 of the states, sets up 
the SPA, its awareness of and substantive participa- 
tion in Safe Streets has been quite limited. This is 
due partly to the fact that the program is still viewed 
as the governor's, as well as to the relatively low 
funding level. In too many states, the legislature has 
no real say in planning and policy decisions, yet is 
expected routinely to fund programs submitted by 
the governor and the SPA. Lack of legislative in- 
volvement makes it difficult to mesh Safe Streets 
with other state criminal justice outlays, to exer- 
cise effective oversight, and to relate this program 
to any broader efforts to reform the criminal justice 
system. 

This recommendation is geared to increasing legis- 
lative participation and to moderating the governor's 
program image. Providing a statutory basis for the 
SPA would enhance its stability and would particu- 
larly help reduce the confusion occurring when a new 
governor assumes office and/or a new SPA execu- 
tive director is appointed. It is the commission's view 
that in designating the composition of the super- 
visory board, the legislature should include an appro- 
priate number of its own members appointed by the 
leadership. 

The review and approval of state agency portions 
of the state plan and consideration of Safe Streets- 
supported activities together with other annual 

appropriations would provide an opportunity for 
the legislature to have a major input into both plan- 
ning and funding. With respect to the former, the 
legislature's approval of th$s document and its annual 
updates, would give them official status as a policy 
framework for the development of a coordinated 
statewide strategy to deal with law enforcement 
and criminal justice needs. Each legislature should 
decide whether a general review or a program-by- 
program consideration of the plan is in order. If 
the latter, then the legislature would have an op- 
portunity to scrutinize, and possibly modify, the 
policy decisions of the governor and SPA super- 
visory board. 

Turning to finances, requests for Safe Streets 
matching and buy-in funds would be reviewed 
against the plan and either lump sum or line item 
appropriations would be made. Under this arrange- 
ment, the policy-making process for Safe Streets 
would follow that used for non-federally funded 201 
programs, under which the governor would submit 
programs and a budget to the legislature for its 
approval, modification or disapproval. The SPA 
would relate to the legislature in much the same 
manner as other state agencies. Coupled with the 
periodic oversight by substantive committees, this 
recommendation would substantially increase the 
legislature's role and responsibilities in priority 
setting for criminal justice, regardless of the 
source of funds. At this point, the State of Mich- 
igan has come closest to adopting this model; most 
legislatures, however, do not appropriate all Fed- 
eral funds prior to their expenditure by state 
agencies. 

Not t o  be overlooked, of course, is the willing- 
ness and capacity of the legislature to enter the 
Safe Streets area. Some legislative bodies would 
not be equipped to do so, in light of the biennial 
nature of or limitation on the duration of sessions, 
high turnover, fragmented committee structure, in- 
sufficient staff assistance and other factors. Partic- 
ularly in states having biennial sessions, it would 
be necessary for the legislature to designate indi- 
vidual legislators or a committee to perform the 
functions called for in this recommendation during 
the interim period. But these are questions of overall 
legislative strength and authority. Their impact on 
the criminal justice area generally and the Safe 
Streets program in particular only dramatizes how 
necessary it is to shed these shackles. Authoritative 
reforms in and adequate fiscal support for state- 
local criminal justice systems, after all, depend heav- 



ily on the posture of the legislative branch. 
The legislature, then, should not be precluded 

from participation if it so desires. This recommen- 
dation provides a channel for such involvement, with 
the net result being a pattern of shared authority 
between the executive and legislative branches and 
conceivably greater encouragement for the SPA'S 
to focus more effort on systemic problems in the 
criminal justice area that concern the legislatures. 

Recommendation 7: The Courts 

Tbe C m m W i n  recommends that SPAs 
give greater atteation to weds of the courts, 
while recognizing tbeir unique constitutional 
position, by (a) providing for greater partici- 
p a t h  by representatives of the jadiciary on 
the lwpenisory boards; (b) increasing the 
proportioa of action grants awarded for the 
judiciary a d  for court-related purposes; and 
(c) establishing, wbere feasible, a planning 
group representing the courts to prepare 
plans for and make recommeadatioas on 
W i n g  to the SPA. 

