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AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I (LEAA) OF THE OMNIBUS
CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SvuecoMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL LAws AND PROCEDURES
oF TEE COMMITTEE ON THE J UDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommitee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room
1318, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John McClellan (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators McClellan (presiding), Kennedy, Hruska, and
Thurmond.

Also present: Paul C. Summitt, chief counsel; Dennis C. Thelen,
deputy chief counsel; Mabel A. Downey, clerk to the subcommittee.

Senator McCrerLan. The committee will come to order. I shall
make an opening statement for the record in order to put these
hearings in their proper perspective. In 1968 the Congress enacted
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, primarily in re-
sponse to the growing concern of our citizens with the violence and
lawlessness resulting in a continuing rise in the rate of crime.

This act created the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
in the Department of Justice and charged that administration with
the innovative idea of setting up a funding program to assist States
through the use of Federal funds to strengthen and improve law
enforcement at every level of our criminal justice system.

To carry out the concept that crime is primarily a local problem,
the Congress adopted a “bloc grant” idea in dispersing Federal funds
to the States—State planning agencies were authorized as a single
ztl.gency within a State to coordinate all programs within its jurisdic-
ion.

Now 7 years and over $4 billion later we are still faced with serious
crime problems. The crime rate increased 13 percent during the first
6 months of this year over the same period in 1974.

Citizens are still afraid to venture from their homes in many cities,
and extra safety precautions are taken by many people in our daily
activities.

I believe it is time to examine and assess the LEAA programs and
aims. My concern is twofold : First, in view of our economic situation,
we must examine every outlay of Federal funds and make a studied
determination that there is ample justification for such expenditures
and that we are getting value received for the funds being expended.

(1)
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Second, I am concerned as to whether we are taking the right ap-
proach in our efforts and purpose to improving our criminal justice
system.

y’.I‘hus far we have not reduced the crime rate—by pouring out
money—by continuing to experiment—to drop a project in favor of
a new one—to close prisons—to set up “community based” programs
and so forth. Seven years should have given us time in which to eval-
nate, at least to some extent, the effectiveness—or lack of effectiveness—
of the approach that heretofore has been pursued.

Criticism has been voiced that perhaps the method of setting up a
State planning agency should be altered and that State legislatures
should have more voice in the review and administration of LEAA
activities in their particular state. Senator Morgan is expected to
address this point in his testimony today.

There has been criticism that there had been inadequate evaluations
of existing programs, and that once the Federal grant for a project
ends, there is little or no incentive on the part of a state to continue
fundings.

We are now being asked to increase the funding for the educa-
tional program—LEEP; we are urged to direct more funds to the
area of courts and corrections, and to juvenile delinquency programs.

These are just a few of the areas that call for examination. We shall
make an effort to determine what is a proper level of funding for
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration during the immedi-
ate years ahead.

At the conclusion of my remarks—and those of other members of
the committee—I ask that copies of the bills which are the subject
of these hearings, with the agency reports, be placed in the record.

There are seven bills before us. We are not singling out any one
particular bill but holding hearings on the broad subject and the
numerous isues that are now involved in consideration—in the evalu-
ation of the LEAA and in consideration of what legislative action
is appropriate and desired at this time to continue the agency and to
strengthen or reinforce its authority to deal with the problems.

Senator Kennedy ?

Senator Ken~epy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want
to thank you for commencing these hearings and for your commit-
ment to a total review of the whole LEAA program. I think it is
really long overdue.

Many of us can remember just a few years ago when we had only
2 days of hearings on the last extension of the LEAA program. We
did not have the chance to examine in detail either the Administra-
tion or the programming of LEAA or even to build into the LEAA
structure the kind of evaluation safeguards which are really so essen-
tial fcor the program to help deal with the problems of crime in this
country.

There were a number of us who were very much concerned with
these superficial deliberations. Some of us, including myself, offered
amendments on the floor of the Senate to extend the program for &
period of 2 years. We only received a handful of votes.

But there were many of us at that time that believed that the
administration of this program was ill conceived, ill advised, and
was being poorly administered. There were many of us even at that
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time, when the whole LEAA program came up, who took strong
issue with the way the program was being handled, in terms of its
troika-type administration, which brought all kinds of different ad-
ministrative bureaucracies and backbiting among the administrators.

As a result, it has been the American people who have suffered. But
you and I remember the atmosphere and the climate during that
period of time. Anything that had a war on crime label on it was
going to get the votes. The American people have paid a fearful
price in crime. .

They paid a fearful price in the rise of crime in this country and
in the fact that billions of dollars have been ineffectively, poorly,
and wastefully expended. Hopefully now we in the Congress, and the
American people, can put this issue into some perspective. Perhaps it
is not so much the fact of the extraordinary continued growth of
" crime but the economic problems that we are now facing that com-
pels us to say—Ilet’s take a look at this particular program.

That is why I am glad that we can have these hearings so that
we can review what has been considered until now a sacred cow. You
just named something to fight crime and the Congress was prepared
to put up the money for it even if it was going to be piddled away.

That I think has been the record of this LEAA program. There
have been some good LEAA programs but there have been a remark-
able number of programs that have had little or no effect or impact
in terms of fighting crime.

We hope that in the consideration and evaluation of LEAA by
the full Judiciary Committee and the full Senate, that we are not
going to fall into what I think the Senate has fallen into in the
past and that is just wave the flag and say we are going to do some-
thing about crime and throw billions of dollars of American tax-
payers’ funds into it.

T say that, Mr. Chairman, not because that is only my own view,
but because we have all seen the critical reviews doﬁ: by the GAO;
in a May 197+ Report of the GAO, the .\gency concludes that from
1969 through 1973 the LEAA not only failed to monitor properly the
money it distributed but failed to evaluate the impact of its pro-
grams with the result that, “neither LEAA nor the States can be
certain that the grant programs are solving problems that need
solving.”

The GAO is not alone in its findings. The Office of Management
and Budget has apparently reached sunilar conclusions. Tn October
1974, although LEAA distributed hundreds of millions of dollars in
bloc grants it failed to establish procedures for evaluating the impact
of such plans and did not determine which plans were successful and
which were not.

In 1974 there was a study commissioned by LEAA itself and the
conclusion was that LEAA’s funding priorities were misdirected and
that State courts had not received the interest, technical assistance,
and/or financial support frommn LEAA that they needed.

LEAA deserves credit for taking this kind of initiative, but the
reports add that LEAA’s statistics continue to be incomplete and
when available seriously misleading. According to one report as of
January 1975 LEAA could account for only 39.9 percent of the total
1974 part C block grant funds it distributed to various localities.
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This has prevented the effective implemntation of these programs.
Such criticisms made by independent agencies, and commissions fund-
ed by LEAA itself are but a small sample of the criticisms leveled at
the agency. It is time for Congress to take a look at the fundamental
purpose and goals of LEAA and determine whether reauthorization
of the program is warranted. ) . )

If so, what improvements are required? Surely it is too late in the
day for LEAA representatives to come to the Congress and say that
the mistakes by the agency are the result of growing pains. The
American public cannot wait. We have not only failed, 8 years after
the formation of LEAA, to reduce the crime rate, but to the contrary,
it continues to increase at an alarming pace.

The development of proposals for combating crime is an urgent
concern of all of us. Although there are no hidden panaceas for elim-
inating crime from our society, it is clear that certain measures can
and must be taken to make our streets safe and our cities secure.

This certainly cannot be asking too much. So I welcome these
hearings. I look forward to the careful evaluation of this program
and to the comments from a number of my colleagues who I am sure
will give us a good deal to think about.

I am delighted to see Senator Beall and Senator Morgan here with
us this morning. I would like to have my full statement printed in
the record.

Senator McCrLeLLAN. Let the Senator’s full statement be printed in
the record. Senator Hruska will be here shortly. His prepared state-
ment will also be inserted at this time.

[ The documents referrved to follow :J

OPENING REMARKS OF SENATOR IIDWARD M, KENNEDY AT LEAA REAUTHORIZATION
HEARINGS

These opening hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and
Procedures dealing with the proposed five-year reauthorization of the Law
Bnforcement Assistance Administration hopefully signal the beginning of a
broad, comprehensive congressional inquiry into the structure, methods and
goals of LEAA. Such a comprehensive inquiry was denied the Senate when
LBEAA was reauthorized in 1973. At that time this Subcommittee held but two
days of hearings; just three weeks thereafter the reauthorization bill cleared
the full Judiciary Committee and reached the Senate floor for a vote. At that
time I and others attempted to offer various amendments, to the LEAA reauthor-
ization bill but the need for quick action prevented constructive debate on the
merits of these proposals.

Our failure to take a comprehensive look at LEAA in 1973 haunts us now
as we meet to reevaluate the role of LEAA and determine whether it has in
fact, lived up to its congressional mandate in helping “to prevent crime and
ensure the greater safety of the people” by coordinating federal, state and local
law enforcement efforts.

In justifying its continued existence, LEAA points with pride to the fact
that, since its formation in 1968 as part of the Omnibus Crime and Safe Streets
Act, it has provided over four billion dollars to state and local governments
Tor use in over 80,000 different law enforcement related projects. Thse figures
may, at first blush, sound impressive, but they pale before another set of more
meaningful statistics which offer a prime facie case that LEAA has substan-
tialy failed in its task. According to the FBI, serious crime increased by 17
ver cent last year, the largest increase in the forty two years that the Bureau
has been collecting such statisties, FBI statistics for the first six months of this
year show the crime rate continuing to rise by an additional 13 per cent. This
soaring rise in crime is reflected every day in the attitudes and habits of the
American public; recent studies demonstrate the appalling fact that nearly one-
half of the nation’s citizens are afraid to walk in their own neighborhoods at
night, that in cities with populations exceeding 500,000 one household out of
three has been victimized in the last year from a burglary, assault or mugging,
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and that the actual rate of crime in this country is even higher than reported,

“since almost four out of ten criminal incidents are nevr reported to the police.
Mr. Chairman, in light of these grim statistics, the American publ‘ic may under-
standably ask—should LEAA congratulate itselt on the basis of its pa.st per-
formance; is the commitment of Congress to LEAA as the major Yem‘cle for
assisting state and local law enforcementt misdirected, and if LEAA is, in fact,
to be reauthorized, what fundamental changes must be made in its structure,
policies and goals if we are to reverse this disheartening rise in crime.

Congress originally viewed LEAA as the means whereby the Federal Gov-
ernment would help bring about lasting improvements in State and loeal crim-
inal justice systems by providing ¢ se police, courts and corrections with sorely
needed funds, technical assistance and research tools. Varicus studies done in
the last few years, however, some actually commissioned by LEAA itself, help
us chart the course of LEBAA’s failures: It has failed to monitor properly the
billions of dollars it has distributed; it has failed to evaluate properly the im-
pact of many of ifs programs in combating crime despite a 1973 amendment to
the law requiring that it do so; perhaps most importantly, it has failed to set
appropriate and realistic priorities for attacking the crime problem. For exam-
ple, Mr. Chairman: (1) A May 1974 Report of the General Accounting Office
concludes that from 1969 through 1973 LEAA in providing approximately 180
million dollars to improve local court efficiency and procedure, not only failed
to monitor the money properly, but failed to evaluate the impact of the programs
with the result that “neither LEAA nor the states can be certain that the grant
programs are solving problems that need solving.” The GAO is not alone in these
findings; The Office of Management and Budget has apparently reached similar
conclusions; (2) An October, 1974 report of the General Accounting Office con-
cludes that although LEAA has distributed hundreds of millions of dollers in
block grants to various state plans, it had failed to establish procedures for
evaluating the impact of such plans in order to determine which plans were
succesful and which were not; (3) Both a February 1975 report of a Special
Courts Study Team, commissioned by LEAA itself, and a June 1975 report of
the National Center for State Courts conclude that LEAA's funding priorities
are seriously misdirected and that state courts “have not received the interest,
technical assistance or financial support from L.J.A.A. that are absolutely essen-
tial for sound growth and progress”; The reports added that L.B.A.A. project
. statisties continue to be incomplete and, when available, seriously misleading.
Thus, according to one report as of January 1975, the L.E.A.A. could account
for only 39.9 per cent of the total 1974 Part C block grant funds it distributed
to various localities. 4) Other recent criticisms higllight the internal dissention
which characterizes the current L.E.A.A. Administration and has prevented the
effective implementation of L.E.A.A. programs.

Mr. Chairman, such criticisms made by independent agencies, a commission
funded by L.E.A.A. itself, and others are but a small sample of carefully drawn
criticisms recently levelled at the Agency. These criticisms made abundantly
clear that the time has come for the Congress to take a long, hard critical look
at the fundamental purposes and goals of L.E.A.A., to determine whether the
reauthorization of the program is warranted, and, if so, what improvements are
required. Surely it is too late in the day for L.E.A.A. representatives to come
before this Congress and say tha tmistakes made by the Agency are merely the
result of growing pains and ironing out organizational kinks. The Ameriean
public cannot wait; eight years after the formation of L.E.A.A. we have not
only failed to reduce the crime rate but, to the contrary, it continues to increase
at an alarming pace.

We live during a time when the development of just, workable proposals for
combating erime is an urgent concern of all of us. It is an intolerable situation
in this nation when our own citizens cannot walk the streets without facing the
dangers of robbery, mugging and nther street crimes. Although there are no hid-
den panaceas for eliminating crime from our society, it is clear that certain
measures can and must be taken to make our streets safe and our citizens
secure. This certainly cannot be asking too much.

For example, we must provide funds for additional research into all facets of
the Criminal Justice System. Progress is grounded in knowledge, and until we
know more about criminal behavior and crime prevention our legislative pro-
grams for combating crime will continue to be founded on faulty assumptions
and misguided premises,

We must provide the necessary funds and leadership for improving court
eficiency and streamlining the administration of justice: recent studies are
unanimous in their call for swift and sure punishment of the offender. Until
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we focus our attention on expediting the criminal process and assuring swift
certain punishment, our gains in combating crime will be minimal.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, in dealing with the subject of punishment we must
fry to eliminate the element of unfairnmess in our sentencing and parole proc-
esses. For too long, unexposed, unbridled and unreviewable discretion has been
the hallmark of federal sentencing and parole decision-making, Meaningful
legislative standards for sentencing judges must be established if punishment
is to be viewed by both the offender and society as consistent and fair.

I will study with keen interest the testimony of the witnesses who appear
during the course of these hearings, as we strive to determine what positive
action the Congress must take in corabating the elusive problem of crime.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROMAN L. HRUSKA

Mr. Chairman, today we begin consideration of the future of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. Its current authorization will expire in one
year. We have before the Committee, legislation to extend the LEAA programs
through 1981. There are also before us several bills to change the thrust and
direction of LEAA and its programs. These proposals will be carefully consid-
ered by the subcommittee. We look forward to the testimony and evidence in
their support.

These are very significant hearings because LEAA represents an important
weapon in this country’s fight against crime. It plays a vital role in the proper
functioning of our criminal justice system.

President Ford properly defined the role of LEAA in his message on crime
presented to the Congress on June 19 of this year. He said :

“The LEAA annually provides millions of dollars of support to State and
local governiments in improving the overall operation of their criminal justice
systems Additionally, the LEAA serves as a cenfer for the development of new
ideas on how to fight crime.”

Because the Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 provides a new
timetable for the reauthorization of LEAA, it is essential that this subcommittee
proceed in a timely fashion to provide the Judiciary Committee with legislation
in advance of the deadline imposed by the new Act. It is my sincere hope that
this will be accomplished. )

It is important to note the Adminstration has recommended that the T.EAA
authorization be extended for five years. Since LEAA programs are bus»d on
the comprehensive planning concept, it seems to me a necessity that the five-
year extension be approved. The states, which must establish goals end priorities
to participate in T.EAA programs, will be the beneficiaries of a five-year exten-
sion for LEAA. They will have much more flexibility in their planning for long
and short range programs with the assurance that LEAA funds will be available
for five years,

CONCEPT OF LEAA

LIBAA was established by the Congress in 1968 with the strong assurances
that the federal government was not assuming from states and localities the
responsibilty for law enforcement.

Under the Constitution, police powers are clearly the responsibility of the
states. The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 recognized
this fact without reservation or qualification. In passing that legislation the
Congress declared :

“Congress finds . . . that erime is essentially a local problem that must he
dealt with by State and local governments if it is to be controlled effectively.”

With the approval of this legislation, the first major funding role for the
Federal government in the area of law enforcement and criminal justice was
ereated. Tt was in response to public and private commissions and congressional
testimony that new funds, new ideas, and new thinking were provided in this
vital area of national concern. It also established a new mechanism to provide
Federal assistance to State and local governments—the block grant.

The block grant approach was signifieant. In comparison to categorieal grant
programs where control is retained at the Federal level, the hlock grant centers
power for decisionmaking and the setting of spending priorities at the State
and local level.

Beeause of the requirement for a enmprehensive plan to he developed by the
ftate eriminal justice planning ageney. a mechanism for involving state and
local ageneies and private groups into the funding and decisionmaking process
was created.




NOT A RESPONSE TO CRIME PROBLEM IN AMERICA

The bill authorizing the extension of the LEAA program should not be viewed
as the federal government'’s direct response to the rising crime problem in Amer-
ica. Certainly, LBAA programs can help the state and local law enforcement
authorities in many ways, but the key to cutting our crime rate still rests in
bulk with the effectiveness of these officials. LEAA funds still amount to only §
percent of the total outlay of federal, state and local money for law enforce-
ment activities. LEAA can contribute to finding solutions to our crime problems,
but its programs are not ends in themselves, Too many persons make the mistake
of attributing to LEAA power it does not have and responsibility it cannot
assume. It should be well and firmly noted that LEAA has no direct role or
control of state and local law enforcement activities; nor any dominance or
undue influence. Any effort in such direction could well be construed as favoring
the concept of a national police force—and therefore reprehensible.

ASSESSMENT OF LEAA ACTIVITIES

During its seven years of existence, LEAA has provided funds and technieal
assistance to approximately 40,000 law enforcement and criminal justice agen-
cies, More than 80,000 grants have been made by LEBAA.

LEAA funds may be used in a variety of ways. For example, police forces,
courts, and correctional activities as well as a number of activities which may
only impact on potential crime in a State, all benefit from LBAA programs.
Crime prevention and law enforcement activities, as well as programs designed
to bring the individual citizen into closer contact with the police agency, the
prosecutor’s office and the courthouse are supported by LEAA.

Increased funding to Indian tribes for law enforcement purposes, Citizens’
Initiatives Programs, and Correctional Improvement Programs have been suc-
cessfully undertaken by LEAA. The training and education of our law enforce-
ment and criminal justice personnel, funded through the Law Enforcement Edu-
cation Program, has always received exceptional marks. This program is well
justified and productive. Thousands have taken advantage of these educational
benefits and, in so doing. are making a lasting contribution to the eriminal
justice system.

One other activity of LEAA that deserves special attention is the recently
completed work of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals. Funded by TEAA, the Advisory Commission counted
among its membership leading criminal-justice planners, police, correctional
personnel and judiical officers throughout the nation. It has issued State and
local standards in the criminal justice area that are voluntary in nature and
are under active considervation by nearly every state in the country. They are
providing needed direction for major reforms in State and local criminal justice
systems. This effort also typifies the incorporation of national program concerns
with the congressional block grant concept which has led to the implementation
of reforms at the local level.

CRITICISM OF LEAA

As with other federal agencies who grant millions of dollars each year, LEAA
has not been without controversy or criticism. Any program of this magnitude
is bound to have weaknesses as well as strong points. The LEAA. concept deals
with the hasic rights of every American citizens—the rights of a citizen to be
free from fear as well as harm from the criminal element; and the rights of
individuals to be fairly treated by the criminal justice system. The balancing
of these rights is bound to produce controversies. But these too must be weighed
in the light of all the facts and ecircumstances. We hope to explore these during
the hearings that are before us.

CONCLUSION

It is my hope that this subcommittee will thoroughly examine the history,
the performance, and record of LEAA. I am confident that the result will be a
favorable one, It is good that the distinguished Attorney General, Mr. Levi, is
with us today to give his views on this legislation.

As we progress in these hearings, this subeommittee will address questions
relating to future issues as well ag past administration of the LEAA program.
Only in this manner can we be assured that the future of the Federal govern-
ment’s role in the improvement of the criminal justice system and the reduction
of crime be fully explored and advanced to their declared goals.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JaNuary 28,1975

Mr. Javits introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

To provide assistance to State and local criminal justice depart
meénts and agencies in alleviating critical shortages inrqli'ali-
fied professional and paraprofessional personnel, particularly
in the corrections components of such systems, in developing
the most advanced and enlightened personnel recruitment
training and employment standards and programs, and for
other -purposes. - SR

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That this Act may be cited as the “Criminal Justice Profes-

B W M

sions Development Act of 1975”.
-0 o
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THE ORIMINAL JUSTICE PROFESSIONS DEVELOPMENT ACT
OF 1975—FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS OF POLICY
Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds and declares that
(1) there is an urgent need to alleviate the critical shortage
in qualified manpower for criminal justice systems at all
levels of government, and most critically, in the corrections
component of such systems; (2) personnel recruitment,
training, and employment standards and programs within
such systems must reflect the most advanced and enlightened
practices and objectives; (8) immediate steps are required
to devise new institutional means to accomplish this goal;
(4) the need for trained crimina,} justice personnel is apt tc

increase as the population expands, and crime rates remain

at unacceptable levels; and (5) regional crime and delin-

quency centers, providing broad based services to the entire
criminal justice system, can reduce such shortages and pro-
mote the solution of critical pro‘blemﬁ that confront the vari-
ous components of criminal justice.

Src. 8. (a) Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (hereinafter referred to. as the
“Act”) is amended by inserting immediately after part I
the following:

“Parr J—CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROFESSIONS
DEVELOPMENT

“SEc. 671. The Administration is authorized to make
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grants to State and local governmental agencies and to in-
stitutions of higher education and private nonprofit orga-
nizations for the purpose of paying not more thaw 85 per
centum of ‘the cost of establishing, staffing, and operating
regional crime and delinquency centers in various areas of
the country. As used in this section, the term ‘crime and
delinquency center’ means a public or private nonprofit
agency, institution, or organization which serves as—

“(A) a training institution for students and practi-
tioners of criminal justice; -

“(B) a centralized channel for the recruitment of
criminal justice personnel in conjunction with Federal,
State, and local criminal justice agencies;

“(C) a consultation center for criminal justice
agencies and relevant professional schools; and

“(D) aresearch center for hasic and applied studies
of criminal justice.

No payment shall be made to any State, local governmental
agency, institution of higher learning, or private, nonprofit
organization pursuant to this section, unless and until (1)
the eligible grantee submits an appropriate proposal pro-
viding for the purposes, objectives, admiﬁistratik)n, staffing,
organization, and curriculums of the proposed crime and de-
linquency center, consistent with criteria established by the

Administration; Provided, That the professional staff of such
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centers shall be composed of persons drawn both trom prac-
ticing agencies of criminal justice, and from persons who

have broad experience primarily in the fields of law, psy-

B W

chiatry, clinical psychology, social work, and public admin-

(11

istration, and (2) the Administration finds that the eligible
grantee will have available for expenditure an amount equal
to not less than the non-Federal share of the costs with re-

spect to which payment is sought. No part of any grani

w oW -1 o»

made pursuant to this section may be used for the acquisition:
10 of land or for capital construction.

1 “ACADEMIC ASSISTANCE FOR CORRECTIONS SYSTEMS

12 - PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL |
13 “Sgc. 672. (a) The Administration is authorized to
14

make grants to or enter into contracts with institutions of
higher education, or combinations of such institutions, or
other appropriate public and private nonprofit organizations,
including regional crime and delinquency centers to assist
them in planning, developing, strengthening, or cafrying out -
programs designed to provide training or academic educa-
tional assistance to persons for study in academic subjects
related to correctional administration and rehabilitative-
services. |

“(b) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out the provisions of this section $5,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975; $10,000,000 for the fiscal year

69-103 O - 76~ 2
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ending June 30, 1976; and $15,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1977.

“Skc. 673. (a) The President shall, within ninety days
after the enactment of this title, appoint a National Advisory
Council on Criminal Justice Professions Development (here-
inafter in this section referred to as the ‘Council’) for the
purpose of reviewing the operation of this part, and of other
Federal programs for the training and development of erim-
inal justice professional personnel, evaluating their effective-
ness in meeting 'the purposes of the part and in achieving
improved quality in such training programs, and personnel
recruitment, training, and performance standards generally.
The Council shall, in addition, advise the Attorney General,
with respect to policy matters arising in the administration
of this part and any other matters, relating to the purposes
of the part, on which its advice may be requested.

“(b) The Council shall be appointed by the President,
without regard to the civil service and classification laws,
and shall consist of fifteen persons. The members, one of
whom shall be designated by the President as Chairman,
shall include persons broadly representative of any expe-
rience in the fields of law enforcement, courts, probation and
parole, correctional administration, education, law, the social
sciences, and the behavioral §ciences.

“(¢) The Council shall make an annual report of its
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findings and recommendations (including recommendations
for changes in this title and other Federal laws relating to
criminal justice personnel training) to the President and
the Congress not later than January 31 of each calendar
year beginning after the enactment of the section. The Presi-
dent is requested to transmit to the Congress such comments
and recommendations as he may have with respect to such
report.

“(d) Members of the Council who are not in the regu-
lar full-time employ of the United States shall, while serving

on the business of the Council, be entitled to receive com-

_ pensation at rates fixed by the President, but not exceeding

the rate per day specified at the time of such service for
G8-18 under section 5332 of title 5, United States Code,
including traveltime, and while so serving away from their
homes or regular places of business, may be allowed travel
expenses, including per diem in lien of subsistence, as au-
thorized by section 5703 of title 5, United States Code.
“(e) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry

out the purposes of this section the sum of $150,000 for

- the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and the sum of

$250,000 for each of the two succecding fiscal years.
“APPRAISING ORIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL NEEDS
“Sec. 674. (a) The Attorney General shall, from time

to time, appraise existing and future personnel nceds of the
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Nation in the field of criminal justice, and the adequacy
of the Nation’s efforts to meet those needs. In carrying out
the provisions of this section, the‘A.t.tomey General shall*
consult with, and make maximum use of sta’gistical and
other related information of, the D:partment of Labor, the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Federal
and State and local criminal justice agencies, and other
appropriate public and private agencies.

“(b) The Attorney General shall prepare and publish
annually a report on the criminal justice professions, in
which he shall present in detail his views on the state of the
criminal justice professions, the trends and the future com-
plexion of programs in the field of criminal justice, and the
need for highly trained and quaiiﬁed personnel to staff such
programs.

“ATTRACTING QUALIFIED PERSONS TO THE FIELD OF
CRIMINAL JUSTICE

“Sec. 675. (a) The Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration of the Department of Justice is authorized
to make grants to, or contracts with, State or local criminal
justice agencies, institutions of higher education, or other
puvblic or nonprofit agencies, organizations, or institutions,
whenever the Administration, after consultation with the
National Advisory Council on Criminal Justice Profes-

sions Development, considers that such contract will make
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an especially significant contribution to attaining the objec-
tives of this section, for the purpose of—
| “(1) identifying capable persons in secondary
schools and institutions of higher learning who may be
interested in careers in criminal justice particularly in
correctional administration and rehabilitation, and en-
couraging them to pursue postsccondary education in
preparation for such careers;
“(2) publicizing available opportunities for careers
in the field of criminal justice; and
“(8) encouraging qualified persons to enter the
field of criminal justice.
The Administration is authorized to enter into contracts
with private agencies, institutions, or organizations to carry
out the purposes of this section.

“(b) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out the purposes of this section the sum of $2,500,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and the sum of $5,000,-
000 for each of the two succeeding fiscal years.
“RECRUITMENT, 'EMPLOYMENT, AND COMPENSATION OF

CORRECTIONS SYSTEMS PROFESSIONAL AND PARAPRO-

FESSIONAL PERSONNEL

“Seo. 676. (a) The Administration is authorized to
make grants to State and local corrections departments and

agencies, including probation and parole agencies, to assist
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- them-in the recruitment, émployment, and compensation of
< professional and paraprofessional administrative, custodial,

- rehabilitative, medical, and other personnel, consistent with

criteria established by the Administration.-

“(b) Not more than one-third of any grant made under
this section may be expanded for the compensation of cus-
todial personnel.

“(c) No grant shall be made to any prospective grantee,
unless and until such applicant—

“(1) provides satisfactory assurances that Federal
funds made available pursuant to this section will be used
so as not to supplant State or local funds, but to supple-
ment and to the extent practicable to increase the
amounts of such funds that would in the absence of such
Federal funds be made available for the purposes of this
section;

“(2) provides satisfactory assurances that the per-

. sonnel standards and programs of the applicant reflect
the most advanced and enlightened practices and ob-
jectives; and

“(8) provides satisfactory assurances that such ap-
plicant is engaging in projects and programs to improve
the reeruiting, organization, training, and education of
personne] employed in correctional activities, including

probation, parole, and rehabilitation.
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1 “(d) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out
2 the purpose of this section $15,000,000 for the fiscal year
3 ending June 30, 1975, and $20,000,000 in each of the two
4

succeeding fiscal years.”
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Marcir 21 (legislative day, Marcx 12), 1975

Mr. Moreax introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
v to the Committee on the Judiciary

maT,

To. amend the Omuibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act

of 1968 to provide for an improved method of selection of
the State planning agency, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the Uniled States of America in C’ongress assembled,
That the second senteﬁce of section 203 (a) of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended

to read as follows: “Such agency shall be established by

S Ot e W N

the State legislature or designated by a constitutional officer
selected by the State legislature and shall be subject to the

jurisdiction of a constitutional officer selected by the State

O =

legislature.”.

II
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Sgc. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall hecome

elfective on the first day of the third month following the

last month during which the State legislature meets in regu-

lar or special session on or after the date of enactment of this
Aet or one year after the date of enactment of this Act,

whichever occurs first.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Arrm, 29 (legislative day, Arrmu 21), 1975

Mr. Morcax introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred

to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

To amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act

B W b M
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of 1968 to provide for an improved method of selection
of the State planning agency, and for other purposes.

- Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the Unitéd States of America in Congress assembled,
That the second sentence of section 208 (a) of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended
to read as foHo.ws: “Such agency shall be created or des-
ignated by the chief executive of the State and shall be
subject to his jurisdiction, except that the legislature of
any State may, after the agency is created or designated
pursuant to this subsectign, transfer the direction and con-

trol of such agency to the attorney general of the State
I
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1 or any constitational officer of the State selected by the

2 State legislature.”.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D.O., June 26, 1975.
Hon. JaAMEs O. HASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your request for the views of the
Department of Justice on 8. 1297 and S. 1598, bills to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to provide for an improved method of
gelection of the State planning agency, and for other purposes.

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended, is the authorizing legislation for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration. Under the terms of LEAA’s present authority, the majority of
its funds are allocated in block grants to the various states on the basis of
relative population. Bach state has established a state planning agency to deter-
mine the jurisdiction’s eriminal justice and law enforcement needs and priori-
ties, and to administer the local program. As the law presently reads, the state
planning agency is to be created or designated by the chief executive of the
state and is to be subject to his jurisdiction. S. 1297 would have the state plan-
ning agency established by the state legislature or designated by a constitutional
officer selected by the state legislature and would be subject to the jurisdiction
of a constitutional officer selected by the state legislature. 8. 1598 would permit
the state legislature to place the state planning agency under the control of the
attorney general or other constitutional officer of the state.

Section 203 (a), that provision of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act which 8. 1297 and 8. 1598 would amend, has remained unchanged since
LEAA’s enabling legislation was enacted in 1968, despite subsequent amend-
ments of the Act, including major revisions in 1971 (Public Law 91-644) and
1978 (Public Law 93-83). The provision was originally placed in the legislation
as part of an amendment offered by Congressman Cahill of New Jersey, which
passed the House by a vote of 188 to 86 on August 8, 1967. While the debate
did not center ¢n the question of the appropriate placement in state government
of the state planmug agency, the issue did receive some attention. Arguments
that the provision would givze foo much power to the Governor were rejected.

The Department of Justice strougiy feels that any attempt to place state
planning agenecies under the jurisdiction of legislatures rather than chief
executives would be inappropriate. The remark quoted above highlights one of
the key elements of the LEAA program—the need for centralized and coordi-
nated statewide planning to improve law enforcement and criminal justice. One
central authority in the executive branch is given responsibility for this coordi-
nation. 8. 1297 and 8. 1598 would be destructive of this planning effort by plac-
ing the authority in a legislative bndy

Administration of a program to improve law enforcement and criminal justice
is properly an executive function. According to the constitutional scheme under
which state governments operate, powers of the branches of government are
distinet. Overall responsibility for execution of the laws and supervision of law
enforcement services resides with the chief executive. It is important that the
governor retain this authority and the appropriate separation of powers be
maintained.
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It should also be noted that legislative bodies do not generally function in a

manner which would be conducive to administration or supervision of a program
such as that of LEAA. Many legislatures meet only for limited periods of time
or on infrequent occasions, Some legislatures do not even meet on an annual
basis. The need for devotion of attention to other legislative matters would
pot seem to permit a thorough review of statewide law enforcement and criminal
justice needs and comprehensive development of priorities. Bven if the legis-
lature were to designate a specific constitutional officer to have responsibility for
administration of the program in the state, the necessary close supervision
could not be provided.
. Another possible adverse effect from enacbment of S. 1297 and S. 1598 could
"be the politicization of the LEAA program. The Governor, as the state’s highest
elected official, is responsible to all of the citizens of the state and is best able
to promote statewide interests. LEAA-funded projects can be conducted in con-
junction with other law enforcement and criminal justice activities under his
control. State legislators, on the other hand, are supported by more limited
constituencies, and naturally give more emphasis to purely local concerns. A
situation could arise where a legislatively controlled LEAA program would be
operated at criss purposes to other activities controlled by the chief executive.
A similar situation would arise if the attorney general of the state held views
different from the Governor. Given the limited impact of LEEAA resources, the
entire program could be greatly reduced in effectiveness.

The Department believes that the various state legislatures already have
the means for effective oversight of the LEAA program through the appropria-
tions process. Federal funds amount to a maximum of ninety percent of the
cost of particular projects. The remaining funds must be supplied by state and
local units of government. The state must help local governments by providing
at least five percent of the matching funds required for local programs, The
state must provide all of the matching funds for state-operated projects. By
carefully reviewing the appropriation requests from the Governor for such
activities, the legislature can participate in supervision of the LEAA program
in a crucial manner.

It should finally be pointed out that the LEAA authorization is scheduled to
expire in 1976. Under the terms of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, the Administration’s proposal for renewing the authoriza-
tion is to be delivered to the Congress in 1975. Since the LEAA program will be
undergoing comprehensive review in the course of the next year, it would be
preferable tha tany proposals for changing the administrative structure of the
program be examined in the course of this process, rather than as a separate
consideration.

For the reasons indicated the Department of Justice recommends against
engactment of 8. 1297 and 8. 1598.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no objection
to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the Administration’s
program,

Sincerely,
A, MrrceELL McoCoNNELL, JT.,
Acting Assistant Attorney General.
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"IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

.Aprr, 29 (legislative day, Aerm, 21), 1975

Mr, EAGLETON introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Committes on the Judiciary

To anthorize assistance for demonstration pl‘ojecfs designed to
_develop reforms in the criminal justice system in the United
St&tes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa—
. tives of the Umted States of Amemca in O'ongress assembled
That thls Act may be clted as the “Criminal J; ustlce Reform
. Act’.. |
. | DECLARATION OF POLIOY

SDO 2. The- Gongress finds tha,t-— R

L )
P

A ]
o

. (1) in order to obtain effectlve control and pre-

_vention of crime, there is a need for demonst,latnon proj-.

© ® M o ot B G D e e

ects to test within States and localities comp_rehensive
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criminal justice reforms, including reforms in recruiting,
training, compensating, and supervising police and oiher
law enforcement personnel, expediting and improving
criminal court procedure, and strengthening correctional
systems; and

(2) the recommendations of the President’s Com-
mission ou Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice, together with the planning and recommenda-
tmns of a number of Smte planning agencies and com-
missions and ot,her agencies, provide an excellent basis
for the adoption of such reforms.

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 3. (a) The Administrator of the Law Enforce-

“ment Assistance Administration is authorized to make grants
to and to enter into contracts with States and, where appro-
priate, with localities for the conduct of demonstration proj-
-ects designed to test the effectiveness of comprehensive crlm—

/ L.al justice reforms as descnbed in subsectlon (b) of thls

section.

(b) A demonstration project assisted under this section

may, involve the testing of the following comprehensive

criminal justice reforms:

{1) A State or, where apploprmte, a locality will

ostablish with respect to police and other similar law

enforcement personnel—




© W 3 O W i W N

el pet Rl Rkl
5 & & B o B B

18
19

21
22
23
24
25

26

(A) standards for recrnitment which are uni-
form throughout the Stats;

(B) appropriate educational requivements for
advancement which are uniform throughout the
State;

(C) beginning compensation and increases in
compensation which are appropriate for a profes-
sional, considering the size of the community and
the cost of living in the community in which such
personnel serve;

(D) a-retirement system that is uniform
throughout the State, and a statewide pension plan
for such personnel;

(B) to the extent possible, uniform promo-
tional policies for such personnel throughout the
State;

(F) to the extent appropriate, standard opera~
tional procedures for such personnel throughouy the
State;

(G) Iateral entry between law enforcement
agencies of each locality within the State- and
between Federal, State, and local law enforcement

agencies located within the State, with appropriate

~ conditions on the period of initial service for such

personnel; or
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(H) facilities offering short-term mandatory
training for all such personnel within the State.

(2) A State or a locality having jurisdiction over
the trial of criminal offenses will implement such neces-
sary reforms as will insure that (A) the trial of all such
offenses (excluding juvenile offenses) will be commenced
no later than sixty days from the date on which the
defendant was arrested or from the date on which the
deferidant was charged by the authorities with such
offense, whichever occurs first, and (B) the charges will

be dismissed with prejudice for failure to comply with

‘the requirements of this paragraph, except that the

Administrator shall, by regulation, provide for the

~ exclusion from such sixty-day period of any periods iof

‘delay that he designates as may reasonably be necessi-

tated in the interest of justice; and reforms under this

* paragraph may include, without limitation—

~ (i) increasing the number of ‘judges trying
criminal offenses;
(ii) improving the efficiency of criminal court
procedures;
© (iii) appointing professional court administra-
tors; and
(iv) ‘increasing personnel engaged in prosecut=

ing and defending criminal cases.

66-103 O - 76 - 3
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(3) A State or, where appropriate, a locality within
such State—

(A) will establish a system for classifying per-
sons charged with, or convicted of, criminal offenses
so as to permit individualized treatment and secu-
rity standards appropriate to the individual;

(B) will establish a range of correctional facili-
ties that are adequately equipped and staffed to treat
the particular classifications of inmates assigned
there, including small-unit, community-based cor-
rectional institutions;

(C) will provide comprehensive vocational and
educational programs designed for the special needs;
‘of rehabilitating each class of persons charged with
or convicted of criminal offenses;

(D) will provide separate detention facilities
for juveniles, including shelter facilities outside the
correclional system for abandoned, neglected, or
runaway children;

(E) will establish standards applicable through-
out the State for local jails and misdemeanant insti--
tutions to be enforced by the appropriate State cor-

- rections agency;
'(}'?) will provide parele and probation services:

for felons, for juveniles, for adult misdemeanants who
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1 need or can profit from community treatment, and
2 supervisory services for offenders who are released
3 from correctional institutions without parole;
4 (G) will establish caseload standards for parole
5 and probaiion officers that vary in size and in type
6 and intensity of treatment according to the needs
7 and problems of the offender;
8 (H) will establish statewide job qualifications
9 and compensation schedules for correctional officers, »
10 including probation and parole officers, along with
11 a mandatory system of in-service training;
12 (I) will develop and operate programs of treat-
1é ment and rehabilitation for persons suffering from
14 : aleoholism and drug abuse, available both to inmates
15 and as an alternative to incarceration.
16 (4) A State will study by an appropriate and re-
17 ‘sponsible group the consolidation of law enforcement
18 agencies within such State best suited to the particular
19 needs of that State; and will veport to the Administrator
20 - on its findings not later than two years following the
21 approval of its application;
22 (5) A State or a locality will study by an appro-
23 priate and responsible group the application of the crimi-
24~ nal laws, as well as the propriety of the application of
25 such laws to—
26
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(B) narcotics addiction and drug abuse;
(C) gambling;
(D)

(B) such other related areas which the State

vagrancy and disorderly conduct; and

deems appropriate,

and will report to the Administrator on its findings

with respect to such matters not later than two years

after the approval of its application.

(¢) No grant may be made and no contract may be
entered into under this section unless an application is made
to the Administrator at such time, ‘in such manner, and
containing or accompanied by such information as he may
reasonably require.

LIMITATION

SEc. 4. No grant may be made and no contract may be
entered into under section 3—

(1) for any statewide comprehensive criminal jus-
tice reform with more than four States; or

{2) with more than ten localities located in any one
State, or with more than five hundred localities in all
States, not covered by paragraph (1) .of this section.

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENTS

SEc. 5. Any agreement evidencing a grant or contract
under this Act shall contain provisions adequate to assure

that—
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(1) Federal funds made available under this Act
will not be used to supplant State or local funds for the
purpose foi which the agreement is made;

(2) whenever there is a failure to comply with the
provisions of that agreement, the Administrator may
withhold further payments, until there is no longer such
a failure;

(3) in the caso of the construction of any facility—

(A) the design and cost of construction will
be reasonable; and
(B) all laborers and mechanics employed by
contractors or subcontractors will be paid wages at
rates not less than those prevailing .on similar- con-,
struction in ‘the locality, as determined by the Sec-
- retary of Labor in accerdance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 U.8.C. 2762—276a-5) ; and
(C) in any case in which—
(i) the ownership of the facility ceases to
be & public agency, or .
(ii) the facility ceases to be used for the
purposes for which it was constrneted uuless
there is good cause for releasing the applicant
from the requirement of this clause, as de-
-termined by the A dministrator,

the interests of the United States will be protected.
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Seo. 6. The Administrator is authorized to provide by
grant, contract, or otherwise, technical assistance to a State
or locality required to carry out the provisions of this Act.

PAYMENTS AND AUDIT
* 8e0. 7. (a) The Administrator shall pay in any fiscal
year to each State or locality with which he has entered into
an agreement pursuant to this Act for that fiscal year the
Federal share of the cost of such agreement as determined
by him,

(b) The Federal share for each fiscal year shall be 75
per centum of the cost of the programs and projects assisted
under this Act.

(0) Payments under this section may be made in in-
stallments, in advance or by way of reimbursement, with

necessary adjustments on account of overpayments or un-

derpayments.

~ (d) The Administrator and the Comptroller Greneral
of the United States, or any of their duly authorized repre-
sentatives, shall have access for the purpose of andit and
examination, to any books, documents, papers, and records
of a grant recipient under this Act that are pertinent to

the grant received.
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1 DEFINITIONS

2 SE0. 8. As used in this Aot

3 (1) ‘“Administration” means the Law Enforce-

4 ment; Assistance Administration;

5 (2) “Administrator” means the Administrator of

6 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration;

7 (8) “criminal offense” ineludes juvenile offenses,

8 except as otherwise specified ;

9 (4) “locality” means any city or other municipality
10 (or two or more municipalities acting jointly) or amy
1 county or ether political subdivision. or State (or two or
12 °  more acting jointly) having general governmental
13 powers; and
14 (5) “State” means eaelt of the several States of the
15 Union, and the District of Columbia.

16 APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED
17 SEc. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated
18

such sums as may be necessary to cairy out the purposes of

1,9 the Act.
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APEENDIX A

ASHSTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
LEGISLATIVE A¥FAIAS

Aepartument of Justice
Mashington, B.¢. 20530

BUG 1y WIS

The Honorabie Jdames 0. Eastland
Chairman
Committee on the Judiciary
United States Senate
Washington, D. 'C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart-
ment of Justice on S. 1601, a bill to authorize assistance for :
demonstration projects designed to develop reforms in the = - )
criminal justice system in the United States.

The bil11 would authorize the Administrator of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration to make grants and provide
technical assistance to a specified number of states and
Tocalities for demonstration projects designed to test the
effectiveness of comprehensive criminal justice reforms.
In the area of police and law enforcement personnel, there
are eight enumerated areas of reform. Four proposals for
reform of the court system are listed. Ip addition, the
court reforms must insure that trial of criminal offenses
(excluding juvenile offenses) ba commenced not Jater than
60 days from the date on which the defendant was arrested
or charged. For fzilure to comply, the charges would be
dismissed with prejudice, unless the case were to fall
within certain exceptions designated in regulations by the
Administrator.

Nine reforms zre enumerated in the category of corrections.
Consideration would also be required to be given to reforms

in several other areas. Participating states would study

the consolidation of law enforcement agencies throughout

the jurisdiction. In addition, the states would study the
application of crinminal laws to offenses such as alccholism
and drunkenness, narcotics addiction and drug abuse, gambling,
and vagrancy and disorderly conduct. The results of these
studies would be reported to the Administrator.

The federal government would pay seventy-five percent of the
cost of the prograrms and projects assisted under the bill in
any fiscal year. A maximum of four statewide programs could
be funded. An additional five hundred localities could par-
ticipate, with no rore than ten being located in any one state.
The legislation specifies no time period for which the program
would remain authorizad. Such sums as necessary would be.-
authorized to be appropriated. :
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While certain of the goals set out in the proposed legislation
are praiseworthy, a review of the bill has identified a number of
objectionable featuras. From the standpoint of the programs

of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the proposed
legislation would significantly depart from the block grant
approach to funding. As you know, Congress stated in the
preamble to the LEAA legislation that "¢rime is essentially

a local problem that must be dealt with by state and Tocal
governments if it is to be controlled effectively.” Pursuant
to this philosophy, the Act established a matching grant-in-aid
program under which LEAA makes annual block planning and

action grants to the states.

Under the block grant program, the states order their own
priorities through a comprehensive planning process. LEAA
does not dictate to state and local governments how te run
their criminal justice systems so long as the state plan is
consistent with the law. The proposed legislation, on the
other hand, is more in the nature of a categorical grant
program, the suggested state reforms bejng set forth rather
explicitly. Such legisiation would appear to contradict the
previously espressed .till of Congress, as reflected in the
legislative history of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 and its amending legislation, that
categorical grant programs, whereby the federal government
sets the purpose and terms for the use of criminal justice
grant funds by the states and units of local government,

be avoided if possible.

S. 1601 assumes a need for comprehensive planning when, in
fact, comprehensive planning is a key feature of the present
LEAA program. The proposal is essentially duplicative of

- authority which LEAA presently possesses. Moreover, Section

303(b) of the Crire Control Act of 1973 mandates reform by
requiring that "(n)o approval shall be given to any state
plan unless and until the Administration finds that such plan
reflects a determined effort to improve the quality of law
enforcement and criminal justice throughout the State." LEAA
uses the discreticnary fund provided for in Part C of the
Crime Control Act to assist programs of national scope and

to provide special i~wetus for innovative and experimental
projects which are compatible with particular state plans.
Moreover, general revenue sharing is another existing vehicle
for funding of crininal justice reform. A significant portion
of revenue sharing funds is presently being used for law
enforcement-related purposes.
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The reports of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals, which received LEAA funding support,
provide guidance to the states in the type of reforms which
right be feasible. These reports were the product of intensive
study and deliberation by outstanding members of state and local
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. LEAA has con-
sistently taken the position that it will not impose the
Commission's standards on state and local governments. Instead,
LEAA assists and encourages them to go through the process

of analyzing their criminal justice systems and to adopt such
standards as each finds appropriate. As of this date, 47 states
have taken steps towards adoption and implementation of their
owWn standards and goals. Each state may adopt the reforms
appropriate for that particular jurisdiction, receiving LEAA
funding support in the effort.

A number of projects which embody one or more of the reforms
enumerated by S. 1601 have received substantial amounts of

LEAA block grant or discretionary funds. Examples include

the funding of programs relating to parole and probation

and programs relating to offender vocational and educational
programs. LEAA's High Impact Anticrime Program, regarded as

a significant and innovative crime reduction effort in eight
major cities, required a commitment of $160 million over three
years. That program, however, is modest in comparison with the
proposal to reform statewide criminal justice systems contemplated
“by the legislation. The fiscal requirements of the latter would
substantially exceed the cost of the Impact program.

To properly implement the proposal, a substantial increase

in personnel and other rescurces to administer the program
and to evaluate the demonstration programs would be required.
The bill's suggestions for reform would certainly demand the
expenditure of a significant amount of federal funds at a time
when there is a need to reduce spending by the federal govern-
rent. Furthermore, at the successful completion of the
demonstration projects, other states would almost certainly
demand that additional funds be made available so that they,
t00, could completely reform their criminal Justice systems
at federal expense.

4 further objection to the bill is that it suggests excessive
federal involvement in state activities through the great amount
of discretion given to the Administrator of LEAA, He is placed
in a position of determining the acceptability of state and local
applications, choosing the demopstration Jurisdictions, and
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ronitoring compliance. Section 5(2) of the bill provides that
payments may be withheld by the Administrator for noncompliance.
Although some guideiines are suggested by the bil] and regulations
may further clarify its requirements, it is beljeved the narrowing
of such discretion by the Congress would be essential to avoid

the obvious political implications of actions LEJA would undertake.

Section 3(b){2) authorizes the Administrator to regulate the
state trial process so as to assure speedy trial in a way
which exceeds the regulation deemed appropriate by the United
States Supreme Court. Although the Supreme Court made the
6th Amendment right to a speedy trial applicable to the states
through the 14th Amendment in Kloper v. North Carolina, 386
U.S. 213 (1967), and again addressed itseif to the issue in
Dickey v. Florida, 398 U.S. 30 (1970), its standard comes
nowhere near approaching the 60-day limitation contained in
S. 1601. It should also be noted that the American Bar
Association Minimum Standards for Speedy Trial make no
recormmendation with regard to the time between indictment
and trial, although they do recommend dismissal of a case
for noncompliance with speedy trial statutes. While the
ational Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals also recommends a 60-day perjod from arrest to
beginning of trial in felony cases (Courts, Standard 41.),
the Commission emphasized that the period relates only to
the norm or average and does not impose an outside 1imit.
Thus, the Comnission does not call for automatic dismissal.
Automatic dismissal punishes both the innocent defendant who
is entitled to vindication and, in the case of the guilty,
the public. Finally in this regard, it should be pointed
out that the Speedy Trial Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-619;

28 Stat. 2076) provides for dismissal of the charges against
a federal defendant not brought to trial within 100 days of
arrest. The judge in each case has the discretjon to decide
whether the charges should be dismissed with or without pre-
Judice.

Section 3{b)(4) of S. 1601 contains a provision for the study
of consolidation of law enforcement agencies within a state.
Section 3(b)(5) calls for a study of decriminalization of
drunkenness, narcotics offenses, gambling, vagrancy, dis-
orderly conduct, and related offenses. Reform in these

areas to date has been more difficult to achieve than have
~ost of the current reform proposals that are being conducted
in the criminal justice field, The provision of the bill
calling for a report to the Administrator on the findings

of these studjes adds nothing to the solution of that problem.
1t should 2lso be noted that through the Standards and Goals
arocess previously referred to, many states are already
taking action in these areas. 3
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Section 5(3)(C) of the bill, calling for protection of the
interests of the United States if a facility is transferred
to a new owner or used for a different purpose, is subject to
question. While the Administrator may determine that there
is good cause for releasing this obligation, this very power
of review may be seen as an unwarranted intrusion of the
federal government into the state's right to dispose of its
property.

Although Section 5(3)(B) contains a provision with regard to
tabor standards for construction projects, no civil rights
provision similar to that contained in the Crime Contrul Act
is included. This protection is certainly necessary in an
area of such extensive federal involvement.

It should finally be pointed out that the LEAA authorization
is scheduled to expire in 1976. Under the terms of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974,

the Administration's proposal for renewing the authorization
is to be delivered to the Congress in 1975. Since the LEAA
program will be undergoing comprehensive review in the course
of the next year, it would be preferable that any proposals
for giving additional authority to the agency be examined in
the course of this process, rather than as a separate con-
sideration.

For the reasons indicated, the Department of Justice recommends

“against epactment of S. 1601.

(Si

DOJ193508

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is
no objection to the submission of this report from the stand-
point of the Administration's program.

S%ncere]y,

S S Ateanst AN fifi.
ansal ochiel M. Unimznn

Michael M, Uhimann
Assistant Attorney General
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

June 4,1975

Mr. Brary introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
: to the Committee on the Judiciary

. A BILL

To amend fhe 'On‘inibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
J968 to add a requu:emenu that the comprehensive State
l)Ian include provmons for the prevention of crimes.against

hthe elderIy

ae:. Be it enacied by the Senate and House of Representa-
twes oﬁ the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That the foﬁrth sentence, of section 303 (a) of the Omnibus
01'in;’e “Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended

by inserting before the period a comma and the following:

[>T S U

“and the prevention of crimes against the elderly”.

IL
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APPENDIX C

ASSIATANT ATTOANEY GENERAL
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

Bepartment of Fustice
HWashington, B.E. 20530

October 1, 1975

The Honorable James 0. Eastland
Chairman

Committee on the Judiciary
United States Senate
Washington, D. €. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your request for the views of the Department

of Justice on S. 1875, a bill to amend the Omnibus Crime Control

and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to add a requirement that the comprehensive
State plan include provisions for the prevention of crimes against

the elderly.

The bill would amend section 303(a} of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 by inserting a requirement that the compre-

- hensive plan for law enforcement and criminal justice improvem:ant
submitted annually by each state, make provision for the prevention of
crimes against the elderly in order for the state to receijve funding
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

LEAA's National Crime Panel Victimization surveys on the amount, nature,
and jmpact of crime throughout the country indicate that aged persons

(65 years old and older) are generally no more likely to become vic-

tims of crime than other population groups. In fact, for many crime
categories, the elderly seem to be victimized less frequently than

other groups. This may, of course, merely be a reflection of the fact
that elderly persons, recognizing their vulnerability to personal attack, .
are more cautious and security conscious than other groups and, therefore,
expose themselves less frequently to risk situations.

Common sense indicates that since elderly people are Tess able to resist
a criminal assault, they would be attractive victims to a street criminal
or burglar. An elderly person who locks himself in his apartment in fear
of venturing out into a once familiar and safe neighborhood, or one who
must take elaborate and unpleasant precautions whenever taking a short
trip through an urban area does, in fact, reduce the chances of being
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"yictimized” by crime, in the normal sense of the word. This safety is,
of course, tenuous at best and purchased dearly at the cost of personal
Tiberty and peace of mind, so that these elderly citizens could be
considered "victims" of criminal activity.

Because of this situation, LEAA has continued to study and test measures
to prevent crimes which seriously affect the elderly. In general, LEAA
addresses criminal activities in a number of settings and then develops

strategies to reduce the vuinerability of the victims in those settings.
At times, these strategies or approaches deal directly with the needs

of the elderly. One example is LEAA support for the concept of special

housing units for the elderly in public housing projects. This approach
has served to reduce the victimization of the elderly in those settings.

Current research efforts of LEAA's National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice also have important implications
for reducing crime among the elderly. A research program has been
initiated which has as a primary goal the design and effective use
of the physical environment in order to reduce crime and improve
the quality of 1ife. This program is examining the crime problem
in a number of environments, including commercial areas.