As indicated in Recommendation I, the Commis- 
sion agrees with those who argue that greater atten- 
tion needs to be given to the courts in the Safe Streets 
program. At the same time, it believes that estab- 
lishment of a separate category of assistance as in 
the corrections case would be undesirable, since it 
would unduly restrict the flexibility of state and local 
governments and be contrary to the spirit of the 
block grant. Instead, the Commission considers the 
present SPA mechanism to be in need of certain 
modifications to increase its responsiveness to the 
courts. More judicial representation on the super- 
visory board is in order, and more encouragement 
to judges to participate in SPA affairs needs to be 
given. In part, the funding pattern for courts reflects 
this inadequate representation and reluctant in- 
volvement, and efforts to reverse these tendencies 
ought to result in greater support for court activities. 
A 1975 study by the Special Study Team on.LEAA 
Support of the State Courts, for example, found 
that in states having judicial participation in the 
SPA'S planning process, generally a larger share of 
action funds was awarded to court programs. 

Turning to separation of powers, some viable 
pxedural  options are available here. Basically, 
court planning should be vested in the judiciary. 
The Commission supports the creation of a body 

composed of state and local judges, court adminis- 
trators and others to formulate plans for court 
needs, obtain local input, prioritize proposals and 
make recommendations for consideration by the 
SPA. This could be done by the legislature, the 
governor or the SPA. Although the SPA would 
scrutinize the court plan and the recommendations 
for implementation contained therein, the presump- 
tion would 'be that more often than not they would 
be approved and funded. While the Commission 
does not believe that a specific target funding level is 
appropriate, a minimal guide for SPAs to consider 
is the relationship between the proportion of Safe 
Streets funds allotted for judicial branch activ- 
ities and that of state-local direct criminal justice 
outlays for this purpose. 

This basic arrangement has been used successfully 
by California. It seems to be a desirable way to en- 
sure the independence of the judiciary without under- 
mining the comprehensive criminal justice planning 
efforts of the SPA. 

Recommendation 8: Generalist Participation 

Tbe Commissi recommends that Congress 
amend tbe Safe Streets Act to (a) define 
"local elected offiids" as elected chief 
executive a d  legislative offi ids of general 
units of local government, for purposes of 
meeting the majority representation require- 
ments on regional planning unit supervisory 
boards, and (b) encourage SPAs that cboose 
to establish regional planning units to make 
use of the umbrella mdtijurisdictional or- 
ganization withii each substate district. 

A key feature of the block grant instrument is the 
enhancement of the power position of elected chief 
executives and legislators and top administrative 
generalists vis-a-vis functional specialists. For ex- 
ample, the Safe Streets Act calls for the creation 
of intergovernmental, multifunctional supervisory 
boards at the state, and where used, regional levels. 
In the 1973 amendments to the act, Congress af- 
firmed this position by requiring that a majority of 
the members of regional planning unit boards be 
local elected officials. However, some confusion 
has arisen over who qualifies as a "local elected 
official." In some states, sheriffs are considered 
in this category. This imprecision leads to incon- 
sistent representational policies and effectively 
thwarts the objective of Congress in mandating such 



representation. For example, approximately one- 
third of the regional and local officials respond- 
ing to an ACIR survey indicated that the 1973 re- 
quirement had produced no effect on RPU super- 
visory board decision-making. Hence, in the Com- 
mission's judgment, the act should specify that 
"local elected official" refers to elected chief exec- 
utives and legislators-not elected law enforcement 
or criminal justice functionaries. 

Interstate diversity characterizes the designation 
and use of regional planning regions. About half 
still are freestanding multi-county or single-county 
entities and are linked to generalist-oriented multi- 
functional planning bodies such as councils of gov- 
ernments (COGs) only by the A-95 review and com- 
ment process. With the exception of the few states 
that have used a "mini block grant" approach, most 
regions prepare plans, help constituent localities 
develop applications, provide a forum for communi- 
cations, and furnish other technical assistance. Yet it 
appears that this plethora of single-function, limited- 
authority regional bodies is not an efficient or effec- 
tive way to plan for criminal justice needs. After 
all, crime reduction is related to many other con- 
cerns - environment, health, economic development, 
transportation and the like-that also have regional 
significance. Moreover, in view of the relatively 
limited amount of Part B planning funds available 
under the act, many RPUs are inadequately staffed 

and too subject to, shifts in the fiscal winds at the 
state and Federal levels. In the Commission's view, 
integration of criminal justice planning with COGs 
and other federally supported planning efforts 
embodying some of the components an umbrella 
multijurisdictional organization framework - such as 
that recommended by the Commission in its 1973 
report, "Regional Decision-Making: New Strate- 
gies for Substate Districts" -would enhance func- 
tional coordination, bolster the credibility of the 
plan, improve the utilization of professional planning 
staff, and increase monitoring and evaluation efforts. 