Since analyseés have shown that the elderly are often victims of

street crimes such as robberies and muggings, a number of mechanisms

are being developed and evaluated in a demonstration site in order

to reduce the opportunities for street crime against the elderly.

One mechanism provides alternatives to the elderly for carrying cash
while shopping. Another provides a low-cost method of transportation to
and from commercial areas.

Research is also being carried out to deal with the impact of crime

on different victims, with special attention to the needs and problems
of the elderly. LEAA is funding several action programs which deal with
the needs and probiems of crime victims in relation to services which
can be provided, both within the criminal justice system and the
community at large. These programs recognize the special problems of
the elderly as victims of crime.

Attention is also being given to the possible role of the elderly,
particularly retired persons, in promoting crime prevention in the
community. For example, retired persons might be involved in providing
physical security surveys in homes and disseminating security and victim
assistance information in their neighborhoods. This could be beneficial
to the community as well as providing a meaningful and useful role for
elderly persons, -
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In addition to LEAA efforts, the Federal Bureau of Investigation recently
announced a new program designed to involve citizens more effectively

in combatting crime. A major feature of the program, which is being
conducted in conjunction with The Police Foundation, will involve
community organizing efforts to protect the elderly from criminal
predators. :

In summary; the Department of Justice is continuing to address the

probiem of the elderly and crime frem a number of perspectives. Attention
is being given to those settings in which the elderly are most vulnerable
to crime in order to develop effective crime prevention strategies for
their use. States are also using block grant funds for similar projects.
Because of this activity by LEAA, the Department of Justice does not
believe that additional legislation is required at this time in the

area.

It should finally be pointed out that the LEAA authorization is scheduled
to expire in 1976. The Administration's proposal for renewing the
authorization is pending in the Congress. Since the LEAA program will

be undergoing comprehensive review in the course of the next year, it
would be preferable that any proposals for imposing additional requirements
on the program be examined in the course of this process, rather than as

a separate consideration.

For the reasons indicated, the Department of Justice recommends against
enactment of S. 1875.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no objection
to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the Administration's
program.

.

Sincerely,

/‘5/
Michael M. Uhlmann
Assistant Attorney General
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Jury 29,1975

Mr. Hruska (for himself and Mr. McCrerran) introduced the following bill;
which was read twice and referred to the Committes on the J udlcml y

A BILL

To amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Crime Control Act of
1975”.

SE0. 2. Section 101 (a) of title I of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1‘968, as amended, is

amended by adding after the word “authority” the words

0 1 o o B W N

“and policy direction”.
9 SEO. 3. Section 205 of such Act is amended by inserting:

10 the following new sentence at the end thereof: “Any unused
: _ 0
II
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funds reverting to the Administration shall be available for
reallocation among the States as determined by the Adminis-
tration.”.
Parr C—GraNTs FoR LAw ENFORCEMENT PURPOSES

See. 4. Part C of such Act is amended as follows:

(1) Section 801 (b) is amended by inserting after
paragraph (10), the following new paragraph:

“(11) The development, demonstration, evaluation,
implementation, and purchase of methods, devices, personnel,
facilities, equipment, and supplies designed to strengthen

courts and improve the availability and quality of justice

-including court planning.”.

(2) Section 303 (a) (13) is amended by deleting the
words “for Law Enforcement and Criminal” and inserting
the words “of Law and”.

(8) Section 806 (a) (2) is amended by inserting, after
the words “to the grant of any State,” the following “plus
any additional amounts that may Dbe authorized to provide
funding to areas characterized by both high crime incidence
and high law enforcement’a‘nd criminal justice activity,”.

(4) The unnumbered paragraph in section 306 (a) i
amended by inserﬁng the following hetween the present
third and fourth sentences: “Where a State does not have an
adequate forum fo enforce grant provisions imposing liabil-

ity on Indian tribes, the Administration is authorized to
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waive State liability and may pursue such legal remedies
as are necessary.”.

(5) Subsection (b) of section 306 is amended by strik-
ing “(1)” and inserting in lien thereof “ (2) 7.

" Part D—TRAINIXG, EDUCATION, RESEARCI

DEMOXNSTRATION, AND SPECIAL GRANTS
Seo. 5. Part D of such Act is amended as follows:

(1) Section 402 (a) is amended by deleting the words
“Enforcement” and “Criminal” in the first sentence thereof.

(2) Section 402 (a) is further amended by deleting the
word “Administrator” in the third sentence and adding the
words “Aftorney General”.

(3) At the end of paragraph (7) in section 402 (b)
delete the word “and”.

(4) At the end of paragraph (8) in section 402 (b)
replace the period with a semicolon.

(5) Immediately after paragraph (8) in section 402
(b) insert the following new paragraphs:

“(9) to make grants to, or enter into contracts
with, public agencies, institutions of higher education,
or privafe organizations to conduct rescarch, demon-
strations, or special projects pertaining to the civil jus-
tice system, including the development of new or
improved approaches, techniques, and systems; and

“(10) the Institute is authorized to conduct such
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research, demonstrations, or special projects pertaining
to new or improved approaches, techniques, systems,
equipment, and devices to improve and strengthen such
Federal law enforcement and criminal justice activities
as the Attorney General may direct.”’.
Parp E—GRrANTS FOR CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS
AND FACILITIES
Sec. 6. Part It of such Act is amended as follows:
(1) By inserting in section 455 (a) (2) after the sec-
ond occurrence of the word “units,” and hefore the word
“according” the words “or nonprofit organizations,”.
(2) By further amending section 455.(a) by inserting
at the end of the unnumbered paragraph thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “In the case of a grant to an Indian
tribe or other aboriginal group, if the Administration deter-
mines that the tribe or group does not have sufficient funds
available to meet the local share of the costs of any pro-
gram or project to be funded under the grant, the Admin-
istration may increase the Federal share of the cost thereof
to the extent it deems necessary. Where a State does not
have an adequate forum to enforce grant provisions impos-
ing liability on Indian tribes, the Administration is author-
ized to waive State liability and may pursue such legal rem-

edies as are necessary.”.
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PART F—ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 7. Part F of such Act is amended as follows:

(1) Section 512 is amended by striking the words:
“June 30, 1974, and the two succeeding fiscal years.” and
insert in lieu thereof ; “July 1, 1976, through fiscal year
1981.”.

(2) Section 517 is amended by adding a new subsec-
tion (¢) as follows:

“(c) The Attorney General is authorized to establish
an Advisory Board to the Administration to review pro-
grams for grants under sections 306 (a) (2), 402 (b), and
455 (2) (2). Members of the Advisory Board shall be chosen
from among persons who by reason of their knowledge and
expertise in the area of law enforcement and criminal jus-
tice and related fields are well qualified to serve on the
Advisory Board.”.

(8) Section 520 is amended by striking all of sub-
section (a) and (b) and inserting in lien thereof the
following:

“(a) There are authorized to be appropriated such sums

as are necessary for the purposes of eack part of this title, but

such sums in the aggregate shall not exceed $325,000,000 for
the period July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976,
$1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
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1977, $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1978, $1,800,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 80, 1979, $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30 1980, and $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981. From the amount appropriated
in the aggregate for the purposes of this title such sums shall
be allocated as are necessary for the purposes of providing
funding to areas characterized by both high crime incidence
and high law enforcement and criminal justice activities, but
such sums shall not exceed $12,500,000 for the period July
1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, and $50,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years enumerated above and shall be in
addition to funds made available for these purposes from
other sources. Funds appropriated for any fiscal year may
remain available for obligation until expended. Beginning
in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and in each fiscal
year thereafter there shall be allocated for the purpose of
part B an amount equal to not less than 20 per centum of
the amount allocated for the purposes of part C.

“(b) Funds appropriated under this title may be used
for the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974.”,

Seo. 8. The Juvenile and Delinquency Prevention Act

of 1974 is amended as follows:
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(1) Section 241 (c) is amended by deleting the words
“Enforcement” and “Criminal”.

(2) Section 261 is amended by deleting subsection (b).

(8) Section 544 is deleted. A
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
‘Washington, D.C., July 28, 1975.
The VICE PRESIDENT,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mg. Vice PrESIDENT: I am pleased to forward for your consideration a
proposed “Crime Control Act of 1976." This proposed bill amends the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, and extends the autburity for
the Law Bnforcement Assistance Administration for five fiscal years, including
the transition quarter.

In his crime message of June 19th, the President stressed the necessity to
deal resolutely with violent erime. He called on all levels of government—
Federal, State and local-—to commit themselves to the goal of reducing crime
by seeking improvements in law and the eriminal justice system. This bill pro-
vides additional authorization to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion to assist States and units of local government with up to $262.5 million
through 1981 forspecial programs aimed at reducing crime in heavily popu-
lated urban areas. These funds would be in addition to funds committed from
LBAA block grants.

The legislative proposal includes an amendment that will place special empha-
sis on improving State and local court systems within the LEAA block grant
authorization.

The bill also authorizes the Attorney General to appoint an Advisory Board
to review grant programs under Parts C, D, and E of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act and to advise the Administrator of LEAA on these
programs.

In addition, the proposal authorizes both direct funding to nonprofit organiza-
tions under Part E of the Act and the waiver of a State’s liability where a State
lacks jurisdiction to enforce grant agreements with Indian tribes.

The bill further provides that the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice be renamed the National Institute of Law and Justice.
The Attorney General is given the authority to appoint the Director of the
Institute and to direct the Institute to conduct research related to Federal
activities. In addition, the Institute would be authorized to conduct civil as well

.as criminal justice research.

Finally, the proposal authorizes $6.85 billion dollars for LEAA programs
through 1981. LEAA funds could be used for the purposes of the Juvenile and
Delinquency Prevention Act and the requirements for maintenance of effort by
LBAA in the juvenile justice and delinquency prevention areas would be
deleted. .

I recommend prompt and favorable consideration of the proposed “Crime
Control Act of 1976.” In addition to the bill, there is enclosed a section-by-sec-
tion analysis,

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no objection
to the submission of this legislative proposal to the Congress and that its enact-
ment would be in accord with the program of the President.

Sincerely,
Eopwarp H, Levr,
Attorney General.

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

fSlegc%o,l} 1 provides that the short title of the Act is the “Crime Control Act
0 X

Section 2 amends Section 101(a) of Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. by providing that the LBAA will
be under the policy direction of the Attorney General.

Section 3 amends Section 205 of such Act, by providing that planning funds
awarded to the States which remain unused will revert to the Admin-
istration and be available for reallocation to the States at the discretion of the
Adminigtration.
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Section 4 amends in five separate respects, Part C of Title I of the Omnibusg
Crime Control-and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended.

(1) Section 301(b) is amended by adding a new paragraph (11) authorizing
the Administration to make grants for programs and projects designed to
strengthen courts and improve the availability and quality of justice. Grants
for court planning are also authorized.

(2) Section 803a() (18) is amended to conform to Section 462(a).

(8) Section 306(a)(2) is amended to allow the Administration to provide
additional funds to areas having high crime incidence and high law enforce-
ment and criminal justice activities where such additional funds are authorized
for that purpose.

(4) Section 306(a) is further amended by providing that where a State
lacks jurisdiction to enforce liability under State grant agreements with Indian
tribes, the Administration may waive the State’s liability and proceed directly
with the Indian fribe on settlement actions.

(5) Section 308(b) is amended to provide funds allocated fo a State for
any fiscal year but not utilized by the State or where the State is unable to
qualify to receive any portion of the funds that such funds may be reallocated
by the(Administration under its discretionary funding authority in Section
306(a)(2).

Section 5 amends Part D of the Act by providing that (1) the National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is renamed the “National Insti-
tute of Law and Justice”; (2) the Attorney General shall appoint the Director
of the National Institute of Law and Justice; (3) the Institute is authorized
to fund projects pertaining to the ecivil justice system; and (4) the Institute
is authorized to conduct activities relating to Federal law enforcement and
criminal justice activities at the Attorney General’s direction.

Section 6 amends Part E of the Act in two ways:

(1) Section 455(a) (2) is amended to authorize the Administration to make
Part B grants directly to nonprofit organizations,

(2) The subsection is further amended to authorize the Administration to
waive the non-Federal match on gra.ts to Indian tribes or other aboriginal
groups where they have insufficient funds. In addition, where a State lacks
jurisdiction to enforce liability under State grant agreements with Indian
tribes, the Administration may waive the State’s liability and proceed directly
with the Indian tribe on settlement actions.

Section 7 amends three of the administrative provisions of Part F of Title I
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended.

(1) Section 512 is amended to authorize the continuation of the LEAA pro-
gram through FY 1981.

(2) Section 517 is amended by adding a new subsection (e¢) authorizing the
Attorney General to establish an Advisory Board to the Administration to
review programs for Part C and Part B discretionary funding and Part D
Institute Tunding., The Advisory Board will not have the authority to review
and approve individual grant applications. .

(8) Section 520 is amended to authorize appropriations through FY 1981.
This section also authorizes the Administration to allocate from the aggregate
appropriated funds, sums not to exceed $50,000,000 each fiscal year for areas
having high crime incidence and high law enforcement and criminal justice
activities. In addition, subsection (b) has been deleted and a new subgection
(b) has been added to authorize the use of funds under this title for the gen-
eral purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Such
fundg would be spent in accordance with the fiscal and administrative require-
ments of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act.

Bection 8§ amends in three separate respects the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974.

(1) Section 241 (c) is amended to conform to Section 402(a) of the Omnibusg
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act.

(2) Section 261 is amended to remove the maintenance of effort provision.

(8) Section 544 is deleted for the same reason.
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d4re CONGRESS S w
* 1sT SESSION 2 2 4 5

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JuLy 31,1975

Mr. Foxna introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

To amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 to include the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

Be it enacted bJ the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That section 601 (c) of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by inserting after

]?uérto Rico a comma and the following: “the Trust Ter-

o> S . TR ~SE VR - B ]

ritory of the Pacific Tslands”.
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94 CONGRESS '
S, 3043

Mr.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Fesruary 25,1976

Kennepy (for himself, Mr. Bearr, Mr. Durkiv, Mr, Gary Harr, Mr.
Prmre A. Harr, Mr. Hasxzrr, Mr. INooys, Mr. McGovery, Mr. Mans-
rIELD, Mr, Mon10YA, Mr. Prix, Mr. Peroy, Mr. Risicorr, Mr. SparrmaN,
and Mr. Starrorp) introduced the following bill ; which was read twice and
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL

amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Aet may be cited as the “Law Enforcement Im-
provement Act of 1976.”

Sto. 2. The “Declaration and Purpose’” of title I of the
Omnibus Orime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended, i3 amended as follows:

(1) by inserting between the second and third
paragraphs the following é;d.;_litional paragraph: |
II ‘
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“Congress finds further that the financial and technical
resources of the Federal Government should be used to pro-
vide constructive leadership and direction to State and local
governments in combating the serious problem of crime and
that the Federal Government should assist State and local
governments in evaluating the impaét and value of programs
developed and adopted pursuant to this title.”

(2) by deleting the third paragraph and substi-
tating in lieu thereof the following new paragraph:

“Tt is therefore the declared policy of the Congress to
assist State and local governments in strengthening and
improving law cnforcement and criminal justice at cvery
level by national assistance. Tt i's‘«the purpose of this title
that the IFederal Covernment (1) provide constructive
leadership and direction te States and units of local govern-
ment in the development and adoption of comprehensive
plans designed to deal with their particﬁlur problems of law
enforcement and criminal justice; (2) authoriie, following
evaluation and approval of comprehensive plans, grants to
States and units of local government in order to improve
and strengthen law enforcement aﬁ(i criminal justice' and
(3) provide constructive leadelshlp and dnecmon to States
and units of local gov ernment in order to encourage rescarch
and development directed Lowald the improvement of law

enforcement and criminal justice and the development of
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new methods for the prevention and reduction of crime and
the detection, apprehension, and rehabilitation of criminals.”

SEC. 3. Section 101 (a) of title I of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Aot of 1968, as amended, is
amended by adding after the word “authority” the words
“policy direction and control”.

PArr B—PLANNING GRANTS _

SE0. 4. Section 201 of such Act is amended by adding
after the word “part” the words “that the Administration
provide constructive leadership and direction”, and by strik-
ing the period at the end of said section and adding the
following “and evaluation by the Administration of the
policies, priorities, and plans needed to reduce and prevent
crime.”

Sko. 5. Subsection (b) of section 203 is amended by
striking the dash after the word “shall” and by adding the
following, “at the direction and guidance of the Adminis-
tration”.

SEC. 6. Section 203 is amended by—

(1) inserting in subsection (a) Immediately after
the third sentence the following new sentence: “Said
State planning agency shall include both a representative
of the chief justice or chief judge of the court of last
resort and the court administrator or other appropriate

judicial officer of the State. Said members shall be se-
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lected by the chief executive of the State from a list of

nominees submitted by the chief justice or chief judge

of the court of last resort.”;
(2) inserting the following new subsection after
subsection (d) :

“(e) In addition to the State planning agencies cstab-
lished under this section, a State may establish or designate
a judicial planning committee for the preparation, develop-
ment, and revision of a State judicial plan submitted to the
State planning agency under section 303 of this title. Such
committee shall be created or designated by the court of last
resort of each State. The chief justice or other highest rank-
ing judicial officer of the State court of last resort shall
appoint the members of the judicial planning committee and
such members shall be subject to the jurisdiction of, and serve
at the pleasure of, the chief justice. The committee shall be
reasonably representative of the various local and State courts
of the State, including both civil and criminal trial courts,
intermediate appellate courts and other courts of general or
limited or special jurisdiction. All requests for financial assist-

ance from such courts shall be received hy the judicial plan-

-ning committee. Said committee shall review all such requests

for appropriateness and conformity with the purposes of this

title and the findings and declared policy of Congress and

may thereafter—
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“(1) develop, in accordance with part €, an annual
application ta bo iucluded in the State comprehensive
plan;

“(2) develop, in accordanee with section 304 (h},
a multiyear comprehensive plan for the improvement af
State court systems;

“(3) define, develop, and ecerdinate programs and
projects for the improvement of courts of the State;

“(4) establish prioriiies for the improvement of the
courts of the State;

“(8) collect and compile statistical data and other
information on the work of the courts and on the work ef
other agencies which relate to and affect the work of the
courts;

“(6) examine the state of the dockets, practicos,
and, procedures of the courts and develop programs for
expediting litigation and reducing court congestion;

“(7) pravide for the revision of court rules and
procedural codes within the rulemaking authority of
courts or other judicial entities within the State; ‘

“(8) provide for the investigation of complaints
with respect to the operation of courts and develop such
corrective measures as may be appropriate;

“(9) provide for the training of judges, court
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administrators and support personnel, and attorneys

who regularly appear in the courts;

“(10) provide for support of public education pro-
grams concerned with the administration of justice;

“(11) provide for support of national monprofit
court technical assistance and support organizations gov-
erned or controlled by the judicial branch of government
of the several States;

“(12) provide for the construction and equipping
of buildings or other physical facilities which would ful-
fill or implement the purposes of this subsection and of
seetion 301 (b) (11) ; and

“(18) perform other duties necessary to carry out
the intent of this subsection.

“The State planning agency shall request the advice and
assistance of the judicial planning committee in carrying out
its functions under section 203 insofar as said functions affect
the State court system and the judicial planning committee
shall consult with, and shall seek the advice of, the State
planning agency in carrying out its functions under this title.
The expenses necessarily incwred by the judicial planning
committee, including the cost of adequate staff support for
the activities of the committee shall be provided by the State
planning agency through a yearly grant to be provided to the

committee. If a State judicial hranch does not create or desig-

e
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nate a judicial planning commlttee or if the comnutteo fails
to submit a multiyear comprehensive plan and annual appli-

cation in accordance with the provisions of subsection (h) of

B W N R

section 304 of this title, then in such case the responsibility
for preparing and developing such plan and application shall

rest with the State planning agency.”’

5
6
7  Parr C—GRANTS FOR LaAw EXTORCEMENT PURPOSES
8 SEC. 7. Section 301 is amended by:

9

1) inserting after the word “part” in subsection
b .

10 (a) the following words “that the Administration pro-
1 vide constructive leadership and dircetion.”

12 (2) Inserting after paragraph (10) of subscetion
13 (1) the following new paragraphs:

14« (11) The development, demonstration, evaluation, im-

15 plementation, and purchase of methods, devices, personnel,
16 facllmoq equipment, and supplies designed to strengthen
17 cowts, reduce court congestion and backlog, and improve the
18 availability and quality of justice.

19 “(12) The development and operation of programs

20 designed to reduce and prevent crime against elderly per-

21 sons.”
22 (8) repealing subsection (d) of section 301.
23 Skc. 8. Section 302 is hereby amended by inserting the

24 following at the end of the seetion: “In addition, any State

25 judiciary desiring to partici pate in the preparation, develop-

69-103 0 -6 -5
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ment, and revision of multiyear comprehensive plan under
this part may establish a judicial planning committee as de-
scribed in part B of this title and shall file by the end of
fiscal year 1977 and annually thereafter with the Adminis-
tration and State planning agency, for information purposes
only, a multiyear comprehensive plan for the improvement
of the State court system. Such plan shall be based on the
needs of all the courts in the State and on an estimate of
funds available from all State, local, as well as TFederal
sources. Within six months of the date of enactment of this
Act and annually thereafter such committee shall submit its
application for funding of programs and projects recom-
mended by the committee to the State planning agency for
review and incorporation into the comprehensive State plan
submitted to the Administration in accordance with subsec-
tion (a) of this section. Such application shall conform to
the purposes of this part and to the multiyear comprehensive
plan for the improvement of the State court system provided
for in section 203 of this title.”
Sec. 9. Section 303 is amended by:
(1) deleting paragraph (4) of subsection (a) and
substituting in lien thereof the following new para-
graph: ‘

“(4) Specify procedures under which plans may he

submitted annually by major cities and urban counties or
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combinations thereof, to use funds received under this part
to carry out local comprehensive plans for law enforcement
and criminal justice. Such local comprehensive plans shall
be consistent with the State comprehensive plan for the
improvement of law enforcement and criminal justice in
the jurisdiction covered by the plan. Eligibility for grants
under this paragraph shall be determined on the basis of
provisions and guidelines contained in part G, paragraph
(p) of the Act. and the State planning agency may
approve or disapprove of the local comprehensive plan in
whole or in part, based upon its compatibility with the
State comprehensive plan and subsequent annual evalua-
tions and revisions. Approval of such local comprehensive
plans or parts thereof shall result in the award of fands tol
the major cities or urban counties or combinations thereof
to implement the approved parts of their plans.”

(2) striking in paragraph (12) the words “as
may be” and adding the following words after the
words “procedures”: “as the Administration may
deem”.

(8) deleting subsection (b) of section 308 and
substituting in lieu thercof the following new subsec-
tion:

“(b) The Admimstration shall huve the primary

responsibility of evaluating the effectiveness and im-
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_ Pact of thosé State plans that it approves. No approval

shall be given to any State plan unless and until the
Administration makes an affirmative finding in writing
that such plan reflects a determined effort’to improve
the’ quality of law enforcement and criminal justice

throughout: the State, and that, on the basis of evalu-

" - ‘ations made by the Administration, such plan is likely

to make a significant and effective contribution to the

. State’s efforts to deal with crime.”

" (4) inserting in subsection (c) after the word,

" “unless” the following words “the Administration finds

that”.
(5) inserting the following new subsection after
subsection (c¢) :

“(d) the Administration shall provide funds under this

scetion to a State planning agency to fund the plan of the
" judicial planning committee if such committee has on file
with both the Administration and the State planning agency
.o multiyear comprehensive plan provided for in section 203
of this title. Such multiyear comprehensive plan.for the

_-improvement of the State court system shall; -

(1) providé for the administration of programs

and projects contained in the approved annual applica-

~ tion of the judicial planning committee;

“(2) adequately také into account the needs and
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problems of all courts in the State and ericourage initia-
tive by the appellate and trial ¢ourts of general and

special jurisdiction in the development of programs and

- projects for law reform, improvement in the administra-

tion of courts and activities within the responsibility of
the courts, including but not limited to bail and pretrial
release services, and provide for an appropriately bal-
anced allocation of funds between the statewide judicial
system and other appellate and trial courts of general
and special jurisdiction;

“(8) provide for procedures under which plans and

requests for financial assistance from all courts in the

State may be submitted annually to the judicial planning
committee for approval or disapproval in whole or in
part;

“(4) incorporate innovations and advanced tech-
niques and contain a comprehensive outline of priorities
for the improvement and coordination of all aspects of
courts and court programs, including descriptions of (a)
gencral needs and problems; (b) existing systems; (c)
available resources; (d) organizational systems and ad-
ministrative machinery for implementing the plan; (e)
the direction, scope, and general types of improvements
to he made in the future; and (f) to the maximym

extent applicable, indicate the relationship of the plan
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to other relevant State or local law enforcement and
criminal justice plans and systems;

“(5) provide for effective utilization of existing
facilitics and permit and encourage units of general local
government to combine or provide for cooperative ar-
rangements with respect to services, facilities, and cquip-
ment provided for courts and related purposes;

“(6) provide for research, development, and evalu-
ation,;

“(7) set forth policies and procedutes designed to
assure that Federal funds made available under this title
will be so used as not to supplant State or local funds,
but to inerease the amounts of such funds that would in
the absence of such Tederal funds be made available for
the courts;

“(8) provide for such fund accounting, auditing,
monitoring, and program evaluation procedures as may
be necessary to assure sound fiscal control, effective man-
agement, and efficient use of funds reccived wunder fliis
title;”

Src. 10. Section 804 is hereby amended by inserting

22 an “(a)” before the word “Siate” and by inserting the

23 following new subseetion at the end of the section :

24

“(b) After consultation with the State planning agency

25 pursuant to subsection (e) of section 203 the judicial plan-
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ning committee shall transmit the plan approved by it and
the application for financial assistance based on such plan to
the State planning agency. Such application shall be pre-
sumptively valid. Unless the State planning agency there-
after determines that such application is not in accordance
with the purposes stated in sections 301 (b) (11) and 303
(d), is not in conformance with, or consistent with, the
statewide comprehensive law enforcement plan, or does not
conform with the fiscal accountability standards of the State
planning agency, the State ph.nning agency shall incorporate
such application, in whole or in part, in the comprehensive
State plan to be submitted to the Administration. If the State
planning agency finds that such application does not meet
the requirements of this subscction it shall ﬁotify the com-
mittee in writing within ten days after making such determi-
nation, explaining in detail the reasons for rejecting said
application. The committce shall thercafter have a period
of thirty days from the receipt of the State planning agency’s
rejection to submit a modified application. If the State plan-
ning agency finds that the apvlication does not meet the
requirements of this subsection, or if the committee does not
submit a modified application within the specified period,
the State planning agency shall forward such application to
the Administration. A final determination of whether snch

application meets the requivements of this subsection shall
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be made by the Administration pursuant to section 308 of
this title. Any application not acted upon by the State plan-
ning agency within ninety days of receipt from the judicial
planning committee shall be deemed approved and incorpo-
rated into the comprehensive State plan submitted to the
Administration. The State planning agency shall thereafter
dishurse the approved funds io the committes in accordance
with procedures established by the Administration.”
SEC. 11. Section 306 is amended by:

(1) inserting in paragraph (2) of subsection (a),
after the words “to the grant of any State,” the follow-
ing: “plus any additional amounts that may be author-
ized to provide funding to areas characterized by high
crime incidence, high law enforcement and criminal
justice activity, and serious court congestion and back-
log,” and is further amended by substituting at the
end of the paragraph a comma in place of the period,
and by inserting the following: “except that no less
than one-third of the funds made available under fhis
paragraph shall be distributed by the Administration in
its discretion to promote and advance the purposes men-
tioned in sections 801 (b) (11) and 303 (d) of this
title.”.

(2) deleting, in the paragraph following paragraph

(2), after the words “to the extent it deems necessary,”
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the following sentence: ‘“The limitations on the expendi-

tures of portions of grants for the compensation of

personnel in subsection (d) of section 801 of this title
shall apply to a grant under such paragraph.”.

(8) inserting, in the paragraph following para-
graph (2), a comma in place of the period after “pri-
vate nonproﬁt'organization” and by adding thereafter
the following: “as well as moneys appropriated to
courts, court-related agencies, and judicial systems.”.
SEC. 12. Section 307 is hereby amended by deleting

the words “and of riots and other violent civil disorders” and
by substituting in lieu thereof, the following: “and with
programs and projects designed to reduce court congestion
and backlog and to improve the fairness and efficiency of the
judicial system.”,

See. 18, Section 308 is amended by deleting the phrase
“section 302 (b)” and substituting in lieu thereof the words
“sections 302 and 515”.

SEC. 14. Subsection (c) of section 402 is amended by
adding the following sentence at the end of the second para-
graph of that subsection: “The Institute shall also assist the
Deputy Administrator for Administration of the Law Xn-
forcement Assistance A.dministration in the performance of

those matters mentioned in section 515 of this title.”.
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PART F—ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 15. Section 501 of part F of such Act is hereby
amended by inserting at the end of such section the following
sentence: ‘“The Administration shall also establish under
the direction of the Deputy Administrator for Administration
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and in
accordance with the provisions of seetion 515 of this title
such rules and regulations as are necessary to assure the
proper auditing, monitoring, and evaluation by the Admin.is-
tration of both the comprehensiveness and impact of pro-
grams funded under this title in order to determine whether
such programs submitted for funding are likely to contribute
to the reduction and prevention of crime and juvenile delin-
quency and whether such programs once implemented have
achieved the goals stated in the original plan and appli-
cation.”.

Sec. 16. Section 512 is amended by striking the words:
“June 80, 1974,” and inserting in lien thercof: “July 1,
1976”7,

SEc. 17, Section 515 is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 515. Subject to the general supervision of the
Attorney General, and under the direction of the Administra-
tor of Law Enforcement Assistance, the Deputy Administra-

tor for Administration of the Law Enforcement Assistance
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1 Administration shall conduct, handle and supervise the

2 following matters—

“(a) review, analyze, and cvaluate comprehensive
State plans submitted by the State planning agencies in
order to determine whether the use of financial resources
and estimates of future requirements as requested in the
plan take into account needed policies, priorities, and
plans for reducing and preventing crime as determined
by the Administration. The Deputy Administrator shall,

if warranted, thereafter make recommendations to the

‘Btate planning agencies concerning improvements to be

made in said comprehensive plans;

“(D) assure that the membership of the State plan-
ning agency is fairly representative of all components
of the eriminal justice system and review, prior to ap-
proval, the preparation, justifieation, and execution of
the comprehensive plans to determine whether the State
planning agencies are coordinating and controlling the
disbursement of the Federal funds provided under this
title in a fuir and proper manner to all components of
the State and local criminal justice system. To assure
such fair and reasonable disbursement the Deputy Ad-
ministrator may require that the State planning agencies

submit, in advance and for approval a financial analysis
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of the Federal funds to be made available under this title
to each component of the State and local criminal justice
system;

““(c) develop and direct financial auditing policies,
p~1'0g1'ams, procedures, and systems, including financial
accounting planning and analysis to determine the im-
pact and value of pr‘ograms funded pursuant to this title
and whether such funds should continue to be allocated
for such programs;

“(d) supervise and direct independent and compre~
hensive auditing of the comprehensive plans to assure
that the programs, functions, and management of the
State planning agencies are being earried out efficiently
and cconomically;

“(e) assist in the preparation of the detailed Annual
Report of the Administration to be submitted to the
President and to the Congress pursuant to section 519
of this title. Such report shall describe in detail the
measures taken by the Deputy Adminisirator to comply
with the provision of this section. The Administration
is also authorized—

“(f) to collect, evaluate, publish, and disseminate
statistics and other information on the condition and
progress of law enforcement within and without the .

United States; and
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“(g) to cooperate with and render technical as-
sistance to States, units of general local government,
combinations of such States or units, or other public ox
private agencies, organizations, institutions, or interna-
tional agencies in matters relating to law enforcement
and criminal justice. |

Funds appropriated for the purposes of this section may be
expended by grant or contract, as the Administration may
determine to be appropriate.”’

SEc. 18. Section 517 is amended by adding the following

.new subsection:

“(c) The Attorncy General is authorized to establish
an Advisory Board to the Administration to review programs
for grants under sections 306 (a) (2), 402 (b), and 455 (a)
(2). Members of the Advisory Board shall be chosen from
among persons who by reason of their knowledge and exper-
tise in the area of law enforcement and criminal justice and
related fields are well qualified to serve on the Advisory
Board.”,

Sro. 19. Section 519 is amended to read as follows:

“Src. 519. (a) On or before December 31 of each year,
the Administration shall report to the President and to the

Committees on the Judiciary of the Senate and House of

Representatives on activities pursuant to the provisions of
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1 this title during the preceding fiscal year. Such report shall

2 include—

3 “(1) a detailed explanation of the policies, pri-
4 orities, and plans for reducing and preventing crime
5 recommended by the Administration during the preced-
6 ing fiscal year in the course of providing leadership and
7 divection to State and local governments pursuant to this
8 title; A

9 “(2) a detailed explanation of the procedures fol-
10 lowed by the Administration in reviewing, evaluating,
11 and processing the comprehensive State plans submitted
12 by the State planning agencies;

13 “(8) the number of comprehensive State plans
14 approved by the Administration without substantial
15 changes being recommended in the criminal justice pol-
16 icy and priorities of each State;

17 “(4) the number of comprehensive State plans
18 approved or disapproved by the Administration alter
19 substantial changes were recommended in the criminal
20 justice policy and priorities of each State:

21 “(5) the number of State comprehensive plans
22 funded under this title during the preceding three fiscal
23 years in which the funds allocated have not been
24 expended in their entirety; .

25 “(6) the number of programs funded under this

LY
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title which were subsequently discontinued by the Ad-

ministration following a finding that the program had no

appreciable impact in reducing and preventing crime;

“(7) the number of programs funded under this
title which were subsequently discontinued by the States
following the termination of funding under this title;

“(8) a detailed financial analysis of each State com-
prehensive plan showing the amounts expended among
the various components of the criminal justice system;

“(9) a detailed explanation of the measures taken
by the Administration to audit and monitor criminal
justice programs funded under this title in order to
determine the impact and value of such programs in
reducing and preventing crime;

“(10) a detailed explanation of how the funds made
available under section 306 (a) (2) of this title were
expended.

“(b) The Committees on the Judiciary of the Senate
and House of Representatives may periodically conduct pub-
lic hearings to review and examine the activities of the
Administration performed under this fitle. Such hearings
may focus on the policies of priorities established by the
Administration to reduce and prevent crime and the audit-
ing, monitoring, and evaluation procedures carried out by

the Administration pursuant to this title.”
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- SEC. 20. Section 520 is amended by striking all of sub-
section (a) and (b) and inserting in lien thereof the follow-
ing:

“(a) There are authorized to be appropriated such sums
as are necessary for the purposes of each part of this title, but
such sums in the aggregate shall not exceed $325,000,000
for the period July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976,
$1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1977, and $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1978. From the amount appropriated in the aggre-
gate for the purposes of this title such sums shall be allocated
as are necessary for the purposes of providing funding to
areas characterized by high crime incidence, high law enforce-
ment and criminal justice activities, and serious court conges-
tion and backlog, but such sums shall not exceed $12,500,000
for the period July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976,
and $50,000,000 for cach of the fiscal years enumerated
above which sums shall be in addition to funds made avail-
able for these purposes from the other provisions of this title
as well as from other sources. Funds appropriated for any
fiscal year may remain available for obligation until ex-
pended. Beginning in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and in each fiscal year thercafter there shall be allocated for
the purpose of part B an amount equal to not less than 20

per centum of the amount allocated for the purpose of part C.
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“(b) Tunds appropriated under this title may be used

[

for the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

8 Drevention Act of 1974”,
4 PArT G—DErINTITONS
5 Sec. 21. Section 601 of such Act is amended as follows:
6 (1) by deleting from subsection (a) thercof the
7 words “courts having criminal jurisdiction” and substi-
8 tuting the words “courts as defined in subsection (q) of
] this section”, and
10 (2) Dby inserting at the end thercof the following
i1 new subsections:
12 “(p) The term Major citics and urban counties’ means

13 units of general local government or combinations thercof
14 having a total population of 100,000 inhabitants, or in less
15 densely populated States those whose population exceeds 4
16 per centum of their State population or those which bear a
17 substantial financial and administrative responsibility for law
18 enforcement and criminal justice.

19 “(q) The term ‘court of last resort’ shall mean that State
20 court having the highest and final appellate authority of the
21 BState. In States having two such courts, court of last resort
22 shall mean that State court, if any, having highest and final
23 appellate authority, as well as both administrative responsi-
24 bility for the State’s judicial system and the institutions of

25 the State judicial branch and rulemaking authority. In other

60-103 O -176 -8
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States having two courts with highesb' and final appellate
authority, court of last resort shall mear. that highest appel-
late court which also has either rulemaking authority or ad-
ministrative responsibility for the State’s judicial system and
the institutions of the State judicial branch. The term ‘court’
shall mean a tribunal recognized as a part of the judicial

branch of a State or of its local government units.”.
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Senator McCrerran. This agency has been in existence now for 7
years and it is time to completely review its program, to assess the-
work it has done, and make determinations as to how it can bhe
improved and whether we are getting value received for the money
expended.

That is the prime objective of these hearings and we will proceed
on that premise.

Senator Beall, we welcome you this morning. We are very glad to
have you as our first witness this morning.

STATEME«T OF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Senator Bearr. I am happy to be your first witness this morning.
I commend you for holding these hearings that will provide a thor-
ough review of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Street Act of
1968, and I am happy to testify on S. 1875, legislation I introduced
on June 4 which would amend that Act by adding to it the require-
ment that the comprehensive State plan include provisions for the
prevention of crimes against the elderly.

In order to expedite your proceedings here this morning, I would
ask that a statement I have prepared, along with supporting docu-
ments, be included in its entirety in the hearing record.

Seréator MoCrerran. They may be received and printed in the
record.

[The documents referred to follow:]

TESTIMONY BY SENATOR J. GLENN BEALL, JR.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me to have an opportunity to testify before
this subcommittee on S. 1875, legislation I introduced on June 4, 1975, which
would amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to add
a requirement that the comprehensive State plan include provisions for the
prevention of crimes against the elderly. S. 1875 has been cosponsored by
Senators: Bill Broek, James L, Buckley, Alan Cranston, Peter V. Domenici,
Paul J. Fannin, Paul Laxalt, Charles McC. Mathias, Frank BE. Moss, Clairborne
Pell, Hugh Scott, and Strom Thurmond. I believe that these 11 cosponsors
reflect a broad cross section of the Senate favoring the enactment of legislation
such as S. 1875.

The National Crime Panel survey report which was issued in November 1974
stated that—-

“Throughout the United States during the first six months of 1978, crimes of
violence and common theft, including attempts, accounted for approximately
18 million victimizations of persons age 13 and over, households, and businesses.”

In his June 19, 1975, message tc Congress vn crime, President Ford stated
that:

“Law makes human society possible. It pledges safety to every member go that
the company of fellow human beings can be a blessing instead of a threat. It
is the instrument through which we seek to fulfill the promise of our Consti-
tution : to insure domestic tranquility.

“But America has been far from successful in dealing with the sort of crime
that obsesses America day and night-—I mean street erime, crime that invades
our neighborhoods and our homes—murders, robberies. rapes, muggings, hold-
ups, break-ins--the kind of brutal violence that makes us fearful of strangers
and afraid to go out at night.

“T sense, and I think the American people sense, that we are facing a basic
and very serious problem of disregard for the law. Because uf crime in our
streets and in our homes, we do not have domestic tranquility.”
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The President went on to note that “for too long, law has centered its atten-
tion more on the rights of the criminal defendant than on the victim of crime.
It is time for law to concern itself more with tbe rights of the people it exists
to protect.”

On July 22, the Department of Justice reported that ‘“serious crime in the
United States rose 18 percent during the first three months of 1975 ... Attorney
General Levi called this epidemic of crime “one of the terrifying facts of life,
which we have come to accept as normal, and which we must not accept as
normal.”’ )

Recent crime statistics are startling to every individual in this country and
indeed they may reveal inadequacies in our present criminal justice system.
But these statistics are particularly disconcerting to senior citizens who are
less able to resist becoming victims of crime. ’

In addition, elderly persons, recognizing their vulnerability to personal attack,
are more cautions and security conscious than other groups, and therefore,
expose themselves less frequently to risk situations. Certainly, common sense
seems to tell us that since elderly people are less able to resist a criminal
assatult, they would be more attractive victims to a criminal.

The current data does not reveal how many senior citizens are actually
exposed to-a high crime-risk situation in a given period of time. As stated by
the L.E.A. A, Administrator in a presentation to the U.S. Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging’s Subcommittee on Housing for the Elderly on August 2, 1972

“A senior citizen who either locks himself in his apartment in fear of even
venturing out into a once familiar and safe neighborhood or one who must take
elaborate and unpleasant precautions whenever taking a short trip through
an urban area does, in fact, reduce the chances of being victimized by crime.”

A survey of various American cities shows a clearer picture of the crime
threat confronting older persons. For exan ple a survey by LEAA of victimiza-
tion rates in Baltimore, Maryland, indicated that per ons 50 years old and older
had twice the victimization rate for robbery with injury than persons aged 20
to 24 years old.

Moreover, elderly persons were found to be victims of personal larceny at a
rate of 19 per 1,000 as compared to a rate of 6 per 1,000 for 20-year-olds.

Many elderly people have the feeling that they must always remain at home
inorder to combat erime, or if they must go out, never to venture onto the city
streets alone, The picture is a bleak one. Because they travel mostly by bus or
subway, older people must wait for public transportation at designated points—
and these points are well known to would-be assailants. Mail boxes in unguarded
vestibules are the province of thieves who know when social security checks
arrive.

In addiiton, let me note that no segment of our population is more directly
affected by crime nr the fear of crime. Senior eitizens are all tco often the
vietims of crimes while millions of others change their lifestyles in an effort
to avoid being victimized by street criminals. It is time for us to attack this
problem by developing, on the State and local level, comprehensive plans to
effectively combat crimes against the elderly.

In developing the 1973 amendments to the Older Americans Aect, Congress
directed the State and local agencies on aging to coordinate their activities
with other governmental units to maximize services to the elderly. Towards a
New Attitude on Aging, the final report of the 1971 White House Conference
on Aging recommended the establishment of “formal liaison between social
service agencies and police departments so that the elderly vietims of crime can
obtain all necessary assistance.”

On August 13, 1975, I chaired the TLabor and Public Welfare Committee's
Subcommittee on Aging hearings on “Crime and the Blderly.” In part, I wanted
to explore the degree of coordination which exists between local aging offices
and police departments, Because of time limitations, the subcommittee was only
able to hear testimony from police and aging officials from fthree Maryland
subdivisions but we did find that coordination is most likely to occur when
L.A.AA. funds a project which involves in whole or in part an effort to combat
crimeg against the elderly.

During the August 13th hearing, I asked the Honorable Charles R. Work,
Deputy Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration the
following question:

“Do you suggest or ask State or local law enforcement agencies to consult
with State and or area agencies on aging in the formulation of their State
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plans?’ Mr. Work replied “we do not at the present time, Senator, require such
a consultation, However, we encourage consultation with all levels of govern-
ment and with all concerns in State and local governments in the formulation
of those State plans.” Mr. Chairman, I believe that one of the most significant
by-products of the enactment of legislation such as 8. 1875 is the tendency to
encourage different departments and different agencies of our Federal, State,
and local governments to exchange ideas and, in doing so, render services to
our citizens in a more coordinated and comprehensive fashion. I would certainly
expect that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration would work closely
with the Administration on Aging in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare in implementing the provisions of S. 1875 should it be incorporated into
law. I would similarly expect that both agencies would encourage their State
and local counterparts to participate in an ongoing dialogue designed to maxi-
mize the erime prevention effort insofar as it relates to our Nation’s 20 million
senior citizens. I would certainly hope that the legislative history of . 1875
would establish beyond any reasonable doubt that it was the intent of Congress
that such consultation and coordination would take place on all levels of our
government.

Mr. Chairman, the printed copies of the August 13th Subcommittee on Aging
hearing may not be available for several months. I did, however, provide your
subcommittee with a rough draft of this report which I hope will prove useful
to the members and the staff of this subcommittee. I would like to cite briefly
the testimony of Police Commissioner Donald D. Pomerleau of Baltimore City.
Commissioner Pomerleau stated that the Law Enforcement Assistance Admini-
stration was originally designed to meet the urban law enforcement problems
of the mid and late 1960’s. He noted that efforts to combat urban crime have
heen productive. I asked the Commissioner whether there was a need to direct
more Federal assistance to suburban areas. Citing the rapid rise in crime in
suburban and rural areas, he stated that “their needs now differ—and that
hasn’t been recognized in sufficient time.” On August 27, 1975, I wrote to At--
torney General Levi urging him “to institute a complete review of the L.E.A.A.
program to ascertain whether or not its mandate is adequate to meet the chang-
ing nature of the crime problem.” Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the text of my letter to Attorney General Levi be ‘printed at the conclusion of
my testimony. (Exhibit 1.) '

Mr. Chairman, I would also ask unanimous consent that the text of my letter
to F.B.1. Director Clarence M. Kelley on the manner in which data is collected
on the victims of crime and the Director’s reply to my correspondence be printed
at the conclusion of my testimony. (Exhibit 2.)

In order to strengthen the linkage between this subcommittee’s proceedings
and the hearing conducted by the Subcommittee on Aging in order to write
the legislative history of this bill in the most comprehensive manner I ask
unanimous consent that the witness list of August 13th hearing be printed at
the conclusion of my testimony. (BExhibit 8.)

In closing, let me stress once again that 8. 1875 is a modest proposal that
will not cost the taxpayers any additional money. By adding the following 8
words “and the prevention of crimes against the elderly” to Section 303(a) of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 we can require law
enforcement officials on the Federal, State, and local levels to focus on a very
important problem confronting our Nation’s twenty million senior citizens. The
catalytic effect of such legislation would produce very desirable benefits for a
deserving segment of our population.

Txhibit 1
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., August 2%, 1975.
Hon. Epwarp H. Levr,
Attorney General, Department of Justice.
Washington, D.O.

DeAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: On August 13 I chaired field hearings of the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee’s Subcommittee on Aging on “Crime and
the Elderly.” Mr, Charles R. Work, Deputy Administrator of the Law HEnforce-
ment Assistance Administration participated in these hearings.

One of the witnesses, Police Commissioner Donald D. Pomerleau of Baltimore
City, testified that L.B.A.A. was originally designed to meet the urban law
enforcement problem of the mid and late 1960’s. Citing the rapid rise in crime
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in suburban and rural areas, the Commissioner noted that “their needs now
differ—and that hasn’t been recognized in sufficient time.”

This field hearing convinced me that crime is a serious problem that must
not be allowed to go on unchecked. The senior citizens who testified before
our subcommittee made it clear that older persons can be victimized by crime
in two ways: actual victims and those who dramatically change their life styles
in an effort to avoid contact with criminal elements.

I would like to urge you to institute a complete review of the L.EL.A.A. pro-
gram to ascertain whether or not its mandate is adequate to meet the changing
nature of the crime problem. If legislative changes are needed, you may be
assured of my willingness to work with the appropriate committees to obtain
prompt and favorable consideration.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,
J. GLENN BEALL, JT.

Hxhibit 2
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., August 27, 1975,
Hon. CLARENCE M, KELLEY,
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. DirecToR: On August 18 I chaired fleld hearings of the Labor and

Public Welfare Committee’s Subcommittee on Aging on “Crime and the Blderly.”
In preparing for thig hearing I became aware of the fact that the F.B.I. col-
lects most of its data on the person committing the crime rather than the victim.
It was thus very difficult to get good hard information on the nature and extent
of crimes against the elderly. )
* It is my understanding that, as Police Chief of Kansas City, you did compile
data on the victims as well as the criminals. I would like to urge you to develop
a gimilar system on the national level. If the F.B.I. would need legislative
authority to achieve this objective I would be more than willing to work with
the appropriate committees to obtain prompt and favorable consideration.

‘With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,
J. GLENN BEALL, Jr.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
TEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,
Washington, D.C., September 9, 1975.
Hon, J. GLENN BELL, Jr.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DeAr SENATOR BrEALL: I am in receipt of your letter dated August 27, 1975,
concerning crimes against the elderly.

Your views on the difficulty in obtaining useable information relative to the
nature and extent of crimes against the elderly are appreciated as I too share
this concern.

I am pleased to advise that the FBI recently instituted a Crime Resistance
Program wherein this Bureau is actively engaged with several local police
departments in a pursuit to strengthen the overall law enforcement effort.
“Crimes Against the Elderly” has been identified as a target area receiving
special attention in this Program, In this regard, we are working directly with
the Wilmington, Delaware, Police Department to obtain the required informa-
tiox;) 1fcur analysis and to formulate approaches or techniques to combat the
problem.

On September 15, 1975, the Uniform Crime Records Committee of the Inter-
national Association of Chiefs of Police will meet in Denver, Colorado. This
Committee acts in an advisory capacity to the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) Program. The UCR Program currently collects information on offenses
reported to law enforcement and some information on persons arrested. I have
instructed my staff to present, as an agenda item at that meeting, the concept
of collecting crime victim information within the scope of the UCR Program.
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While I cannot speak for the Committee T am certain they will consider the
feasibility of such data collection with a high degree of objectivity.
Sincerely yours,
. CrLARENCE M. KELLEY,
Director.

Hxhibit 3
[Witness List]

HEARINGS OoN “CRIME AND BLDERLY,” LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGING, SENATOR J. GLENN BEALL, JR., RANKING MINORITY
MEMBER

Rolling Crest Junior High School, 6100 Sargent Road, West Hyattsville, Md.—
Wednesday, August 13, 1975.

Opening Statement—=Senator J. Glenn Beall, Jr.

Honorable Charles R. Work, Deputy Administrator, Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration.

Dale Bormuth, Vice Chairman, Maryland AARP/NRTA, Joint Legislative
Committee.

Dr. Alvin J, T. Zumbrun, Criminologist, Maryland Crime Investigation Com-
misgion.

Panels—State and Local Police/Aging Officials; Moderator ;: Harry F. Walker,
Deputy Director, Maryland Office on Aging.

A. BALTIMORE OITY

Gene Bartell, director, Baltimore City Area Agency on Aging,
Donald D. Pomerleau, commissioner, Baltimore City Police Department,

B. MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Donald L. Wassman, director, Montgomery Co. Area Agency on Aging.
Captain Richard R. Bowers, Montgomery Co. Police Department.

O. PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

Magnum Pathik, director, P. G. Co. Area Agency on Aging.
A Mrs. Bess Garcia, special assistant to the director, P. G. Co. Area Agency on

ging,

Lt. Col. Wayne M. Milligan, chief of operations, P. G. Co, Police Department.

C(::rp. David Byre, Planning and Research Division, P. G, Co. Police Depart-
ment.

Denny Husk, chief of police, City of Mount Rainier.

Charles J. Ross, assistant director, P. G. Co. Housing Authority.

Panel of Blderly Vietims of Crime:

Mrs. Cornelia “Neal” Smith, Chairperson of the Tenants Club of Kaywood
Garden Apartments. :

Mrs. Mabel Winant,

Mrs. Hvelyn Lemons.

Mrs. Mary Genella.

Senator Bearr. Thank you.

Of all the crime statistics, T think the ones that are particularly
disconcerting are those that relate to senior citizens who are less able
to resist becoming victims of crime. I think it is interesting to point
out that elderly persons who recognize their own vulnerability to
personal attack are more cautious and security conscious than other
groups and therefore tend to expose themselves less frequently to risk
situations.

A senior citizen can be the victim of a criminal act or they can so
dramatically change their lives and lifestyle as to be virtually pris-
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oners in their own homes. It is now time for us to attack this problem
bls(ri deiveloping comprehensive programs to combat crimes against the
elderly.

On August 18 of this year I chaired the Labor and Public Welfare
Commitee’s Subcommittee on Aging hearings, “Crime and the Elder-
ly.” We wanted, at that time, to explore the degree of coordination
which exists between local aging officers and police departments.

During the August 13 hearing I ask the Honorable Charles R.
Work the following question: Do you suggest or ask State or law
enforcement agencies to consult with State or area agencies on the
formation of State plans?

His answer:

We do not at the present time require such a consultation. However, we
encouraged consultation with all concerns in the formulation of the state plan.

Mr. Chairman, I believe one of the most significant byproducts of
the enactment of S. 1875 would be the tendency to encourage different
departments and agencies of our Federal, State, and local govern-
ments to exchange ideas and, in doing so, render services to our
citizens in a more coordinated and comprehensive fashion.

Mr. Chairman, in closing let me stress that S. 1875 is a modest
proposal that will not cost the taxpayers any additional money. By
adding the following eight words, “and the prevention of crime
against the elderly” to section 303(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, we can require law enforcement officials
to focus on an important problem confronting our Nation’s 20 million
senior citizens.

This would provide desirable benefits for a most deserving segment
of our population. I think it is extremely unfortunate that senior
citizens in our society are being victimized not only by having crimes
committed against them personally but by being forced to lock them-
selves in their homes so they won’t become the victim of a crime.

We had a panel of senior citizens come before us during our
Aungust hearings and testify to the fact when asked the question,
“What do you do to protect yourself from crime?” They said, “we
just don’t go out.”

I think we should do everything that we can in our society to make
our streets safe for all our citizens. We must make sure that no one,
particularly our senior citizens, have to lock themselv~< in their homes
and apartments in order to protect their life and their property.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

: Sc}a]natgor MecCrerraw. Thank you, Senator. Can you tell us how to
do that? ‘

Senator Brarr. One of the ways we can do it is to provide better
coordination between local police authorities and local aging authori-
ties. We can better identify the extent and nature of the problem and
then require that the comprehensive State plans provide for action
programs designed to protect senior citizens from crime.

v Seélatog McCrerran. We agree with what you want to do. How do

you do it?

. Slenator Bearr, We do it by enforcement of the laws we have on the
ooks.




83

Senator McCrerrax. That is the real answer. Thank you very much.
‘We very much appreciate your taking the time to make this presen-
tation today.

Senator Bearr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator McCrerrax. Senator Morgan ?

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT MORGAN, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Sénator Morcean. I have a prepared statement which I would ask
the Chairman to accept for the record and permit me to comment
extemporaneously very briefly on a few thoughts that I have.

Senator McCrerran. I ask to have your prepared statement
inserted in the record at the conclusion of your remarks.

Senator Moreaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I for one think the LEAA program has done some good. Mr.
Chairman, I became attorney general of my State the year this law
came into effect, so I grew up with it.

As attorney general, we were intimately involved with it in North
Carolina. In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, I also was chairman of
the Committee on the Office of the Attorney General of the National
Association of Attorneys General [NAAG]. I think under that pro-
gram we carried on an extremely effective research program of assist-
ance to Jaw enforcement officers across the National and to attorneys
general with LEA A funds.

In North Carolina we took some of this money and created a crim-
inal justice training academy, which this year so far has offered
extensive training to more than 5,000 law enforcement officers.

‘We spent a great deal on upgrading law enforcement and there is
no doubt that the overall effect has been beneficial to the criminal
justice community in my State.

Mzr. Chairman, I agree with you and I agree with Senator Kennedy
that a great deal of this money has been wasted by mismanagement
and improper administration. Both of you in your preliminary
remarks touched on this problem very effectively.

Senator McCrerrax. May I interrupt you there? Has this been due
to faulty planning by the State planning agencies?