In conclusion, the block grant approach taken in 
the Safe Streets Act still is on trial. The seven-year 
record is not unblemished. However, considering the 
complexity of the crime problem, the relatively 
limited amounts of available Federal funds, the his- 
toric separation of the functional components of 203 
the criminal justice system and the infancy of crim- 
inal justice planning at the end of the 1960s, sig- 
nificant achievements have been attained by all lev- 
els in implementing the act. The Commission urges 
the Congress to let the experiment continue, to re- 
verse the categorization trend, and to give LEAA 
and the states the resources and guidance they need 
to tackle one of society's most pressing and per- 
plexing problems. 
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NTSU DEPOSITORY 

AClR ? 
The Advisor Cornrnissjon on Intergovernmental Re- K lations (ACI ) ww created by the Congress in 1959 to 
monitor the operation of the American federal sys- 
tem and to recommend improwments, AClR is a per- 
manent national bipartisan body re resenting the ex- 

local government and the public. 
P ecutive and legislative brancha of ederal, state, and 

The Commission is composed of 26 members- nine 
representing the Federal government, 14 representing 
state and local - overnrnent, and three representing 
the public. The %resident appoints 20- three riyate 
citizens and thne Federal executive officiab $redy 
and four gowrnors, three state I islators, four may- 7f ow, and three e lwed  county o icials from slates 
nominated by the National Governors' Conference, 
the Council of State Gwernmnts, the National 
L e a p  of CkidtJS. Conference of Mayors, and the 
Natmnd Asesodation of Counties. The three Senators 
are chosen by the President of the Senate and the 
three Congressmen by the Speaker of the House. 

Each Commission member serves a two year term and 
may k reappointed. 

/b a continuing body, the Commission approaches its 
work b addressing itsdf to specific krues and prob- 
kms, .tL m d t ~ t i o n  of whkh would produce im- 
p m d  cooperrtion rmMyl the kvets of wernrnent 
and more effective fumetiming of the f e t  era1 system. 
In addition to dealing with the dl important functional 
and structural rdationships arnong the various gov- 
mments, the Comrnlsdon has also extensively stud- 
ied crbical stresses currently being placed on tradi- 
tional gwernmental tuinq practices. One of the long 
range efforts of the Commtssion has been to seek ways 
to improve Federal, sfwe, and local governmental tax- 
ing practicer and po lk ia  to achieve equitaMe alloca- 
tion of resources, increased dicOency in collection 
and adminis~sth, and recl!ucedl compliance burdens 
upon the tanpayem. 
Studies undertaken by the Commission have dealt 
with subjects as diverse as transportation and as spe- 
cific as state taxation of out-of-state de itaria; as 
wide ranging as & W e  regbnalbm to t IY e more s p c  
cialized bswe of Coed revenue diversification. In sek t -  
in items lfw the work program, the Conmission con- 
ri f en the -relative impomncr, and ulqen 

o b h ,  ig manqeabWy from the pornt o 7 view of the of gmma and staff rvsikdble to AClR and the extent to 
which the Commission can make a f ~ u l t f d  contribu- 
tion t ~ d  the solution of the problem. 

Ah- seleaing ific intergovernnwntai- isdues for 
investigatiom, AC r" R fdlows a muhistep procedure that 
assures review and comment by representatives of all 
points of view, all affected lev& of government, tech- 
nical ex IB, and interested roups. The Commission 
then ak E tes each iswe and 7 ormulate its @icy po- 
sition. CosnmWan findings and recommendations 
are pubkkd a d  &a?k b&i a d  executive orders de- 
vekrped to imbt .in impkmntin~ AClR policies. 