Senator Morean. Yes, sir; to a large degree, But we have found a
great deal of difficulty with the administration of the program here
in Washington because of the vagueness of their directions and the
constant changes in the priorities without notice.

One of the biggest problems the State attorneys general have is
handling prisoner litigation. Recently the LEAA here in Washington
terminated a grant which had been very helpful to them, saying that
they had changed their priorities. Well the attorneys general didn’t
know that and in their opinion this project is still a top priority. But
the State planning agency, Mr. Chairman, is also the source of great
difficulty. The law itself says that the agency and the funds shall be
administered by a State planning agency created or desigmated by the
chief executive of the State and under his direction and supervision.

Senator McCrerran. It is under the Governor.

Senator Moreax. Let me tell you what happened in North Carolina.
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In 1969, I came into the office and so did my Governor, Walter W.
Scott, who was a Democrat. I say that to show it is a nonpartisan
situation. The Governor had time to attend only a very few meetings
of the State planning agency. The vice chairman usually presided.
Therefore it did not have the prestige that a planning agency should
have had, had it had a permanent chairman. In addition to that, when
we started to reorganize our State government, they did not know
where to put the SPA.

They just could not find a place. So we finally put it in the division
of the department of conservation and development that handled
economic development and tourism. What it had to do with it and
where the expertise lay, I don’t know. And the program received no
support or direction.

Senator McCrenran. How can Congress be blamed for that?

Senator Moreaw. I think we ought to change the law requiring that
the program be under the control of the Governor and permit the
State legislatures to decide where the planning agency should be
placed to insure efficient administration.

Senator McCreLran. Our Governors are going to oppose that.

Senator Morean. I am sure they will, but I still think this Senate
committee should evaluate the merits of this proposal. Our present
Governor in North Carolina, James Holshauser, is a Republican, but
* he and I stood on the same platform before the North Caroliny Police
Executives Association in 1972 and advocated this change because we
both understood what had happened in North Carolina.

We saw what happened in North Carolina under the Democratic
administration and knew this would continue to be the situation
regardless of what party the Governor belonged to.

The chiefs of police and the sheriffs all across the State, and the
various criminal justice agencies all found their programs being
evaluated by people who had absolutely no experierce and no
expertise.

Recently there has been a constant turnover in SPA_ staff personnel
in North Carolina. What we need to do is let the legislature decide
where and how the planning agency should be set up. I don’t say that
it must be placed under the attorney general in every State but I note
that in one State the Governor did not like the attorney general so he
did not even put him on the State planning agency.

He had no input at all. The Governor of North Carolina, the pres-
ent Republican Governor, and I both went to the general assembly in
1978 with a plan to create a more effective planning agency but we
were told then by LEAA officials that if we did, we would not be
complying with this law and North Carolina would lose all its funds.

All I am asking, Mr. Chairman, is that the Congress delegate to the
State legislature, the people most responsive to the voters of the
State, the authority to decide how the agency can best be administered.

Senator McCrrrran. The legislature could not administer it. They
would have to set up some agency to administer it.

Senator Morean: Yes, sir, but in doing that, the Governor could
have his input as well as the various other officials of the State. And
hopefully in establishing the SPA the legislature could be a little
more responsive to local situations.
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As it now is, we don’t have much local input from the county
sheriffs and the cities because of the way it is being administered at
the State level under the Governor’s supervision. It is natural after
you have been in office a year or two and you have forgotten how it
is to go out in the counties and campaign, you begin to think of
everything in terms of the State government.

By letting the legislature decide to establish a planning agency,
perhaps we could eliminate some of this very real problem.

Senator McCrerran. Senator, you would suggest a change in the
original act that provides for the setting up of State planning
agencies?

Senator Morean. Yes, sir.

Senator McCrerran, To whom would you confer the authority that
is now conferred upon that agency? :

Senator Morean. The State legislatures should enact a bill setting
up a planning agency and designating by what State official it should
be administered. We might want to provide some guidelines that the
SPA should include representatives from various groups including
all those who are involved in the criminal justice system as well as
some who are not involved to make sure that it is a well balanced
committee. I believe the present Jaw has a provisics to that effect.

Senator McCrerran, On the Federal level we could only require
that a State set up an agency composed of certain elements of repre-
sentation that the Senator refers to. Then it would be up to he legis-
lature of the State to enact a law to carry out a particular State’s
proposal.

Senator Morean. Yes, sir, I would be satisfied, Mr. Chairman, if we
made it permissive, and that is the way my bill is drafted. In other
words, is a State is satisfied with things as they are now then the
legislature would not be required to remove it from the Governor’s
jurisdiction. I would prefer it the other way.

But in North Carolina, Mr. Chairman, I note that both the Gover-
nor and the legislature indicated at one time or the other they felt a
change would be advantageous.

Senator McCreLLan, How long were you attorney general?

Senator Morean. Six years.

Senator McCrerran, Well then, you were attorney general prac-
tically all of the life of this act, this program?

Senator Morgan. Yes, sir.

Senator McCrerran. You have had the opportunity to observe how
it was administered and the effects and so forth. You were close to it
and you are in a position to give us some evaluation of LEAA and
its functions. Would you say that it has contributed anything toward
law enforcement or has it been a complete flop?

Senator Morean. Mr. Chairman, I would say that it has made some
very real and substantial contributions to the improvement of law
enforcement and the criminal justice system. But I would hasten to
point out that there have been some tremendous areas of waste.

But, any kind of crash program that was set up as this one was is
going to involve waste. I would agree with the chairman and Senator
Kennedy that I do not think now that it has been in existence long
enough that these kinks ought to have been ironed out and that
hecause they haven’t, it requires a complete reexamination.
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In all honesty, I do not believe I would ever have been able to
persuade my legislature to create a criminal justice academy had T
not had access to LEAA funds. Mr. Chairman, when I became attor-
ney general of my State, the barber who cuts hair in the barber shop
was required to have considerable formal training plus something
like 1,800 hours of experience before becoming a barber, but the law
enforcement officer who wears a gun and a badge was not even
required to be able to read and write.

Believe me, Mr. Chairman, there were some in my State and &ll
across the Nation who could do little more than that. But, because of
these funds, we were able to start the criminal justice academy. And
I promise you it is going to be one of the best in the country.

‘We were able to set up some mandatory minimum standards. Now
law enforcement officers have to have a high school education, have
to complete so many hours of training and so on.

There was a time, Mr. Chairman, when I first became a lawyer
when maybe it was not as important for a law enforcement officer to
have training. But all of these Supreme Court decisions now have
made it mandatory, in my opinion, that law enforcement officers
understand what they can and cannot do in enforcing the law. To
sum up, even considering all of the waste of this program, I would
have to commend it as a very, very worthwhile program.

Senator McCreLLan. You think the program should be continued,
that LEAA should be extended for another period of time and that
an evaluation should be made and such corrections as Congress deter-
mines can improve it should be made, but you don’t think the pro-
gram should be abolished ?

Senator Morean. That is exactly my feeling.

Senator McCreLLaN. Any implication that the program has been a
failure or that it has not contributed anything to reducing crime you
think is in error?

Senator Morgan. Yes, sir I do, Mr. Chairman. It is easy to say
crime has continued to increase, but we should consider that it might
have increased a whole lot more had the program not been in existence.

Senator McCreLLan. There is no way to determine that, but you
feel that something really good has been accomplished by the pro-
gram, although it has some trouble?

Senator Moraean. Yes, sir.

Senator McCrerran. Senator Morgan, thank you very much. We
will review your statement that you submitted for the record.

This is a method of letting the Congress examine LEAA as this
committee develops all the facts that we can, and receive comments
and recommendations with respect to how the program may be im-
proved and extended for another period of time.

There is something else we have got to take into account. We need
to make certain we are getting value received for the zipenditures
made because the old meal barrsi i getimg pretty low.

‘We are going in debt about $65 or $70 billion a year. It is time to
also examine our fiscal strength and the need to conserve it.

Thank you very much, Senator Morgan. We appreciate your testi-
mony here today.
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Senator Morean. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. _
Now I will leave you in the hands of a pre-LEAA attorney general.
Senator McCreLLan. Thank you.

[The document referred to follows:]

TESTIMONY BY SENATOR ROBERT MORGAN

I appreciate very much the opportunity to appear before you this morning
and to make a few comments eoncerning the future of the LEAA program and to
particulayly urge the approval of S. 1598 which I believe would provide the
State legislatures with the flexibilty they need to cope with problems of admin-
istering this program throughout the country.

I do Lelieve that the LEAA program is in trouble and consequently I hope
that this Subcommittee will go deeply into the current policies and ‘“priorities”
of LEAA at the national level, ask for explanations concerning the turmoil
which exists in almost every state program as I understand it, and seek answers
to the expressions of concern and even disgust which are emanating from local
communities across America.

Why do I conclude that the program is in trouble? There are many reasons
including the fact that I served several years as Vice-chairman of the State
Planning Agency Board in my State and saw the problems evolve first hand.
But there are more recent indications that something is drastically wrong.

Yesterday a top official in the criminal justice community in my State who
has benefited immeasurably from the LEAA program came by my office to ask
in complete frustration, “What can you do to keep them from throwing away
fourteen million dollars in North Carolina. You know I'm a taxpayer, too.”

I had a letter from a sheriff a few days ago who complained that he had
effectively been eliminated from any opportunity to help guide the program in
his arvea noting that he no longer “shared those funds in a fair and equitable
manner.”

Local criminal justice planners from my State came up to see me in force
recently to express their deep concern about the failure of the State planning
staff to recognize local priorities and requests and the move toward centralizing
the planning process at the State level.

And just recently, I contacted LLEAA officials here in Washington myself to
plead for eontinuation of funding to the National Association of Attorneys Gen-
eral for a very successful project related to prisoner litigation. It was arbi-
trarily terminated because in the words of the official there, “It no longer is a
priority.” However, I note that in a recent newsletter LEAA officials here
were making quite a do over a new grant to study shoe design for law enforce-
ment officérs, a matter which I would think the free enterprise system could
handle easily without LLEAA or any other federal program. So you have to
wonder exactly what present “priorities” are.

I don’t think my former colleagues in the National Association of Attorneys
General understand what they are. I don’t think the folks back home in North
Carolina know what they are, and I can assure you I don’t know what they are.
This is a tragedy because the program has done much good.

As Vice-Chairman of my State committee, I saw the great value of LEAA
block grant funds in establishing a eriminal justice training academy, improving
the capabilities of police and sheriffs’ departments, setting up a police informa-
tion network and, generally, upgrading all components of law enforcement.
There were many well-conceived and well-executed projects that will have a
lasting effect on the quality of justice in our state. But in my work with Law
and Order, I was also made aware of the problems and waste caused by inept
administration, a lack of creative leadership, and a failure to properly evaluate
projects either before or after funding.

For almost as long a period, I served as Vice Chairman and then Chairman
of the standing committee of the National Association of Attorneys General
that oversees the Association’s staff. I saw the value of LIAA discretionary
funds in enabling NAAG to develop a research capability, hold training semi-
nars, and operate a clearinghouse to exchange information.

This has helped the individual Attorneys General dn a better job at relatively
little cost. But I was algo aware of the frustrations resulting from apparently
arbitrary decisions ag to what would or would not be funded; the problems
created by administrative red tape, and the failure to evaluate the programs
realistically,
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These kinds of difficulties are not easily solved and will require the continuing
attention of the Congress, the criminal justice community, and the public. We
must look more closely at LEAA’s performance in developing guidelines and
setting priorities, to assure that these reflect a realistic assessment of needs
and probable benefits at the local level.

The President’'s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice said in 1967 that “the greatest need is the need to know.” This is still
true: we don’t know what causes crime or how to correct it, and we need a
realistic research program to find the answer. LEAA must also be encouraged
to undertake viable evaluation of projects in order to learn what works and
what doesn’t. Better provision must be made for dissemination of information
and for technology transfer, to ensure the widest possible benefit from expendi-
tures. I agree that more funds should be directed toward the courts system,
which is one area of the criminal justice system where we have a fairly good
idea of what needs to be done and how to do it.

There are some of the areas that demand attention. In another area, that
of administration, I have a specific suggestion to offer.

I have proposed an amendment to the Safe Streets Act that I believe would
free the states to work toward better administration. The bill, 8. 1598, would
allow a state legislature to malke its own decision as to who in the State could
best run the program and allow it to transfer the state’s criminal justice plan-
ning agency to the Attorney Geuneral or to any other constitutional officer of the
State. Present law requires that the state planning agency must be desighated
by the Governor and subject to his jurisdiction.

This proposed change is slight but significant. It is in keeping with the
whole thrust of the Safe Streets Act, which is to help states solve their own
problems in their own way. The Act’s stated purpose is to “encourage states . ..
to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans based upon their evaluation of State
and local problems of law enforcement.” The authority to formulate their own
pzans should be accompanied by the authority to determine how best to admini-
ster them.

The Safe Streets Act gives virtually unlimited authority to the states. Under
the block grant approach, they have a broad mandate to create planning mecha-
nisms, design programs, and control the distribution of funds. Those of us who
are committed to restoring balance to the federal system view the block grant
as a promising development in federal-state relationships. It minimizes restrie-
tive and costly bureaucratic controls and enables the states to work out their
own ways of meeting problems. I urge you today to eliminate strings, not
attach more. .

I am not contending that each state’s planning ageney should necessarily be
under the Attorney General; this is a decision that should be made by the
State. This would, however, seem an appropriate assignment of responsibility
in many states, It is a logical outgrowth of the Attorney General’s historic role
as the state’s chief law officer and as the people’s advocate.

In one of the states where the Attorney General is appointed, the Governor
has recognized this logical relationship by placing the SPA under the Attorney
General. This certainly is a more sensible location than in North Carolina, where
the Law and Order Committee is assigned administratively to the Department
of Natural and Beonomic Resources which also incidentally contains Marine
gisheries, Wildlife Resources, Economic Development and the North Carolina

00.

We must remove the legal obstacle that prevents state legislatures from
weighing organizational, administrative, and political factors and selecting
the most appropriate agency in state government to administer the block grant
programs.

The present provision that state administration of the Act be vested in the
Governor, rather than left to discretion of the legislature, is contrary to the
block grant concept. This is a policy question to be settled by each state's
legislature, which is elected by the people for the express purpose of resolving
such questions. It is not a matter to be decided in Washington, in my opinion,
and tltmt’s why I have introduced S. 1598 and today urge you give it a favorable
report,

Senator McCrerran. Senator Eagleton, we welcome you before the
committee today.
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STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS F. EAGLETON, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Senator EaeLeTon. I once served as attorney general of my State,
I guess it was in the prehistoric days of 1960 to 1964.

Old attorney generals never die, they just fade. I ask unanimous
consent that the full text of my statement be placed in the record as
though read.

Senator McCrerran. It will be placed in the record in full at the
conclusion of your statement, Senator Eagleton.

Senator Eacreron. Having served as district attorney of St. Louis
and attorney general of Missouri, I have an interest in the question
of criminal justice and law enforcement. I served along with you on
the Senate Appropriations Committee. From that vantage point I
have been examining the extent of the Federal Government’s commit-
ment to reducing erime and the results achieved.

Since the LEAA program was begun in 1969 about $4.1 billion has
been appropriated for this purpose. With the exception of very small
amounts for LEAA administrative costs, the bulk of this money has
been funneled to States and local communities with very few Federal
strings attached in order to assist them in dealing with crime
problems.

Thus it can be reasonably asked what has been accomplished
through these expenditures. I think the answer has to be that we
simply do not know. Certainly there is no evidence of any reduction
in erime rates.

The latest figures show a 13-percent increase in the first 6 months
of this year. But as your concluding exchange with Senator Morgan
pointed out, we don’t know how much crime would have increased
beyond that 13 percent had it not been for LEAA.

Among other criticisms, the GAO found that no standards or goals
have been established by LLEAA that weuld make possible an evalu-
ation of the degree of success or failure in the projects that were
studied.

Thus I think it is fair to say that over the last 7 years LEAA has
more or less uncritically expended money to the States without any
meaningful effort to determine the value of the programs. Efforts are
underway to enhance evaluation of the LEAA funded projects at
least partly in response to provisions in your legislation.

Even at that, Mr. Chairman, LEAA funds are difused through so
many levels of government and funneled into so many different pro-
jects that I seriously question whether any evaluation of the agercy’s
overall accomplishments can really ever be made.

I make these points, Mr. Chairman, so as to distinguish the pro-
posals embodied in my bill, S. 1601, from anything contained in the
current LEAA legislation. :

My bill is founded on two basie premises. The first is that the crim-
inal justice system must be viewed in its entirety. A police force with
an excellent record of apprehending offenders, may have its efforts
undercut if there are long delays in bringing criminals to trial.

A criminal justice system that tries people quickly is undercut by
lax probation officers. Thus I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, that it is
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critically important that the problems of criminal justice be addressed
in a systematic fashion with a variety of systematic improvements
embodied of the kind in my bill.

My second premise is that I might be wrong. There is no assurance
that my prescription of the Nation’s crime problems is the right one.
It could be that this will not reduce crime. But my proposal has the
virtue of permitting experiment through limited demonstration pro-
jects in environments where results can be closely monitored as com-
pared to the expenditure of the last years without any evidence of
improvement.

My bill authorizes LEAA to make grants to States and localities
which elect to participate on a voluntary basis for the purpose of
demonstrating the feasibility and the effectiveness of comprehensive
reforms.

Initially grants would be limited to a few States and localities as
private programs. I will not attempt to enumerate all standards but
they cover such things as recrunitment, training and pay and benefits
of law enforcement personnel, extension of probation and parole
services, aspects of correctional facilities, local jails, State institu-
tions, the juvenile offenders, treatment of narcotics offenders, and
alcoholism.

Each State would be free to devise the most suitable way for it to
meet the goals set out in the bill without Federal dictation in each
step along the way. Mr. Chairman, I don’t suggest that my bill is the
final answer to the problems of fighting crime.

All of us know that the¢se problems are too many and too complex
to admit to any package solution. I think my bill provides a starting
point. Neither do T expect this bill or any other bill to reach human
nature, and reform it.

First we can improve law enforcement agencies so that more offend-
ers are brought into the criminal justice system. I think we also know
that the entire system can be improved so that punishment will have
greater meaning as a deterrent and incarceration will more nearly
operate to rehabilitate.

For too long government has acted as though increasing rate of
crime is an inevitable fact of modern life even though it has exceeded
the rate at which our society has become urbanized and has gone
beyond the limits of our citizens’ tolerance. Continued rising crime
need not be inevitable if we are willing to commit against it our
talent, our means, and our determination.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Senator McCreLrLan, Senator Eagleton, do you agree that this act
should be continued and not permitted to expire, that we need this
kind of an agency?

Senator Eacrrron. I think in the broad parameters, Mr. Chairman,
I would answer yes, that there should be Federal assistance, through
an agency, whatever you would wish to call it, to give assistance to
the States and to local areas so far as law enforcement is concerned.

I would restructure at least part of that $4 billion. I would divert
part of what is going to the State of Missouri through its law enforce-
ment council on the State level and thus is funneled down to local
areas, I would like to see more demonstration projects wherein a total




91

approach was considered to law enforcement, that is from arrest to
parole than is now the case.

It is very much piecemeal. Some of the money that comes in, some
of it may go to St. Louis for a computer, some may go to another
place for a training program for their police, some may go to another
place to build a new jail,

I would like to see a State, a small State like Nebraska or Dela-
ware—Delaware has a rural area around a city—I would like to see
what can be done to improve the entire gamut of law enforcement in
a State like Delaware.

Nebraska is another State. The attorney general of Nebraska said
that Nebraska would be an interesting demonstration place.

Senator McCreLran. There are some critics who intimate that since
TEAA has not reduced crime—I don’t know whether you would
actually be able to measure this result of the agency-—and therefore
it is no good.

If you accept that argument, then you would have to say that not-
withstanding the increased appropriations in the Justice Department
all these years, increased number of new courts, magistrates to aid
them, and all of these things that we have done, the crime rate still
goes up so the Department of Justice is not doing a good job.

LEAA is not to blame for the rise in crime. It may not have accom-
plished as much as we anticipated and hoped that it would but I just
can’t believe that this agency should be scrapped. It should be revised,
strengthened, given better direction and we need to help it in its
administration.

It has been an experiment. I don’t know that that implies that we
should increase the funding. Maybe we should hold the funding down
until we get the program on the right track and know that it can be
executed and be made effective.

I think this Agency has done some good. I think it has helped
States in many ways, helped in training, helped in various ways in
supplying equipment in many instances.

It has helped build houses of corrections. I think it has made a con-
tribution. But to say this Agency should within itself reduce crime,
T think is expecting too much of it. The reduction of crime, if it is
going to be assessed on the basis of law enforcement and what we do
or don’t do, then all agencies have a responsibility—not only Federal
agencies but State agencies having a responsibility for enforcing tha
law have to share some of the blame for any failure.

T think sometimes indifferent attitudes of the public contribute to
crime and lack of enforcement of laws as well. People witness erimes
and we can’t get them to come in and testify as witnesses. So it is not
all the responsibility of government and law enforcement officials.

Some responsibility still rests on the citizens for their cooperation,
too. in the enforcement of the law.

Senator Eacreron., Mr. Chairman, I subseribe to your comments to
say that any one bill or agency will eradicate or substantially reduce
crime is to set an unrealistic goal. I think part of the problem of our
age, Mr. Chairman—I am not accusing you of this—I think some in
the body politic have raised the expectations to unrealistic levels.
Former President Johnson instituted a war on poverty and he was
going to eradicate poverty.

69-103—7 6T
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Senator: McOrirraN. That was a good public relations statement.

Senator Baereron. President Nixzon declared war on crime. He was
going tb bring in a new attorney general and he was going to get
crime under control and he raised expectations as to what could be
accomplished in the law enforcement area. As we know, the crime rate
increased under Mitchell and outstripped that increase under Ramsey
Clark.-Sometimes we promise so much that we raise expectations to &
level that can be never attained.

Senator McCrerran. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Hruska ?

Senator Hruska. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The experience and
the record of the testifying Senator in this field is well known. Of
course it does go over a great number of years. We appreciate your
coming here; Senator Eagleton, to favor us with your views. ‘

T was gratified to see your reference to the report of the Nationak
Advisory Comimission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.
There is one thought that occurs to me in that regard, however. The
thrust of that entire report—and some 2,000 people who were dele-
gated to draft it after vast hearings and many discussions and execu-
tive sessions—was that there was set out standards and goals that
would be referred to by the States for their own selection and their
own application.

The report set out these things by way of a guide, by way of some-
thing that the States could turn to each in its own wisdom, to select
those parts which they thought would fit their State needs.

/That is why I did not quite understand your language in the next
to the last paragraph on page 4 where you say the bill does not con-
template detailed directions from Washington as to how each State
must improve its system. Rather it establishes a number of goals and
standards which particinating States must undertake to ineet.

Just how much compulsion is here in your bill that will be visited
upon the States? :

Senator Eacreron. My hope—and it may need some redrafting—
my hope was to have little or no compulsion at all. We hoped to spell
out- certain standards, goals, objectives that we would like to sce
achieved, but leave to each jurisdiction; be it a State or a county,
leave the nitty-gritty of implementation as to how they will achieve
those goals in their wisdom. o
- Conditions in Delaware and customs in Delaware may be one thing,.
Los Angeles another thing. I don’t think there should be defined in
‘Washington one mechanism foisted on every jurisdiction in this coun-
try. The jurisdictions vary, the problems vary, and the customs vary.

Senator ITrusxa. Well, we are mindful that Congress further finds
in the present statute that crime is essentially a local problem that,
must be dealt with by State and Tocal governments if it is to be con-
trolled effectively. Do we want to say the local governments must do-
what we the: Congress tells thern in certain respects?

‘Who is 'going to be in charge of the program if that is the thrust.
of your hill% - - o S . : ~

Senater Bagreron. Well—— . :

Senator Hrusra. Who is going to be enforcing it ?

Senator FKaeurron. I agree with your statement that crime is a local
problem and has to be handled on a local level. The present LEAA.
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program is at least a.partial solution.on local levels. It is not a gen-
eral.reveniie sharing program. T o

“The bill was not written “we hereby appropriate billions of dollars
as a general revenue sharing proposition to go to every city or county.”
Senator McClellan drafted the bill and others worked with him and
they set up a program whereby Federal money could go to States
under certain conditions.” -

That State is-not free to spend it for a police chiefs’ convention,
They are not free to take the money and to make as part of the parole
and probation that people will go to Miami Beach, Fla., for parole.

In the bill you are considering now, there are constraints and
limitations, -

Senator Hrusra. The present statute does require and there have
developed comprehensive plans in the field of law enforcement and
criminal justice in every one of the 50 States. This has never been
done before. This is a comprehensive plan. The terms of the law do
say what comprehensive means and it takes into account all facets of
law enforcement all the way from the apprehension of the criminal
to his rehabilitation or his incarceration.

As soon as the Federal Government would undertake to say you
must pass a statute providing for speedier trials within 60 days, that
would be the opening of pandora’s box because if that can be' done
from Washington, wouldn’t it necessarily follow that if they did not
do thatg:, they would not be within the plan and they would get no
money ? ‘

Ser'zrator Eacrrron. Pandora’s box has already been opened, Senator
Hruska. It has been opened with that 15 percent that the Federal
Government holds back for discretionary grants.

If the State of Missouri plays ball with Washington, it will get
some of that 15 percent. If it does not, it gets nothing. It is not direct
compulsion, it is indirect intimidation.

You said all 50 States for the first time now have these comprehen-
sive plans and isn’t that wonderful. It is wonderful in print only,
Senator Hruska. There is a great cleavage between a plan and an
implementation of a plan. I dare say in Jefferson City, Mo., my
capital, buried in some vault, is a comprehensive criminal justice plan
gathering dust with dozens of other reports in that vault.

Some nice people wrote it, and they were going to restructure all of
Missouri’s eriminal justice and there it is gathering dust. I can tell
you firsthand that so far as new technologies in law enforcement,
there are darn few that have been implemented in Missouri.

Yes, a few computers have been bought. A few other pieces of
equipment, a new jail or two has been constructed. But by and large,
it is business as usnal. - ,

Senator Hrusxa., Well, in regard to being a compulsion on the
States under the present law, I have to differ with you that. Bach has
to determine its own priorities in the comprehensive plans that they
submitted and they should be allowed to name their own priorities.

Senator Eacurron. But—o : .

Senator Hrusga. We cannot. disregard the courts or the detention
centers or the prosecutorial staff. But it does not say 2 percent shall
be for the courts, 18 percent for something else.
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That is for the State to decide. There is 1o conipulsion. They don’t
have to accept the funds if they don’t want to. The funds in this bill
that go to the States for law enforcement purposes ¢onstitute in the
neighborhood and in the range of 5 pércent of all the money spent
within the United States for criminal justice and law enforcement
purposeés.

With reference to plans gathering dust, I don’t know where they
would gather dust under the statute we now have which says there
'n}llust be an annual updating of their comprehensive plan and a report
thereon.

Congress can determine whether they are following the spirit—not
any letter, not any blueprint—of the law. Are they following the
spirit of Shis type of revenue sharing? There are some people who
believe they are doing it and they are doing the best they can.

Senator Eacreron. Well, that being the case, and if these annual
reviews and updatings of these plans have to have any meaning, you
are admitting that under the present law there is secondary compul-

.sion. If they don’t update their plans and if they don’t come in accord-
‘ing to Hoyle, by the mere fact of the updating, you have some back
«door compulsion.

It is my understanding—TI don’t recall all of the facts with great
certainty—but it seems to me that the moneys going to the State of
Alabama a few years ago, that there was considerable concern as to
whether they were going to be mismanaged and misused.

There were efforts to keep Alabama from misspending Federal
moneys. There was some degree of Federal control.

Senator Hrussa. Maybe we ought to make a law to make it illegal
to spend money improperly.

Would that help?

Senator Easreron. We have got a lot of laws like that already.

Senator Hrusra. There was some misuse of LEAA funds early in
the program. It was detected, punished, and proper steps were taken
to correct it. That is the best we can do. We cannot legislate morality
and legality on the part of individuals. That is why we have bonding
companies, for example.

Senator Eaerrron. I think that Federal moneys when they are
sent in large amounts to States, that there is a Federal interest in
seeing that that money is providently spent within the realm of the
law.

T think there is a Federal nexus. .

Senator Hrusga. We do come to a point where e have to consider
the degree of oversight. The language of your bill says a State will
implement such reforms as will insure a trial within 6 weeks. That is
a categorical grant. That is not a revenue-sharing grant.

They must do a certain thing and if they don’t then they are out
of the plan. 3 \

Senator EacLeron. We canl amend that to attempt to assure that
result.

Senator Hrusga. That is already spelled out in hers in the present
law. It isin here.

Senator Eacrrron. All T am suggesting is that instead of these
monies being distributed iz a hodgepodge way, I would like to see an
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law enforcement from its very beginning stages to its ending stages:
and that in one area it does not go to police, another area courts,
another area jails. )

Senator Hrusga. I assure you we will consider your views, having
in mind your experience and your observation on this particular bill.
We are grateful to you for coming.

Senator McCrerran, Thank you very much, Senator.

Our next witness will be the Attorney General. I believe he will be
here in just a few moments, '

‘We will take a brief recess to await his arrival.

[Brief recess.]

[The document referred to follows:] {

{News release for immediate release]

BAGLETON TESTIFIES ON CRIME BIrn,

Senator Thomas F, Eagleton (D-Mo.) testified today on his Criminal Justice
Reform Act before the Oriminal Law Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary
Committee.

The Bagleton bill would authorize the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
stration to make grants to volunteering states and localities to bring about
comprebensive reform of their eriminal justice systems—from police through.
prosecution, the courts, prison and parole.

pr———— i

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR THOMAS T, EAcLrroN (D-Mo.)

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, for inviting
me to appear before you today to discuss with you some of my thoughts regard-
ing crime problems in this country.

My concern for these problems stems from two sources.

One is my background. In every public office I have held prior to coming to
the Senate, matters relating to the criminal justice system have been a major
responsibility. As the chief prosecuting official of a large city (St. Louis), as
Attorney General of Misgsouri, and even as Lieutenant Governor when I served
as chairman of the Governor’s Orime Commission, I dealt with these matters
on g regular basis.

Secondly, with the possible exception of economic problems, I know no other
domestic issue that so troubles our people. Polls confirm my belief that most
people rate crime as among the problems that should be given top priority by
government at all levels. More important to me, I hear from my constifuents
as I travel through Missouri and as I read their letters that they want some-
thing done about crime. .

“If government cannot protect us in the streets and in our homes against
asault, and robbery, and rape, and murder,” they ask “then of what value are
the other accomplishments of the government here, or abroad, or in space.”

More recently, another dimension has been added to my interest in criminal
justice. As you know, Mr. Chairman, I serve along with you on the Senate
Appropriations Committee, From that vantage point, I have been examining
the extent of the federal government's commitment to reducing crime and the
results achieved.

Since the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration program was begun
in 1969, about $4.1 billion has been appropriated for this purpose. With the
exception of very small amounts for LEAA administrative costs, all of this
money has been funnelled to states and to local communities——with very few
federal strings attached—in order to assist them in dealing with crime problems.

It can reasonably be asked: What has been accomplished through these ex-
penditures? I think the answer has to be that we simply do not know. )

Certainly, there is no evidence of any reduction in crime rates. The Iatest
¥BI figures show a 13% increase in the first six months of this year,
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The General” Accountmg "Office has’ serutinized several aspects 0f the LEAA
program in the last several years; Among other -criticisms, the GAO found
that no standards or goals have been established by LEAA that would make
possible an evaluation of the degrees of success or failure in the projects that
were stpdied. I think it is fair to say that, over the last six years, LEAA has
more oF less uncritically dispensed more- than $4 billion to .the states, without
any serious effort.to’ determine the value of the programs established through
these expenditures.

Efforts are apparently under way to enhance evaluation of LEAA funded pr03-
ects, at least partly in response to provisions in your legislation that was
enacted as the “Crime Control Act of 1973.” Even at that LBAA funds are
diffused through so many levels of govelnment and funnelled into so many dlf-
ferent plogects that I seriously question whether any evaluation of the acevcy S
overall accomplishments can ever be made.

I make these points, Mr. Chairman, go as to distinguish the proposals em-
bodied in my bill, S. 1601, from anything that is contained in the current LEAA
legislation.

My bill is founded on .two. premises. The first is that the criminal justice
system must be viewed in its entirety, and if any one part malfunctions the
effectiveness of the whole is impaired. A police force with an excellent record
at apprehending offenders may have its efforts undercut if there are long
delays in bringing defendants to trial. A criminal court system that disposes
of cases quickly and fairly is handicapped if it lacks an adequate probation
staff, or if it hag no alternatives in sentencing other than confining individuals
in conventional institutions that are traditional breeding places of crime.

Thus, I am convinced that it is critically impormnt that problems in the
administration of criminal justice be addressed in a systemic fashion with a
variety of specific improvements of the kind embodied in my bill,

The second premise for my bill is that I might be WIong. There is no assur-
ance that my particular prescription for the nation’s crime problems—or any-
one else’s prescription, for that matter—is a right one. It may be that the
investment that I recommend be made to improve all aspects of the criminal
justice system will not regult in reducing crime any more than current efforts
have. But my proposal has the virtue of permitting experimentation through
limited demonstration projects in environments where results can be closely
monitored, as compared to the massive expenditures of the last six years without
any significant evidence of improvement.

Under present law, demonstration projects are authorized to be carried out
by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, with only
a small fraction of the LIEAA budget available for this purpose.

The bill authorizes LIEAA to make grants to states and localities which elect
to participate, on a strictly voluntary basis, for the purpose of demonstrating
the feasibility and—1I trust—effectiveness of comprehensive reform. Initially,
grants would be limited to a few states and localities as pilot programs, with the
hope that these will point the way toward implementing the program nationally.

As can be seen from Section 4, the bill contemplates a limitation on the
number of states and Incalities that may participate in the program. No effort
has been made to fix such a limitation precisely since that determination must
be made in connection with the Committee’s decisions as to the allocation of
available federal resources in the criminal justice area. Probably the program
should be limited to no more than two or three states and a similar number of
Incal governments, or comhbinations thereof, at the outset.

These same reasons apply with respect to the authorization of appropriations.
Because it is impossible at this time to determine the number of states or loeal-
ities that might participate and the degree of participation by each, a proper
level of appropriations cannot be established. Again, T suggest that this be
determined by the Committee in the process of allocating resources.

The bill does not contemplate detailed directions from Washington as to how
each state must improve its system. Rather it establishes a number of goals
and standards which participating states must undertake to meet—each
through its own methods, each in the light of local conditions.

These goals and standards—which encompass the entire criminal justice
system—are drawn from a variety of sources, including President Johnson's
Crime Commission, Chief Justice Burger's recommendations regarding the
speedy disposition of eriminal cases and the report of the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.
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I will ' not attempt to enumerate all of the .standards contained’ in this bill
but they cover such things as the recruitment, training, pay and retirement
benefits of law enforcemenf personnel—criminal eourt operations, including the
wandatory disposition of criminal cases within a fixed period after arrest the
exténsion of probation and parole sérvices, correctional facilitiés,: from - local
jails -to state institutions, juvenile offenders, treatment of nalcotlcs addmtlon,
and aleoholism. For the most parf, these are performance stndards—that.is,
each state would be free to devise the most suitable way for it to meet  the
goals set out in the bill without federal d1ctat10n at each step along the way,
so0-long as these goals are being attained.

I do not suggest, Mr. Chauman, that my bill is the final answer to the prob-
lems of fighting crime. We all know that those  problems are £too many and too
complex to admit of a “sm«le package” solutxon, but my bill does prowde a
starting point.

Neither do I expect th1s bill—or any other bhill—to reform human nature.

Yet there are two things that we know can be done; and ‘we know how to do
them: first, law enforcement agencies can be improved so that more offenders
are applehended and brought into the criminal justice system; and, second,
the ‘entire system can be impréved so that punishment will have greater mean-
ing as'a deterrent and inearceration will more nearly operate to rehabilitate.
. Tor too long, government at all levels has acted as though an:ever-increasing
rate of crime is as inevitable fact of modern life—even though the rate of
increase has been greater than population growth—has exceeded the ratfe at
which our society has become urbanized—aznd has gone beyond the limits of
our citizens’ tolerance.

We have it within our power to reverse the upward trend in crime. Continued
rising crime need not be an “inevitable” fact of life in this decade if we are
willing, to connmt agamst it our talent, our means, and our determmatwn

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD H. LEV I, THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF THE UNITZD STATES ; ACCOMPANIESD BY RICHARD W. VELDE,
ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION .

Senator MoCrerzan. Mr. Levi, we welcome you this morning. We
appreciate your coming to give us your views on the bills introduced
for the Senate’s consideration to possibly revise the existing law and
extending LEAA for another period of time.

Do you wish Mr. Velde, the Administrator of LEAA to join you
at the table? Thank you; you may proceed. You have a prepared state-
ment I see.

The Arrorney Generar. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and
the members of the committee for the opportunity to——

Senator MoCreruan. Unfortunately, these mikes are not Worklng
S0 you may have to talk a little louder.

The ArrorNey GENErAL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank vou and
the members of the committee for the opportunity to testify on 8.
22192, the administration bill concerning the reauthorization of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

In his message on crime the President spoke of three ways in which
the Federal Government can play an important role in law enforce-
ment. It can provide leadership to State and local governments by
enacting laws which. serve as models for other jurisdictions and by
improving the Federal criminal justice system.

It can enact and vigorously enforce laws covering criminal conduct
that cannot he 'Ldeqmtelv handled by Tocal 111r1schct10ns In addition,
it can provide financial and technical assistance to State and local
governments so that they can improve their ability to enforce the law.
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LEAA is the means by which the Federal Government performs:
this final, important function.

As you know, the Qmnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 establishing LEAA wag the first Federal program to rely pri-
marily on bloc grants to States rather than on categorical grants for
specific purposes to smaller units of government.

In establishing the LEA.A program, Congress recognized the essen-
tial role of the States in our Federal system. 'The act reflects the view
that since erime is primarily a local problem and criminal justice
needs vary widely, a State is generally in a better position than the
Federal Government to determine its own criminal justice needs and
priorities.

Under the LEAA bloc grants States have spent their grant funds
according to their perceived needs. In fiscal year 1974 Rhode Island
spent over half of its bloc grant funds for detection, deterrence, and
apprehension of criminals, while the State of Washington spent only
20 percent of its funds for this purpose, choosing to place greater
emphasis on crime prevention.

gimila,rly Pennsylvania placed a heavy investment of LEAA funds.
in noninstitutional rehabilitation while Texas made a comparable
funding effort in support of adjudication. We believe this flexibility
is one of the program’s principal virtues.

Under the basic bloe grant approach embodied in part C of the act,.
however, LEA A is much more than a mere conduit for Federal funds.
Although, as you know, the amount of basic bloc grant funds allo-
cated annually to each State is based on population, each State is:
required to consider certain factors and develop an approved State
plan before becoming eligible to receive them.

These are set forth in sections 801 through 304 of the act. Thus,
the LEA A program prompts each State, in cooperation with the units
of local government, to engage in a comprehensive analysis of the
problems faced by the law enforcement and criminal justice systenr
in that State.

In reviewing the State plans, LEAA is able to insure that LEAA
funds are expended for the purposes intended by the act while leav-
ing to the States the responsibility for designating the projects which
will receive funds.

The LEAA funding program does not consist exclusively of bloc
grants.
® LEAA also makes categorical grants for corrections programs and
law enforcement education and training. In fiscal year 1975 $113
million, or approximately 14 percent of the LEAA budget, was allo-
cated to categorical grants for correctional institutions and facilities
and $40 million, or approximately 4.6 percent of the T.JBAA budgct
" was allocated to the law enforcement education and training categori-
cal grant program. ;

These programs have provided needed visibility and emphasis in
these nnusual areas.

In addition LEAA conducts a discretionary grant program de-
signed to advance national priorities, draw attention to programs not
emphasized in State plans, and provide special impetus for reform:
and experimentation within the total law enforcement improvement
structure created by the act.
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.. One obvious and lasting contribution of the discretionary grant
~ program is the work of the National Advisory Commission on Crim-
1nal Justice Standardsand Goals. This Commission, funded by LEAA,
has issued a series of reports with numerous specific suggestions for
improvement of law enforcement and the criminal justice system. In
- response to its work, Congress has required that each State establish
its own standards and goals for the expenditure of LEAA bloc
grants. ,
- Since 1973, LEA.A. has provided over $16 million in discretionary
funds to 45 States to assist them in the development of those stan-
dards and goals, which are already included in the State comprehen-
sive plans now being submitted to LEAA.

The discretionary grant program also permits a funding of demon-
stration programs designed to test the efficacy of promising ap-
proaches to difficult problems. An important current exampla of this
is the career criminal program. In the recent past there has been a
growing appreciation of the amount of crime committed by repeat
offenders, often while awaiting disposition of outstanding charges
against them.

Last year President Ford asked the Department of Justice to
develop and implement a program to deal with career criminals, with
the objectives of providing quick identification of persons who repeat-
edly commit serious offenses, according priority to their prosecution
by the most experienced prosecutors, and assuring that, if convicted,
they receive appropriate sentences to prevent them from immediately
returning to socity once again to victimize the community.

LEAA discretionary grants are now financing such programs in 11
cities. If, ag hoped, they prove successful, it is expected that they will
be institutionalized in those communities, with the State and local
governments assuming the cost, and widely imitated elsewhere.

Complementing the discretionary grant program is the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

As the research arm of the LEAA, the Institute presently serves
to encourage-and evaluate new programs and promote the nationwide
implementation of those which are successful. Its current activities
include projects concerning crime prevention thraugh envirenmental
design, reduction of sentencing disparity, the eflicacy of police patrols,
and the evaluation of the impact of Federal assistance on the national
criminal justice system.

In essence, we believe that the present organization of LEAA pro-
vides the needed flexibility for appropriate Federal involvement in the
law enforcement area, while preserving a sizable bloc grant program
which is responsive to State and local priorities. ’

LEAA’s structure permits help for the continuum of services
needed for an effective enforcement program. This includes basic and
applied research to identify new approaches to solving problems, dis-
cretionary grants to demonstrate these programs in selected areas,
and bloe grants to implement them, and other programs, on a nation-
wide basis. The success of edch of these is interdependent. We helieve
that LEAA. as currently constituted is fundamentally sound. Never-
theless, there are sevéral clarifications and refinements which we
believe would improve the efficacy of the LEAA program. These are
embodied in S. 2212.
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S. 2212 proposes that the act be clarified by expressly stating that
LEAA is under the policy direction of the Attorney General. The
act now provides that LEAA is within the Department of Justice,
under the “general authority” of the Attorney General.

Pursuant to this arrangement, the Attorney General is deemed
ultimately responsible for I.EAA. If this responsibility is to have
adequate meaning, it is my belief that the Attorney General should
be concerned with policy direction. Under the proposed langunage
change, the day-to-day oneration of LEAA and particular decisions
on specific grants will remain with the Administrator, as they are
now. I am told the proposed addition in language makes clear what
18 now assumed to be the case.

I should say that as a general matter, maximizing the appropriate
interaction between the Department of Justice and LEAA would, in
my view, be to the benefit of both. Fach has experience and expertise
on issues ranging over the field of criminal law enforcement, which
should be shared.

Close cooperation between the Department and LIEAA should not
only enhance the activities of LEAN\, but increase its helpfulness to
to Department as well. As part of the effort to promote this, S. 2212
proposes that the Director of the Institute be appointed by the
Attorney General.

In our view the LIEAA program could also be strengthened by
establishment of an expert advisory board as suggested by S. 2212.
As envisioned, the board, appointed by the Attorney General, would
review priorities and programs for discretionary grants and Institute
funding, but would not be authorized to review and approve indi-
vidual grant applications.

The views of the board would not be binding, but T am sure they
would be helpful. They would bring tc the Administrator and his
stafl the knowledgeable views of persons outside the LIEAA system.

The discretionary funds awarded in fscal year 1975 were at the
level of $183 million. I believe it will be useful to have an advisory
board take an overview of the discretionary grant program as it
proceeds so that the Administrator and his staff will have the benefit
of criticism and encouragement for the program as a whole, and with
respect to important segments of it.

S. 2212 also aims at further clarifying the act’s intention to improve
the law enforcement and eriminal justice system as a whole, includ-
ing State and local court systems. As the President noted in his mes-
sage on crime, “Too often the courts, the prosecutors, and the public
defenders are overlooked in the allocation of criminsl justice re-
sources. If we are to be at all effective in fighting crime, State and
local court systems, including prosecution and defense, must be
expanded and enhanced.”

We continue to be committed to the belief that the bloe grant
approach affords the best means of addressing this problem, which
varies in dimension from State to State. However, to emphasize the
importance of improving State and local court systems, S. 2212 pro-
poses that a provision be added in order to explicitly identify im-
provement of court systems as a purpose of the bloc grant program.
While the proposed provision would not require the States to allo-
cate a specific share of bloc grant funds for court reform, it would
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provide a clear basis for rejecting plans that do not take this interest
nto account.

Several LEAA studies suggest that many States and local court:
systems do not have a capability to plan for future needs. Thus they
have been handicapped in participating in the comprehensive State
planning process which is the key feature of the LILAA program.

S. 2212 would make clear that bloc grants can and should be used
to enhance court planning capabilities. In addition, $1 million of
fiscal year 1975 discretionary funds have been earmarked for this
purpose. Together these efforts should increase the capacity of court
systems to compete for bloc grant funds.

The court system should also benefit from the proposal in S. 2212
authorizing the Institute to engage in research related to civil justice,
as well as criminal justice. :

In many respects, civil and criminal justice are now integrally
related. In the context of court systems, for example, the civil and
criminal calendars often compete and conflict. Judges and juries fre-
quently hear both criminal and civil cases and the same management
systems may apply to all cases. ; '

In addition, measures affecting Federal courts invariably have
effects on State and local courts. Thus, it is proposed that the Institute
retain its emphasis on State and local law enforcement and criminal
justice, but be permitted to fund appropriate civil justice and Federal
criminal justice projects as well. Accordingly, it is proposed that the
Institute be renamed the “National Institute of Law and Justice.” :

S. 2212 also proposes providing increased resources for areas with
high crime rates through the discretionary grant program. As the
President noted in his crime message, “In many areas of the country,
especially in the most crowded parts of the inner cities, fear has
caused people to rearrange their daily lives.” For them there is no
domestic tranquility. o

This condition poses a difficult dilemma for the Federal Govern-
ment. LEAA funds, although substantial, are a relatively small por-
tion of the annual criminal justice expenditures in this country,
representing only 6 percent of the national total. ;

The Federal Government could not afford to underwrite a nation-
wide war on crime through the bloc grant system. Indeed, as the
concept of LEAA affirms, it would be inappropriate for the Federal
Government to do so. Nevertheless, there is an immediate human
need for more to be done. :

‘We believe that this need can most appropriately be addressed by
increasing LEA A= discretionary grants for demonstration programs
in area with the highest incident of crime and law enforcement
activity—typically urban centers. Therefore, S. 2212 proposes: that
LEAA’s authorization be raised by $262 million through fiscal year
1981 to permit specifically appropriations and diseretionary grants
of up te $50 million in each of 5 years for special programs aimed at
reducing erime in these areas. '

LEAA believes that its experimental high impact erime program
has generated important information regarding urban law enforce-
ment. Tt is now pronosed that we build on this experience on a con-
tinuing basis through the discretionary grant program.
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S. 2212 also includes several significant provisions regarding pre-
vention of juvenile delinquency. One would authorize the use of
LEAA discretionary funds for the purposes of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Act of 1974. A complementary provision would
eliminate the related maintenance of effort requirements of the Crime
Control Act and of the Juvenile Justice Act. _

Authorizing use of LEAA. discretionary funds to implement the
Juvenile Justice Act would integrate this program with the rest of
the activities administered by LEAA. If LEAA is given this author-
ity, the need for the maintenance of effort provisions, which are incon-
sistent with the philosophy of the bloc grant approach, would signi-
ficantly diminish. The States would be free to determine their own
juvenile justice needs, while LEAA. would be free to finance innova-
tive programs or compensate for perceived misallocations of resources
at the Stdte level. ‘

The suggested changes do not, of course, diminish the ability of
Congress to fund the Juvenile Justice Act at levels it deems appro-
priate. In addition, I should emphasize, they do not reflect any weak-
ening in our resolve to tackle the important problems of the juvenile
offender. It is a most important problem.

Finally, S. 2212 proposes a §-year extension of the LEAA pro-
oram. This is an important provision. The LEAA program is based
on the concept of comprehensive planning. The type of programs
initiated by the States will be influenced in large measure by the
length of the LEAA authorization.

We believe that the States should feel free to choose between rela-
tively short range, immediate impact demonstration programs and
longer range systemic reform efforts. An authorization of 5 years
should reduce the possibility that their choices will be distorted by
fear of the future.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that LEAA has
contributed greatly to the professionalization of our Nation’s law
enforcement and criminal justice systems. The local, State, and
Federal planning processes it has engendered represent an important
contribution of ever-increasing value.

LEAA has, of course, had its difficulties, but this should not sur-
prise us because its mission is one of the most difficult in government.

We believe that the philosophy and structure of ILEAA in the
development of which many members of this committee so thought-
fully participated, are fundamentally sound.

‘With the refinements suggested by S. 2212, LEAA should be able
to build on its experience and further improve its performance of a
task which is as important as it is difficult.

T will be pleased to respond to any questions you may have on
8. 2212 and LEAA. Administrator Richard W. Velde, is prepared to
testify further on the LEAA program.

Thank you.

Senator McCrerraw. Thank you very much, Mr. Attorney General.
You have provided us with an excellent statement giving your eval-
uation of LEAA and its programs. )

Tt is sometimes intimated, “Well, LEAA has not done arything to
prevent crime. Look at the crime rate increase.” Is there any yard-
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stick by which you can actually measure the contribution LEAA has
made toward reducing crime or helping to combat crime? Is there
any way other than in generalities you can measure its contribution #

The ArTorNEY GENERAL. One can point to specific projects. I am
sure Mr, Velde will do that. 1t is unfair to put LEAA to the test of
saying “Show us how much greater the crime rate would be if your
program had not been present.” : '

Senator McCrerrax. That is the point I am trying to emphasize,
Mr. Attorney General. There is absolutely no way to do that, is there?

The Arrornry GExerar. There is no way to do it abt present.
believe that as LEAA develops and statistics and evaluations of
statistics become better in particular areas, we should be able to show
over time that particular methods in particular localities have been
accompanied by a more successful and effective enforcement progran:
and by a reduction in crime. ,

Senator McCrerran. What would apply to LEAA would apply
equally to the Department of Justice, to the mioney expended for the
courts and all other law enforcement agencies, would it nov?

The ArTorwry GeExERAL. I think so. As our statistics improve, the
level of crime appears to go higher. Because the statistics are better,
they reflect not only reported crimes but unreported crimes.

In a sense, we can be victims of our own contributions. But I have
no doubt that the Department of Justice has had and can have effec-
tive programs which reduce crime. I am sure that is the case. I think
that common sense has to tell us, as one looks at the police depart-
ments in the United States and the training programs which LEAA.
has had which have been important with respect to police department;
officials, that thr resulting greater knowledge and more professional
conduct cannot but help achieve a better enforcement program.

Senator McCrerrax. Is it not true that the prime responsibility for
enforeing the law in this country, for maintaining peace and order,
rests with State jurisdiction ?

The Arrornuey GENERAL. Absolutely.

- Senator McCrerran. The only jurisdiction the Federal Government
can exercise in this area is by assistance programs to local authorities,
is that correct?

The Arrorney GuNErar. That is correct.

Senator McCreraw. That is the purpose, the intent of the LEAA
Act and its programs, to aid and to assist local authorities, to
strengthen law enforcement in local communities. Is that not true?

The Arrorney GENERAL. I agree absolutely. '

Senator MoCrerpax. I am sure LIAA 1n its experimental vesrs
has made mistakes. I don’t know of any agency of government that
has not made mistakes. We need to eliminate any deficiencies in the
law that we can observe and determine that are there and improve
the statute by amendments where such amendments are indicated.

But I am persuaded that LEAA should not be abolished, that it
should be continued and should be supported. Whether it should he
supported at the full level of authorization requested is a matter that
T think we will have to address ourselves to in our deliberations.

Because of the overall fiscal situation that confronts this country,
many good things that we would like to do and possibly should be
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done if we had the means cannot be done. However, if we don’t get
better control in the law enforcement area, if crime continues to
increase at the rate it has in the past few years, there is going to be
very distressing consequences in the future.

So I shall certainly support an extension of the Act with such
modifications as appear to be appropriate at this stage of our experi-
ence with the agency. Senator Hruska?

Senator Hrusxa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Attorney Gen-
eral, we appreciate your appearance here. We also appreciate the
suggested changes that you have proposed in the present law. They
will be thoughtfully reviewed. I have cone that prior to these hearings
ﬁnld %nlthe main I must say that they are constructive and they will be

elpful.

It is my hope that most of them will be incorporated into the Act
in addition to such. other changes as the committee might agree upon.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the Attorney General
has other commitments and would like to get away as quickly as pos-
sible. I have several questions here which I should like to submit to
him or Mr. Velde for consideration and to incorporate the answers
into the record.

As to the rest of the questions, I should like to direct them to Mr.
Velde later.

However, there is one question T would like to put to you now, Mr.
Attorney General. In your proposal you recommend an amendment
which would establish statutory authority in the Attorney General to
create an advisory board for LIEAA. Do you believe that it is prefer-
able to do this by statute as you have proposed rather than by execu-
tive order which could be done as an alternative? What are your
reasons for choosing one method rather than the other?

The Arroryny Genzrar. There are two reasons for that. I feel I
do have the authority to create such an advisory board right now, but
I think it is much better to have it be included in the statute for two
Teasons.

First, such an advisory board ought to be built in as a long run
requirement for the administration of LIEAA. Second, if if is in the
statute, the members of the advisory board will take their task that
much more seriously.

When that much money is being given away on a discretionary
basis in an area as difficult as this one is, one needs the very best
gxpegt advice one can get on a continuing basis from this kind of a

oard.

LEAA has, I realize, had many advisory committees and has not
been shielded from expert advice. But this kind of an overall advis-
ory committee, which can reflect criticisms, can encourage choices,
can help suggest those kinds of projects where evaluation can be
particuarly meaningful is a long range need and ought to operate on
a continuing basis.

The members of that advisory group ought to know that they have
a statutory basis for their presence.

Senator Hrosga. Would they report and be accountable to you, to
your office, the Attorney General’s office, that committee?
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The ArrorNney GeNEraL. I would appoint them but their recom-
mendations would go to the Administrator. I must say that this attor-
ney general would be exceedingly interested in what they had to say.

Senator Hrusxa. Under your broad policy direction, it would come
out ultimately for those decisions that run into broad policy consid-
erations?

The ArrornNey GENErAL. That is correct.

Senator Hruska. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, I did
arrive late on account of other official duties. May I have unanimous
consent, to include in the record at an appropriate place an opening
statement ?

Senator McCrrrran. It is so ordered.

Senator, did you ask permission to submit question?

Senator Hrusra. Yes, sir.

Senator McCrrrraxn. The request to submit questions to be answered
for the record is also granted, Senator Hruska.

Senator Hruska. Thank you, My, Chairman,

Senator McCreLnaN, Senator Kennedy, any questions?

Senator Kenwepy. Yes. I want to express my appreciation to the
Attorney General for coming here today and talking about this
important subject. It is quite clear from the fact of his presence here,
that he is interested in doing something about the crime rate in this
country. I think all of us on this committee are grateful for your
presence here today and your willingness to testify.

I would agree with the comment that you made earlier, Mr. Attor-
ney General, that we can’t expect LEAA to solve the entire crime
problem in this country, but what many of us are questioning at the
time we are considering the reauthorization of approximately $7 bil-
lion after looking back at the $4 billion that we authorized in the
past, is simply : What good is it going to do? I don’t see that LEAA
has had any significant impact on crime in this country, and that is
why I am troubled by your statement that you would like a continu-
ation of the program for the next 5 years, without very much adjust-
ment, , -

The ArrorNey GENERAL. Well——

Senator Kenwneny. Tt is difficult for me to undevstand at this time,
at the opening of these hearings, when a number of independent
agency reports released by the (FAO and others have criticized
LEAA’s failure to monitor carsfully the moneys it distributes, how
you can be so sure that LEAA should be reauthorized. One June 1975
report of an independent study group points out that LIEAA could
account for only 89.9 percent of the total part C bloc grant funds it
distributed in fiscal year 1974.

When you have these reports submitted by the GAO and others
showing the failure of accountability and evaluation within LEAA
itself, and couple this with the failure of T.EAA to have a serious
impact in terms of the war on crime, one must have serious reserva-
tions about the entire program.

This is noet only my observation; when you look at the large
amounts of money which LEAA designates to the States for long-
term impact programs and find out that States themselves have vir-
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tually turned their backs on such programs once Federal funding
terminates, it does not appear that the States themselves have a great
deal of confidence in the long-range goals of LEAA.

How can you be so sure that at the opening of these hearings—we
have had only 2 days of hearings on this entire program over the last
7 or 8 years—that everything is so hunky-dory in this program.

The ArrorNEY GENERAL. I am not sure I used the term “hunky-
dory.” I have watched LEAA and been concerned with it since before
I became Attorney General, but especially since I have been Attorney
General. I do think it is a most important effort. The Department of
Justice has made its own study of LEAA. My belief is that this com-
mittee will be furnished some of those studies.

Senator Kenwepy. I am interested in your views, Mr. Attorney
General. Although I have respect for the Justice Department, and I
have a healthy respect for it, I am interested in your own view. You
are the Attorney General. You have given thought to these particular
problems. What I find troublesome is your willingness at the opening
day of the hearings to endorse the program in light of the assess-
ments, not of the individual members of this subcommittee, but of the:
GAO, and the independent commissions charged to review the evalu-
ation of existing LEAA programs. I think they have made serious
charges in terms of LEAA’s failure of accountability, evaluation and
financial waste.

‘We have not really provided the kind of major review to determine
which LIEAA programs are going well; you say in your testimony
that we need more statistics, more information, even though we have
already had 8 years of this program. These observations that T make-
about LEAA I think could be made about most of the other Govern-
ment programs. For example, we are now taking a hard look in our
health committee at the National Institutes of Health and the whole
biomedical research program which, until now, has been a sacred cow.
We appropriate $78 million a year in education yet we can’t demon-
strate that children are receiving a better education. ‘

I think it is clear that the mere extension of worthwhile programs,
either for better health or education—or the war on crime—is simply
not doing the job. You, as Attorney General, have a fundamental and
basic responsibility before asking us to extend LEAA for an addi-
tional 5 years, and that is powerful testimony for all of us to ponder,.
to justify why we should accept the existing LEAA program?

I gather from your testimony that some adjustments are contem-
plated. I am glad to see, for example, that more money will be pro-
vided for high crime areas. But I am curious how you can be so sure
that the Congress ought to just go ahead and appropriate another:
$7 billion ?

That is what we are talking about, authorizations for 5 years, about
$7 billion, maybe even more.

The ATToRNEY GENERAL. Senator, you have asked for my considered
judgment. That is what I am trying to give. I think it would be a
crushing blow—not only to the enforcement of the eriminal law and
deterrence of erime, but also to the standards of fairness in criminal
justice—if this very important mechanism of aid to States were not.
continued.
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Senator Kennepy. You mean the way it is structured now?

.- The ArrorNEy GENErAL. Basically the way it is structured now.
‘When the Congress votes money for an effort of this kind, the Con-
gress must take into account that the very success of this kind of an
effort is going to be accomplished by recognizing that, as it proceeds,
errors are inevitably made because we are operating in an area where
we have to discover new ways of doing things.

For example, I mentioned that there was a problem about statistics.
I would venture to say that there is a problem about usable and useful
statistics in every avea of social action. The way to overcome this is
to keep working at it, to recognize the deficiencies.

- The recognition of the deficiency does not show failure. On the con-
trary, it shows that one is on the road to doing better. I am convinced
that LEAA. is on this road. The Agency is in & pioneering area. I
cannot buy the argument that the improvement of a prosecutor’s
office so that the prosecutor knows what he is doing, so that the impor-
‘tant cases ave taken first, so that the better litigators handle the impor-
tant cases, so that the experienced people sift out those cases that
should be given attention—I cannot buy that that has no effect on
eriminal justice. ,

One can see that effect because of this program.

It is not as widespread as it ought to be. The challenge and the
opportunity is enormous. But I want to insist that as we discover
our own absence of knowledge and mistakes in this very difficult area,
we are on the road to progress.

Senator Kun~epy. Well, Mr. Attorney General—it may very well
be that those particular programs you mentioned ought to be ex-
panded, doubled, or tripled. It may very well be that that can be the
most effective way. But you are not suggesting that to us today.

You are saying go ghead and do business as usual in terms of the
basic form of a program that has expended $4 billion, despite the
fact that various independent reports show that there is widespread
unaccountability in the LEAA program.

Ths is in addition to the fact that the States, when they have any
option to carry on or continue these programs independent from
LEAA have virtually thrown them over the side. According to the
GAO only 6 percent of the long-term programs available to the
States have been continued by the States after LEAA funding ceased.

I wonder why we ought to be so quick to put the stamp of approval
on this program when you yourself state that although some pro-
grams are working well other programs are not. ‘

Why should we do that? . o

‘Why come up here and say reauthorization for 5 years? This is in
the face not just of our criticism but what I think has been fair eval-
uation by the GAQ. If you want more timé, I want you to have more
time ; why not say, give us more money to do evaluation over the next
9 years and then we can come back to you and tell you where it is
best to put the American tax dollar? .

The ArrorNeY GENERAL. Evaluation has to be built into every stage
of the effort. '

60-103—76——8
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Segnator Kexnepy, Are you satisfied with the existing evaluation
now ?

The Arrorney GENERAL. I am satisfied that a much better evalu-
ation effort is being made than previously. I am satisfied that as the
program continues, more evaluation will be built in. The most signi-
ficant thing about evaluation in my judgment is not the later stage
when a project is evaluated, but the experience which creates the
project originally and makes it the kind of a project that can be
evaluated. That takes work over a considerable period of time. Unfor-
tunately, the reality is that the process takes a number of years. I
also want to say that the philosophy of the Act in leaving many of
these matters to State councils is the proper way to proceed. The
States have to learn, too. The fact that they have come up with pro-
grams which they have later rejected seems to be rather desirable.

‘We have an enormously difficult problem in this country with many
factors entering into it. I have said that this is the most promising,
successful way to go after trying to cure the problem.

Senator Kennepy. What is your reaction to the GAQ reports.
‘What is your reaction to the independent commission reports?

The Arrorney GexreraL. I am familiar with GAO reports.

Senator Kex~Nepy. I am not talking generally about GAO. I am
talking about—~—

The ArrorNeY GENERAL. I am not convinced by GAO reports that
this program should be in any way abandoned.

Senator Xenwroy. They don’t suggest that, Mr. Attorney (teneral.
They don’ say that any program should be abandoned. They just
report what is happening, an evaluation of various different programs
and where the money has virtually been accounted for.

Why couldn’ we just take a 2-year reauthorization period and
develop the kind of evaluations that you talk about as necessary? We
can’t get away from the fact that maybe a case will be made after a
2-year concentrated effort that you are at last geting the kind of over-
view and evaluation that you have just expressed concern about?

Why don’t we extend this program for 2 years so that we will be
able to see what ought to be done by LEAA over a period of time?

Your testimony is in the face of these various reports—accurate
reports about the LEAA. This was certainly an accusation prior to
Mr. Velde and T am not directing this to him.

Why not reauthorize for 2 years and come back then rather than
putting a stamp on this program for 5 years?

‘Why doesn’t that make sense? :

The Arrorney GENERAL. It is a matter of judoment. I believe many
of the criticisms have been rectified by LEAA. The program has gone
through many chanoes. Its administrative structure has gone through
many changes over the few years of its existence. '

I think it now has an effective structure. That is a matter of judg-
ment. I do think that the Attorney General, as I have said before—
and I have a special interest in that—should have his authority some-
what mildly clarified.

Senator XenNvepy, What is your recommendation in that area?

The ArrornEy GrnrraL. I want it spelled out that the Attorney
General has general policy jurisdiction over LEAA.
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Senator Ken~epy. What is your assessment now about the internal
dissension within LEAA? How widespread is it? You have seen
report about it. ) ) )

The ArrorNey GENERAL. My judgment is that the kind of dissen-
sion to which you are referring has its origins much in the past and
is really not important in terms of the issues that we are discussing.
That is my judgment.

Senator Ken~NepY. You mean it was all in the past?

The ArrorNey GENErRAL. It has roots in the past. I do not think
it is the kind of thing which rises to the level of whether the act
should be reauthorized for 5 years or 2 years or anything of that
nature.

Senator Kenwepy. One of the newspapers here, one of the major
daily newspapers, has used the term “paralyzed” to characterize the
agency because of these internal mixups. Is that an overstatement?

The Arrorney GExeraL. I think it is an overstatement.

Senator Kenwnepy. Could you talk for a few minutes, just briefly
about the general crime problem, about the growth of crime? We
have seen statistics: 13 percent this year; 17 percent increase last
year; and this does not really take into account all the unreported
crimes. What is the present crime situation?

The Arrorxey GExeraL. What was that, Senator ?

Senator Xuxwuny, How significant is the growth of erime? How
sionificant are these statistics which show significant growth at the
present time? Do you expect that crime will continue to grow at
that present rate?

The ArrorNey Generan, My personal judgment is that any time
- society has considerable unemployment or, on the contrary, has the
Trind of affluence which means that a great many people don’t feel
‘they have to do very much, and when there are many people involved
who are in the age group where the crime incidence is likely to be
"highest, there will probably be an increase in crime.

I think that is what the statistics will show. I do think there are
'some mysteries about crime. Crime is also a kind of contagion. Tt
spreads.

One of the things that I think is helpful in lowering the crime
‘rate is the certainty of quick trial—detection, quick trial, and punish-
‘ment. That we do not have. Our society does not have that at all.

It is in that area LEAA funds can be particularly helpful. I wel-
-come LEAA’s greater emphasis on the prosecutorial system and the
-court system. It will enable us to hurry that process.

Senator Kenwepy., Well, what percentage of LEAA funds is di-
rected to the area that you think now to be the most effective in combat-
‘Ing crime, the quick trial and the sentencing?

The Arrorvey GExEraL. I think Mr. Velde can better answer that.

Senator Kenwepy. The Attorney General mentioned the area he
‘thinks is most important. Can you tell us what percentage of the
LEAA budget goes into the courts?

Mr. Verne. We will submit a table for the record which gives by
‘broad categories those figures. For courts in general it is running
about 16 percent. That includes prosecution and defense.

Senator Kux~epy. Here we have the Attorney General saying that
rthe area which he thinks offers the best opportunity te do something
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about crime is the courts, if we perform quick trial and sentencing.
I frankly agree with him. We find out now that the program that
we arve asked to reauthorize for another 5 years provides only 15 to
16 percent of the Federal resources in that area.

‘What sense does that make? .

Mr. Veros, Senator, LEAA funding represents a significantly
higher percentage than the relative amount State and local govern-
ments allocate for court purposes.

' Senator Kennepy. I am not asking you about the States.

Mr. Vewne. LEAA funds also represent only about 5.5 percent of:
what State and local governments spend for criminal justice. LEAA.
money is seed money. It supports innovative projects. It does not.
subsidize ongoing operational budgets. That is not the purpose for-
which. this program was established. The Attorney General has men-
tioned our emphasis on the career criminal program. We also have a
heavy investment in the organized crime area, with an emphasis being-
placed on prosecution. There are a number of national projects that
we support that try to encourage court involvment in the LIEA A pro-~
gram and improve court efficiency and effectiveness.

One of the great difficulties has been that in many cases the courts.

are not interested in receiving LEAA funds. In one State, the chief
justice does not want any Federal money of any kind.
- Senator Xexw~epy. The fact is if you think that this is the most.
effective way—I am not saying it is the entire answer but it is obvi-
ously the way the Attorney General believes—I wonder why we can’t
fashion either a court grant program or private court programs in
these States, States that are willing to experimnet with these kinds
of court programs?

Aren’t we better off establishing pilot programs where you can:
come back in 2 years and say to Members of Congress, we have experi-
mented in these areas and these are the results?

When you have the Attorney General saying that it is in the area:
of quick trials and in the sentencing area that one is offered the
greatest hope in fighting crime and you then say we are spending
only 15 percent of the taxpayers’ money in these areas. I can’t help-
but believe that you can sweeten that program to develop project
programs to try and deal with that which the Attorney General him-
self is advancing.

This is the kind of review I am hoping we will be able to consider
in our review of LEAA programs.

Mr. Verpe. These initiatives can and have been taken. These are
the very proposals embodied in the administration’s bill. The high
crime area proposal is one example. It represents an initiative based
on the experience of successful pilot projects we have completed.
The impact cities program was a 3-year effort in which $160 million
in discretionary funds went to eight cities. We are now building on:
that experience and trying to improve the program. '

Senator McCrerrAx Mr. Velde, you are scheduled to testify later.
I am trying to accommodate Mr. Levi. The Chair would like to an-
nounce that we have other witnesses here. We have a Governor who
wishes to testify and also a distinguished representative from my
State is scheduled to testify.
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If it is agreeable with the committee I propose that we continue on
before we recess. Is that satisfactory?

Senator Hruska. Let’s make the effort.

Senator M¢Crerran. Very well; proceed then, Senator Thurmond.

Senator TaursonD. I just want to make this comment about crime.
Tn my judgment, one of the best deterrents to crime is capital punish-
ment, 1 think we have to return capital punishment because that is
the only thing some of these hardened criminals understand. )

If they know that they will not get capital punishment they will
take a chance. Another thing I think would help greatly in reducing
crime is to make a mandatory prison sentence for a person committing
a crime with a gun. Mr. Attorney General, you may have recom-
mended that.

Did you?

_ 'The ArTorNEY GENERAL. Yes, I have.

Senator Taurmonp. I think that is a very important feature. A
person would know then that if he goes out and takes a gun and com-
nits a crime, he has got to go to prison. What criminals fear is their
life or their freedom which are the most precious things that anyone
has.

If their life is in jeopardy when they commit a crime, it is going to
deter. If they know their freedom is in jeopardy if they commit a
«crime with a gun, it is going to deter.

Now I realize that we have some judges that are too soft. We have
some parole officers that are too sott. But those are matters for the
State. As the able chairman said, law enforcement is primarily a
responsibility of the States. I hope the Governors and I hope the
State officials, the prosecuting attorneys, and the judges in the States
will not turn to the Federal Government for the solution of crime.

It is right in their backyard. If the criminals in a State lmow that
they have a Governor who stands behind law enforcement, that they
have judges who are going to give stiff sentences, and that they have
prosecuting attorneys who are not only fair but fearless, it is going
to do a great deal to reduce crime.

There are a lot of things that can be done but I want to throw
those things out from my experience as a lawyer and as a judge and
as a Governor. I am confident the crime rate can be reduced and I
think we are sidestepping a lot of issues.

I think some Supreme Court decisions have gone too far. I am glad
they are swinging back some now. But this crime situation has now
got to be solved. As Senator Morgan said in his statement people are
more interested now in their safety and domestic tranquility than
thev are in what happens abroad or in some other areas.

If people can’t walk the streets safely, can’t go out of their homes
and feel safe, can’t go to their businesses and feel safe, then this is a
dangerous place to live. I think we have a responsibility as a Congress
to take steps we are able to to reduce crime.

I think the Supreme Court and the other courts have a deep respon-
sibility. I wanted to thank vou for your interest in this matter. I
think LEAA has been helpful.

I want to compliment Mr. Velde because I think he has done a
fine job. Thank you.
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Senator McCrernaN. Thank you, Senator Thurmond.

Mr. Attorney General, again we appreciate your coming.

- Mz, Velde, you are scheduled as the next witness. I would appre-~
ciate it if you would be willing to insert your prepared statement im
the record at this time and then let us hear other witnesses, I would
ask you to remain subject to call for interrogation after we have read:
your statement.

- Would that be satisfactory to you?

Mr. Verpe. Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased to do as you request..
I do have a statement and an attachment to that statement which com-
ments specifically on the pending bills. With your permission, sir, E
would like to offer that for the record at this time. :

LEAA has also prepared a rather comprehensive set of responses to:
a list of questions submitted to us in advance by Senator Hruska.

We would like to make that available for the subcommittee’s use:
at this time.

Senator McCrerran. Let your prepared statement and the other-
materials to which you have referred be made a part of the record
and inserted in the record at this point in our hearings.

[The documents referred to follow:]

STATEMENT OF RICHARD V. VELDE, ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENTORCEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of the Committee for-
the opportunity to testify on the bills to amend the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act: 8. 2212, 8, 2245, S, 460, 8. 1297, 8. 1598, 8. 1601 and 8. 1875.
My testimony will address, in detail, the Administration bill, §. 2212.

The President, in his erime message of June 19, 1975, stated that the indi-
vidual, political, and social costs of crime cannot be ignored, that they demand
our attention and a coordinated aetion. The President called on all levels of
government—Federal, State and local—to commit themselves to the goal of’
reducing crime by seeking improvements in the criminal justice system. He
urged that the program of the Law Bnforcement Assistance Administration be
extended through 1981 in order to provide the necessary financial and technical
assistance to help State and local governments to achieve this goal.

The bhasic assumption underlying the establishment of the I.IWAA program
in 1968 was that law enforcement authority is primarily reserved to State and’
local governments and that crime control is essentially their responsibility. In
1975, this is still the basic philosophy behind the LIBAA program. LEAA fulfills
its mandate through a program that fully recognizes the State and local
responsibility for crime control.

The LIBAA program creates a unique Federal, State, and local partnership.
Under the LEAA program, State governmenfs serve as planners, administrators,
cogrdinators, and standard setters. Loeal governments plan for programs at the
local level, assist the State in developing Statewide goals. priorities and stand-
%ﬁds,santd carry out programs at the local level with LEAA funds granted by

e State.

The Federal government exercises general oversight responsibility to see
that the funds are spent in aceordance with the LIBAA Act, the State plan, and
the requirements of other Federal laws,

Each State, in cooperation with the units of local government in the State,
establishes ifs own programs for criminal justice and law enforecement improve-
ment through a planning process which inecludes a total and integrated analysis
of the problems faced by the law enforcement and criminal justice system in
that State. The State programs must demonstrate determined efforts to improve
the guality of law enforcement and criminal justice in ways that we hope will
prevent and reduee crime and delinqueney.

Once LEAA has determined that a particular State’s plan eonforms with statu-
tory and regulatory mandates, the designation of which projects will receiver
funding is a State responsibility.
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LEAA also provides technical assistance to the States, assists in statistical.
analysw and systems development, cdonducts research into new methods; tech--
‘niques and equipment: for crime control and system 1mp1ovement and provides.
discretionary -grant funds for innovative and promising programs such as:
LBAA’s Career Criminal and Court Planning Programs.

- The Law Enforcement BEducation Progmm (LBEDP) is an effort of which.
we are particularly proud. Academic assistance has been provided to a great
many persons involved in the study of law enforcement and the criminal justice-
system either full:time or while working. The program hag grown from 485
educational institutions to over 1,000 and from about 20,000 students to nearly
100,000 participating annually. The number of universities and colleges that
offe1 criminal justice degrees had quadrupled since 1969.

An example of the unique Federal, State, and local relationship in the LBAA.
program is the work of the Natmnal Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice-
Standards and Goals and the efforts of the States to develop their own stand-
ards and goals. The Commission wds funded by LIAA and issued six reports:
containing hundreds of recommendations for improvement of law enforcement
and the eriminal justice system. These Treports were the product of intensive-
study and deliberation by outstanding members of State and local law enforce-
ment and criminal justice agencies, and the private sector. LEAA did not
dietate or control the work products of the Commission.

LEAA recently established a National Committee on Standards and Goals.-
to oversee the work of five new task forces created to assist the establishment
of more detailed standards in the areas of organized crime, civil disorders and~
terrorism, juvenile justice, private security and researcli and development.

The importance of standards for criminal justice was pomted out by the Na-
tional Advisory Commission when it stated:

“The first principle guiding the Commission’s work is that operating Wlthout
standards and goals does not guarantee failure, but does invite it.

“Specific standards and. goals enable professionals and the public to know
where the system is heading, what it is trying to achieve, and what in fact it ig-
achieving. Standards can be used to focus essential instituwtional and public
pressure on the reform of the entire eriminal justice system.”

HBvaluation is another example of the Federal, State and local relationship -
of the LEAA program. LEAA in the past two years has placed increased empha-
sis ‘on helping State and local participants implement project evaluations.
Encouraged by provisions of the Crime Control Act of 1973, a systematic evalu-
ation program is now under way. As part of that effort to identify promising
LIBAA supported projects. the Agency prepared in 1975 a Compendinm of~
Selected Criminal Justice Projects. A copy of thig reference document has previ-
ously been supplied to the Committee, The Compendinm describes more than
650 projects and summarizes their reported impact on crime or the criminal
justice system. A majority of the projects have provided hasic criminal justice -
services at the State or local level and emphasize evaluation. One third of the
projects are considered especially innovative.

The National Criminal Justice Reference Service is a clearinghouse of in-
formation on LEBAA programs and other items of interest to the law enforce-
ment and criminal justice community. Material from the Reference Service's -
librarp of over one million items is available to any interested individual or
organization. A mailing list with over 380,000 listings is maintained to keep-
users informed of significant programs and new publications of interest.

LEAA ig in the process now of implementing a further agency-wide system
that will routinely assess and disseminate information on particularly promis-
ing approaches to crime control and system improvement.

Although the major share of LIWAA's appropriation is distributed in the form -
of block grants to the States, a certain amount is retained by the Agency for
the discretionary grants mentioned earlier. This money is used to assist pro-
grams of national scope, such as the standards and goal program, and to pro-
vide special impetus for innovative and experimental projects. A numher of °
advanced techniques have been developed in this manner and have been adopted”
by many States and localities as part of our technology transfer effort.

‘While block grant action funds are degigned to meet State defined priorities -
and needs, discretionary grant funds are viewed as the means by which LEBAA.
can exerf national leadership in achieving our goal which is. in partnership with:~
State and local governments, to reduce crime and improve criminal justice.
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‘The thrust of the LEAA discretionary grant program can best be explained
by a statement from the LEAA discretionary grant guide. The guide states
that diseretionary grants ave used to: “. . . advance national priorities, draw
attention to programs not emphasized in State plans, and to provide special
impetus for reform and experimentation within the total law enforcement im-
provement structure created by the Act.”

LEAA, therefore, wants the discretionary grant program to be as effective
as possihle, A provision in 8. 2212 would authorize appointment of an Advisory
Board to review grant programs utilizing discretionary funds. The Advisory
Board would include recognized experts and practitioners who would bring a
broader base of knowledge into the program area than is now available within
the Federal establishment. This outside perspective should increase the ability
of LWAA to support the development of programs that will effectively help
reduce crime and delinquency.

HIGH CRIME AREAS

In 1970, LEAA’s enabling legislation was amended to provide for the alloca-
tion of adequate assistance to deal with law enforcement problems in areas
characterized by both high crime incidence and high law enforcement activity.
This set the basic pattern for directing funds into areas of high crime. LEAA,
through its discretionary funding established the Impact Cities program.

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program is an intensive planning and action
effort designed to reduce the incidence of stranger-to-stranger crime and burg-
lary in eight American cities by five percent in two years and twenty percent in
five years. Since the announcement of the program on January 13, 1972, more
than $152 million has been awarded to the eight target cities. Components of
the program have included: the establishment of crime analysis teams in each
¢ity; analysis of target crimes, victims, and offenders; formulation of compre-
heasive objectives for targe crime reduction; development of programs and
projects responding to identified needs; and, monitoring and evaluation of indi-
vidual projects and overall programs. In their final phage activities, the target
citieg are responding to the program’s goal of “institutionalizing” those capabil-
ities and activities introduced by Impact, thus providing for a lasting contribu-
tion from an intensive, short-term federal demonstration program.

LIAA’s experience in this area indicates that there is a mneed to be even
more directly responsive to the concerns of high erime areas. As the President
stated in his crime message:

“In many areas of the country, especially in the most crowded parts of the
inner cities, fear has caused people to rearrange their daily lives. They plan
shopping and recreation during hours when they think the possibilities of violent
attacks are lower. They avoid commercial areas and public transit. Frightened
shopowners arm themselves and view customers with suspicion.”

An amendment is, therefore, being proposed in S. 2212 which would provide
additional authorization to LIBAA to provide funding of up to $262.5 million
through 1981 for special programs aimed at reducing crime in heavily populated
urban areas. These funds would be in addition to funds committed by the States
from LEAA block grants.

COURT IMPROVEMENT

One of the most important features of the proposed legislation is that it
plages special emphasis on improving the operation of State and local court
systems.

S. 2212 would place special emphagis on improving State and local court
systems by both LBAA, through discretionary funding, and the State planning
agencies, through block grant funding.

Although LEAA funds have consistently financed court improvements, the
new legislation would bring a needed focus to this area.

A recently completed LIBAA funded project reviewed the court-related aspects
of the LEAA program in four representative States: Arizona, California, Geor-
gia, and Wisconsin. One of the points emphasized in the report of the study
team is that State courts generally do not have the capability to plan for future
needs., Yor this reason, State court systems have not been able to adequately
participate in the comprehensive planning process which is the key feature of
the LIAA program. To begin to remedy this situation and to assure that State
court systems will be able to develop the necessary planning capability, one
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-million doilarg in fiscal year 1975 discretionary funds have been earmarked to
‘support State court planning. S.2212 would also allow States to use block grunt
{funds to support State court planning, as well as action programs. It is expected
that this focus on -strentghening courts will promote increased State .court
involvemeiit in the LEAA program.

Another key amendment which should have a beneficial effect upon courts
js the one authorizing LBAA’S National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Crimingl Justice to conduct research related to civil justice, in addition to
eriminal justice. In keeping with this new thrust, it is proposed that the Na-
tiondl Institute’s name be changed from the National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice to the National Institute of Law and Justice. The
Institute would also be authorized to conduct research relative to Federal law
enforcement and criminal justice.

INDIAN TRIBE LIABILITY

Another. amendment I would like to discuss briefly, Mr. Chairman, is the
one which would allow LEAA to waive State liability where a State lacks
jurisdiction to enforce grant agreements with Indian tribes.

On June 3, 1975, the Comptroller General advised us that LEAA did not have
the authority to waive State liability for misspent Indian subgrant funds.
Therefore, this amendment seeks to statutorily allow for such a waiver by
LBEAA. We believe that there is a need to actively continue assistance to Indian
tribes free from inter-governmental jurisdiction concerns among the tribes and
the States. :

: NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

In 1973, an amendment was adopted making nonprofit organizations eligible
for direct discretionary funding under Part C of the Act. An amendment pro-
posed in 8. 2212 would extend such eligibility to Part I discretionary correc-
‘tions grants awarded by LEAA and make Part B authority parallel Part C
authority.

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S AUTHORITY

Several administrative provisions have been added to the Act to elarify the
Attorney General’s authority over LIBAA. The agency has always operated with
the understanding that, while day-to-day operations are the sole responsibility
-of the Administrator, general policy direction is necessarily the responsibility
of the Attorney General since LEAA is an agency within the Department of
Justice. With the proposed amendment, this policy would be clearly set forth
in.the LBAA. Act. The amendment is consistent with the remarks made on the
floor of the Senate by the Chairman of this subcommittee in 1970 during debate
on the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1970. In addition,
authority to appoint the Director of the National Institute would vest in the
Attorney General.

FIVE YEAR EXTENSION

The Administration in 8. 2212 is requesting a five-year extension of the LEAA
program. The types of programs——short-term demonstration programs or long-
range systemic reform programs—ultimately funded by the States will, to a
large extent, be determined by the length of reauthorization of the LEAA
program. If the States cannot count on the LBAA program authority for five
years, they will tend to adopt shorter-term goals and they will fund programs
or projects whose impact will be realized over a short-term.

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Two provisions are proposed to deal with juvenile delinquency prevention.
One would authorize the use of LEAA funds for the purposes of the Juvenile
Jnustice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 so that a unified juvenile justice
thrust ean be assured. The second provision eliminates the maintenance of effort
provisions of Section 520(b) of the Crime Control Act and Section 261(b) of
the Juvenile Justice Act. The rationale for this provision is based upon various
congiderations.

First, the maintenance of effort provisions are incompatible with the new
language to authorize the use of Orime Control Act funds for the general pur-
poses of the Juvenile Justice and Delinqueney Prevention Act.
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Second, the msintenance of effort provision is contrary to the block grant
.approach to funding. Our-conviction is that the individual States and the ele-
ments within -the planning structure of the States are in a Dbetter position to
~determine funding priorities for block grant funds. Mo dictate the amount of
Tunds to be expended for one particular aspect of law enforcement and criminal
justice limits the States' flexibility in planning for effective crime. prevention.

Third, the uncertainty-of appropriations for future fiscal years due to national
-economic conditions or other factors couid result in a decreased block grant
allocation. This factor, coupled with the fact of continuation funding for large
numbers of individual subgrant projects, could result in States having to neglect
funding of high priority and innovative programs in order to meet a “quota”
-of expenditures for juvenile delinquency programs.

Finally, LEAA does not believe that the use of 1972 as a base yea1 is 1eﬂect1ve
of the overall efforts of individnal States; neither does it establish an acceptable
spending level for any particular State. Unfortunately, the establishment of
-expenditure “quotas” based neither on needs nor funding priorities could be
construed as a maximum level of expenditure without regard to the need for
even greater levels of expenditure for juvenile delinquency programs. This
'would do damage to-the establishment of a comprehensive juvenile Justme and
delinquency prevention program.

OTHER PENDING BILLS

I would like to discuss a number of additional bills pending before the Sub-
-committee. The Department of Justice has previously submitted comments;
therefore, I will only briefly review the position of the Department on these
" bills.
8. 460

S. 460, the “Criminal Justice Professions Development Act of 1975" would
-add a new Part J to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as
amended. LBAA would be authorized to make additional grants to States and
localities for programs relating to the training, recruitment, employment, and
-compensation of professional and paraprofessional personnel in the criminal
justice system. Particular emphasis would be placed on personnel entering the
field of correctional administration and rehabilitative services. A new National
Advisory Council on Criminal Justice Professions Development would e estab-
lished, and the Attorney General would be required to periodically appraise
-existing and future national personnel needs in criminal justice. $35 million
~would be authorized for the purposes of the legislation over three years.

The Department of Justice believes S. 460 to be unnecessary and duplicative of

-current LEAA efforts.

The purpose of Part D of the Safe Streets Act is to provide for and encourage

training, education, research, and development in ecriminal justice. LBAA's
research and information center, the National Institute of Law Hnforcement
-and Oriminal Justice, already conducts many of the types of programs contem-
‘plated by S. 460. In fact, the Institute is already required to conduct a survey
of the Nation’s law enforcement and criminal justic emanpower needs. Addi-
tionally, the Law Inforcement Bducation Program of LIBAA p10v1des $40 million
-annually to promote education and training for personnel in or soon entering
“into law enforcement and criminal justice system employment.

Part It of LBAA’s enabling legislation authorizes additional grants for the
“purposes of encouraging State and Jocal governments to develop and imple-
ment programs and projeets for the upgrading of correctional facilities and the
“improvement of all kinds of correctional programs and practices. Many States

-also use some of their Part C funds to advance similar objectives.

8. 1207 AND 8. 1698

S. 1297 is a bill which would amend LEAA’s legislation to provide that the
various State planning agencies would have to be established by the State legis-
"latures and be subject to the jurisdiction of a constitutional officer selected hy
the lemqlu ture. 8. 1598 would permit the legislatures to place the State planning
- agencies under the control of the State Attorney General or other constitutional
- officers of the State.
These bills would change the present law whereby a State planning agency
“i3 to be created or designated by the chief executive of the State and be subject
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%0 -his Jumsfhctmn Proponents of these measures would argue that placement
of a-State’s LEBAA program under supervision of the Governor gives the Chief
Txecutive too much authority and serves to bypass the State Ilegislature and
other’ State law' enforcement officials, However, it must be pointed out that
#vhen this provision -was first adopted in 1968, just such issues were specifically
wconsidered and rejected by the Congress.

© he Department of Justice strongly feels that any attempt to place the
State planning agencies under the jurisdiction of legislatures rather than chief
executives would be inappropriate. 8. 1297 and. 8. 1598 would be destructive
of the centralized and coordinated statewide planning which is one of the Key
welements of the LIWAA program. Close supervision of the program would: not
bhe possible and there could be a danger of politicization of the entire LIIAA
effort.

Adminigtration of a program to improve law enforcement and criminal justice
is properly an executive function, According to the constitutional scheme under
+which State governments operate, powers of the branches of government are
qistinet. Overall responsibility for execution of the laws and supervision of law
-enforcement services resides with the chief executive. It is important that the
Lovernor retain this authority and the appropriate separation of powers be
maintained.

Under the triparte system of government existing in each State, the legisla-
ture already has substantial authority over the State participation in the LEAA
mrogram and the LEAA Act assures meaningful State legislative involvement
in the LEAA program. No State, for example, can participate in the LEAA pro-
gram unless the State legislature appropriates funds to match the funds received
from LIAA. In addition, the legislature can hold oversight hearings on the
LEAA Act and can conduct investigations of the LBAA program in the State.

For a further discussion of our views on this bill, Mr. Chairman, I would
-suggest review of a report on S. 1297 and S. 1598 submitted to the -Chairman
of the full Senate Judiciary Committee June 26, 1975, and included as Appendix
A to my testimony,
R 8. 1601

The detailed views of the Department on S. 1601 are set forth in a similar
Tetter dated August 18, 1975, and included as Appendix B to this testlmony for
the full information of the Subcommlttee

Basically, S. 1601, the “Criminal Justice Reform Aect” would authorize LIBAA
‘to make grants and provide technical assistance to a maximum of four States
and 500 additional localities for demonstration projects designed to test the
effectiveness of comprehensive criminal justice reforms. Specific reforms which
-conld be supported are enumerated in the bill,

The legislation would significantly depart from the block grant approach
‘to funding under which LEAA currently operates, and would have the Federal
Government in effect setting program priovities for the States. In addition, the
legislation would be destructive of the comprehensive Statewide planning process
fostered by the LEAA program.

A number of projects which embody one or more of the reforms enumerated
by 8. 1601 have already received substantial amounts of LIEAA block or dis-
cretionary funds, However, the fiseal requirements of the proposed legislation,
if implemented to its logical conclusion, would far exceed the resources allocated
{0 date through the LIEAA program. For these reasons, the Department recom-
mends against favorable consideration of that bill.

8. 1875

S. 1875 would amend Section 303(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
‘Streets Act fo add a requirement that comprehensive State plans include provi-
-sions for the prevention of crimes against the elderly.

The Department of Justice is presently addressing the problem of the elderly
and crime from a number of perspectives. LIEAA has continued to study and
test measures to prevent crimes which seriously affect the elderly. A research
program has been initiated which has as a primary goal the design and effective
use of the physical environment in order to reduce crime and improve the
fquﬂlity of life. Research is also being carried out to deal with the impact of
crime on different victims, with special attention to the needs and problems of
the elderly. Additional attention is being gwen to the possible role of the elderly,
particularly retired persons, in promoting crime prevention in the community.
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One of the apecific programs being emphasized through discretionary funding
($200,000 grant has been made available) is a police program for service to
protect the elderly, This program will involve the preparation of an instructional
manual -on and about elderly citizens.and will provide guideline assistance to
police departments on how to be of service to the elderly as well as establish a
training team for police activities.

Because of this activity and because States are using LEAA block grant
funds for similar projects, the Department of Justice does not believe that
additional legislation is required at this time in this area. Again for the
information of the Subecommitiee, a letter more fully discussing our views on
8. 1875 is included as Attachment C to my testimony.

B, 2246

The final legislative before the Subcommittee which would directly affect fhe
LBEAA program is 8. 2245. That bill would amend the definition of a State elig-
ible for LEAA grants, as contained in Section 601(e) of the Safe Streets Act,
to include the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. That jurisdiction is pres-
ently not participating in the EXEAA block grant program.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 which is also
administered by LEAA, specifically makes provision for participation of the
Trust Territories. However, to qualify for formula grant funds, a comprehensive
plan for prevention of juvenile delinquency and improvement of juvenile justice
must be submitted to LEAA for approval. Because the Trust Territories have
not previously qualified for LIAA assistance and have not developed an ade-
quate planning capability, their participation in the Juvenile Justice program
ig inhibited. For this reason, and in recognition of the status of the Trust
Territories of the Pacific Islands, LEAA would have no objection to an amend-
ment of thig nature.

CONCLUSION

It is essential that the Federal Government continue to help State and local
governments to deal with the mounting crime problem they face. The LEAA
program is the principal focus of Federal efforts to assist State and local govern-
ments in improving and strengthening their ecriminal justice systems to deal
with the crime problem. S. 2212 would improve the effectiveness of the LEAA
program and continue its efforts for five more years and I hope that this Sub-
committee will give it primary consideration in its deliberations. I am sub-
mitting to the Subcommittee for inclusion as part of the record, a brief overview
of many of the programs funded by LHEAA, as well as a detailed response to
Senator Hruska’s inquiries of September 16, 1975.

I now would be pleased to answer any questions from you, Mr. Chairman,
gnd from the members of the Subcommittee.

Brier OVERVIEW OF LHAA PROGRAMS

Congress created the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in 1968
and since then has twice extended its authority. In these past seven years,
LHEAA has provided State and local governments more than §4 billion in Federal
anti-crtime funds to support more than 80,000 criminal justice programs and
projects.

LIAA has initiated programs in planning, crime prevention, police, proseen-
tion, adjudication and offender rehabilitation. Progress has been made in such
areas as the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency, organized crime
and narcoties trafficking,

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA’s
research center, has provided law enforcement and criminal justice officials
with new technology and approaches to fight crime, while the National Criminal
Justice Information and Statistics Service has given the nation detailed reports
on criminal victimization that will aid the nation in developing a broad-based
anti-crime program.

PLANNING AND COORDINATION

One of the more significant accomplishments of the LIAA program has been
the establishment of a networlk of State, regional and local planning units to
plan for and coordinate law enforcement and criminal justice efforts.
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At the State level, the platining agency plans for the utilization of LEAA
funds through a comprehensive and integrated criminal justice planning process
that includes the analysi§ of the State’s needs and the development of goals,
standards and priorities for addressing these needs.

At the regional and local level, planning units assist the States in- defining
their law enforcement and criminal justice needs and developing the goals,
standards and priorities. The regional planning unit also plans for and addresses
the use of LBWAA funds. In those units of local government where criminal
justice coordinating councils have been established, these councils have under-
{aken efforts to coordinate the functions of the various elements of the criminal
justice system. Coordination eiforts go far beyond planning for the use of
LEAA funds. In a survey published last year, it was reported that almost 500
regional planning units and criminal justice coordinating councils had been
established by the fifty States.

Virtually every State planning agency has assisted State legislatures through
initiating, drafting and implementing State legislation. Legislative efforts initi-
ated by State planning agencies have resulted in legislation to reform State
penal codes, to establish standards for the operation of police agencies in the
State and to unify correction and court systems.

Numerous States have undertaken efforts to develop master plans for correc-
tions, courts and information systems which are designed to deal with all activ-
jties of the State over an extended period of time. The master plan for courts
developed by the State of Alabama with support from LEAA has been cited in
many national publications as a model for court reform. Similar efforts by the
State of Hawaii to develop a corrections master plan and the State of Florida
to develop an information systems plan have also been cited as model efforts.

DRUG ABUSE

Drug abuse continues fo be a national problem and a national tragedy. The
annmber of drug-related deaths in 1973 was estimated at 1,200, while the number
.of heroin addicts is placed at more than 250,000. LEAA’s role in drug abuse
control emphasizes discretionary funding of criminal justice related programs
and treatment efforts within correctional institutions. Criminal justice State
planning agencies fund treatment and prevention programs with block action
grants.

In 1974, LIBAA allocated more than $51 million in block anrd discretionary
funds for drug abuse enforcementand prevention. Of particular note is the
Predtment Alternatives to Street Crime program, which integrates the eriminal
justice system with the health care system to treat drug addietion, particularly
“heroin addiction. '

Robert L. Shevin, Florida Attorney General, recently described the TASC
program in Dade County as “one of the most innovative and effective programs
-operating in Florida.”

ORGANIZED CRIME

One of the most coriosive influences in our society today is organized erime.
"The Sdfe Streets Act mandated LWAA to assist State and local governments
improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice efforty against
organized crime. LBAA has met this mandate by encouraging State planning
agencies to give special emphasis to organized crime control programs and has
-established a National Organized Crime and Corruption _program in LEAA'S
-Clentral Office to fight organized crime. A Novémber 1974 survey of LBAA-
“funded organized crime grants showed thidt 96 grants totdlling over $44 million
have heen awarded. These grants included among other§ projects-to combat
-gambling, prostitution, loan sharking and white collar criies.

It's estimated that these projects resulted in a capital loss to organized crime
of $1.5 billion. Involved was the recovery of $45 miillion in stolen property; the
confiscation of $4.5 million in contraband; and the diversion of $250 million in
.organized crime capital from ihvestments in legitimate businesses axd the clos-
ing down of organized erime projects, As examples, the Organized COrime Unit
in Cincinnati, Ohio, recovered $3 millior in stolen paintings; the North Carolina
‘State Bureau of Investigation diverted $250 million in organized crime capital
from legitimate businesses by preventing a sale of bonds by a legal dealer to
@an organized crime member. The Miami Police Department confiscated over
£59,000 in one gambling investigation and closed down a bookie operation which
<was netting more than $55,000 per week, Miami also initiated an investigation
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that stopped a narcotics operation netting $325,000 per month; West Virginim
saved over $100: million in a corruption investigation 1nv01vmg the purchasing:
of goods and.services; New York confiscated over 82,000 cartons of untaxed
cigarettes valued at $240,000; and Rhode Island stopped a Federal loan to an
organized crime figure, saving the government $2 million.

The -fivst National Conference on Organized Orime attended by over 400~
local, State and Federal law enforcement officials opened on October 1, 1975.
Funded by LBAA, the conference consists of workshops and panel discussions.
It is expected that the work of the conference will substantially update the-
1967 Presidential Commission Task Force Report on Organized Crime.

CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

Another important area in criminal justice funded by LEAA is corrections..
Emphasis has been placed on improving the administrative machinery of the
correctional system. LIDAA’s correctional activities have involved such issues.
as the development of model institutional faecilities and programs; exploration
of special problems presented by such offenders as juveniles, women, the men-
tally disturbed and hard core offenders; the development of community-oriented:
facilities; the development of new vocational, educational and employment
opportunities for offenders; and expansion of training programs for correctional
personnel.

LEAA funds the National Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning, which:
has provided assistance to more than 1,300 agencies, of which 800 were correc-
tional agencies. LEWAA has established a series of programs for correctional per-
sonnel that provide specialized training in management and in interpersonal
communication. In all, the agency hag and will continue to fund a wide variety-
of research and demonstration projects in the correctional area.

LEAA has encouraged the move by States to unify the corrections systems:
under one State authority. A number of States have for the first time organized
a unified corrections system. And several States have drawn up statewide master-
plang for corrections,

COURTS

In the area of courts, LEAA is providing financial and technical support to-
help State and local court systems improve their planning and administrative:
capahilities.

One of the main thrusts of this effort is to help courts fully utilize LEAA.
pl'mmng funds. A series of regional seminars for those involved in court plan~
ning is scheduled. Within the next year at least four States will be assisted in
organizing and implementing statewide judicial planning programs.

In addLhon, LEAA will provide technical assistance to all other States and
assist in the development of court planning instructional materials. Currently,
LEAA funding has aided in the creation of offices of State court administrators.

In the sphere of management, training and administration, LEAA technical’
assistance teams have dealt with all aspects of court reorganization from the-
initial planning and drafting of legislation through implementation. Two States
which received such assistance were South Dakota and Kentucky. LEAA also-
has provided education and training for more than 7,000 State court judges and’
court administrators throughout the nation. An equally important project has
devised and tested tochmques for more efficient. juror utiilzation. If the recom-
mendations contained in thig project were implemented nationwide they could
result in a potential savings of $50 million annually. At least one 1ur1sd1ct10n~
that is presently 1mp1ement1ng the project recommendations anticipates a §1
million yearly savings. :

LEAA also is working to develop performance measures for courts and prose-
eutors that will identify bottlenecks and the resources needed to meet caseloads-
more effectively, LBAA also is supporting experiments using videotape, employ~
ing paraprofessional personnel, and identifying those cases which should not be-

part of the court docket, but should be diverted from the system.

. LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM

One of the programs ‘LEAA is particularly proud of is the Law Bnforcement
Education Program (LEE?). Since LEEP’s beginning 250,000 students have
received grants or loans totalling over $170 million. The number of colleges
and unlvelsmes participating in LEEP has grown from 485 to 1,073, while the»
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number of students now numbers 90,000, up 70,000 from the initial 20,000, About.
80 percent of in-service students have been police department employees. LEAA.
also formed a netww consortium of seven universities that is working to strengthen.
graduate research and doctoral programs in criminal justice. The consortium.
is a nationwide effort to attract highly-gkilled professionals info the eriminal
justice system, and develop 4 pool of educators who are criminal justice experts.

ORIMINAL JUSTIOE PROGRAMS FOR INDIANS

. Another important but sometimes overlooked part of the LEAA program is the-
funding support it provides to some 500,000 Indians and Alaskan natives in 166
{ribes located in 19 States. The LEAA Indian National Scope Program supports:
individual Indian tribal projects with $4.6 million for Indian reservation crimi-
nal justice programs identified by Indian tribal leaders.

CITIZEN ACTION PROGRAMS

LEAA also has awarded $30 million t6 support 94 discretionary grants empha-
sizing nationwide initiatives to aid victims of crime, witnesses to crime and
support citizen action programs. LEAA recently released a national survey on
the handling of rape cases and the treatment of vietims, and a compendium of”
685 crime control and criminal justice improvement projects was published.
This compendium cited particularly promising projects for replication. These-
programs fall under the agency’s citizens’ initiative program which is working
to assist erime vietims; citizen and police witnesses; improve citizen participa--
tion on juries; increase citizen awareness and confidence in the criminal justice-
system; and aid citizens in initiating citizen action programs to prevent erime
and improve criminal justice.

Earlier this year, LBAA organized a national competition, “Justice for Vie-
tims, Witnesses and Jurors.” This competition generated an exciting publice
response, producing 200 concept papers with 19 ideas selected for grant applica-
tions. Seventeen of the 19 projects were awarded grants totalling $2 million. In.
addition, LHAA received and processed 225 non-competitive concept papers,
responded to over 10,000 citizen inquiries and awarded 23 major grants in this-
area that totaled about $8 million.

These grants ranged from a public education program sponsored by the
American Yederation of Women’s Clubs to a $996.000 project to the National:
District Attorneys Association for vietim/witness projects in eight cities.

LIAA is following up this effort by meeting with such groups as the AFL-
CIO, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, and the Junior League to-
enhst their support in this vital area of law enforcement.

- Phe fiscal year 1976 allocation for this program is $7.7 million and of this:
amount 21 grants totalling $5. 5 million are presently bemg processed.

CAREBER CRIMINAL PROGRAM

Highlighted by President Ford as a critical area of concern, the President
called for development of the ecareer criininal project last September. LIEAA
has awarded nearly $3.7 million fo help prosecutors in 11 metropolitan areas:
develop programs to deal with career criminals—persons who habitnally cora-
mit such serious crimes as mirder, rape, aggxavated assault, armed robbery.
and burglary. The purpose of the program is to identify such offenders and
give priority to the expert mvestlgatmn, gkilled prosecution, and prompt triaf
of such cases. This past week police chiefs, sheriffs, chief judges and assistant
U.S. attorneys from 11 jurisdictions met in Washington to exchange mfo1mat1on
gained and discuss new approaches for data collection.

President Ford attended the meeting and was briefed on the progress of th@
program,

IMPACT CITINS

One. of LDAA’S major efforts to’ reduce street crime and more spemﬁcauy
stranger-to-stranger crimes (homicides, rapes, robberies, and aggravated - as—
saults) is the High Ympact Anti-Crime Program.

As of December 81, 1974, virtually all final phase project awards were m'lde
to the eight cities pfu'tlmpatmv in this program—Atlanta, Georgia; Baltimore,
Maryland ; Cleveland, Ohio; Dallas, Texas; Denver, Colorado;. Newark, Newr
Jersey ; Portland, Oregon; and St. Louis, Missouri, These cities, since announce-
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ment of this program in 1972, have received more than $152 million in LEAA
funds to establish crime analysis teams, conduct national and city level program
and project evaluations, and support anti-crime demonstration projects.

The High Impact program has aided in the development of a sophisticated

- planning and evaluation capability in the Impact Cities. Prior to implementation

of the program, most of the cities lacked the data and analytical capabilities to
deseribe in detail the crime situation in their city, to describe the natnre and
effectiveness of the criminal justice system’s response and to measure the over-
all effectiveness of crime control programs.

With many Impact projects now beginning their second operational cycle,
inereasing numbers of evaluation reports are now available to judge just how
successful were some of the programs funded under this effort. These evaluations
represent some of the most vigorous and sophisticated criminal justice evalu-
ations available, and the following examples represent a cross-section of projects
that succeeded in meeting their goals:

In Denver,; a Special Crime Attack Team (SCAT) posted a 25 percent reduc-
tion in burglaries in its target area when compared with the previous four
months prior to heavy SCAT concentration. Aggravated robbery showed an
8 percent reduction over the baseline period.

An Operations Identification program in a section of St. Louis showed a 31
percent decrease in burglaries during a two-year period. In the city, as a whole,
however, burglary was up 9.1 percent for the comparable period. Incidentally,
LEAA just published a survey in which four cities which implemented Opera-
tion Ident programs reported significant reductions in burglary rates among the
participants.

A probation program in Cleveland reported that over a 10-month evaluation
period only two of 88 persons participating in the project were re-arrested.
Eighty-one percent were employed during the project.

And in Denver a program called Community Outreach Probation Bxperiment
provided intensive case supervision and treatment for juvenile probationers
through the use of paraprofessionals and probation officers. During the evalu-
ation period, COPE probationers experienced 3.3 percent fewer serious crime
complaints and 16 percent fewer overall complaints. Probationary ecaseloads
also were reduced.

POLICE PROGRAMS

The police are the most visible part of law enforcement, the nation's first
line of defense against crime. LEAA’s efforts in this vital area include support
for short-term management and operational assistance to State, county and
municipal police agencies; reduce citizen and community vulnerability to crim-
jinal attack through crime prevention techniques; increase law enforcement
services to the elderly ; improve police patrol productivity through directed man-
agement of the patrol force; assist rural enforcement agencies to hetter direct,
eoordinate and cope with violent crime; and improve law enforcement capabil-
ities to deal more effectively with threats and acts of terrorism.

One of the areas in which LEAA is particularly aetive is in training police
officers in crime prevention technigues. This comprehensive training program
and information clearinghouse, the National Crime Prevention Institute, is at
the University of Louisville, Louisville, Kentucky. It has received $1.8 million
in LEAA funds since September 1971. Basic and advanced crime prevention
techniques have been taught to 1.500 police officers firom 840 police agencies in
the United States. Since fiscal 1972, more than 600 police officers trained at the
institute have been placed into more than 250 crime prevention units. In addi-
tion, 19 States now require that crime prevention training at the institute be a
prerequisite to State-funded crime prevention units.

Another crime prevention program that LBAA is funding is the National
Neighborhood Watch Program by the National Sheritfs Association., This is a
public education program in which gheriff departments throughout the United
States distribute literature detailing how a home and a community can be pro-
tected against burglary and theft, This program initially centered on suburban
and rural commaunities in an effort to increase citizen concern toward his own
safety and security.

More than 50 million crime prevention informafion packets have been distribu-
ted to over 2,400 liw enforcement agencies in the nation., LEAA has provided
$775,000 to fund this program since June 1972.
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. STANDARDS AND GOALS

One of the landmark achtevements of the THAA was the pubhcatwn in 1973
of the report of the National Advisory Commission on*Criminal Justice Stand-
ards and Goals. This six-volume report has been distributed to State and loeal
criminal justice and law enforcement agencies throughout the country and has
become the foundation for cnmmal justice 1mprovement programs m neaily

every State.

- The commission developed more ‘than 400 ‘detailed proposals for 1mp10v1ng
courts, corrections and. police agencies,. The .sfep-by-step proposals, which in-
clude timetables for ‘action, are voluntaly All States have begun the standard-
setting process and-negrly $16 million in d1scret10nary funds has’ been awarded
to 43 States. By December of this year, it is estxmated that 20 States will have
. completed their standard-getting efforts,

In April, LEAA launched a4 new $2 million program to create standurds and
goals for public and private law enforcement. This grant sponsors the work of
a national advisory committee and five task forces that will study the private
security industry, criminal justice research and development, and programs to
combat Juvemle delmquency, orgamzed crime, civil disorders and tenonsm

.BESDARGH EFFORTS

A key area in the overall ILBAA program is the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA’s research avm. The Institute’s task
is ito fashion innovative programs, evaluate such programs and promote the
nationwide use of those programs which are found successful, Its ﬁscal 197:)
budget was $32.2 million. - ’

Some of the current major research activities are crime prevention through
environmental design ; reduction of sentencing disparity ; improvement of police
patrol techniques; and assessmg corrections programs for women.

Tinvironmental desugn is an innovative $2 million crime: reduction program
that utilizes the proper deswp and ‘effective use of physical space to enhance
citizen control over the environment to reduce the incidence and fear of erime.
The principles of environmental design are now being apphed on a neighborhood-
wide basis in. Hartford, Connecticut. The Institute also is de51gn1ng and fund-
ing pr03ects to demons t1ate thig concept in a commercial area in Portland, Ore-
gon, in a schopl system in Broward County, Florida, and in-a residential ne1gh-
borhood: in aneapohs, anesqta Development of a 51m11ar model for pubhc
transportation is in the planning stages,

.To .cope with sentencing dlspanty, the Institute is eyaluatmg sentencing
councﬂ methods and appellate review of sentencmg methods to judge how well
1tzheyj control dlspanty, and also 1s Workmg to develop new sentencmg guidelines

or udges

Patrol ig the heart of pohce Work but questions have been raised about the
eﬁicacy of patrol in. general and preventive patrol in general, To provide police
managers with, factual ‘data on. patrol strategies and téchniques; the Institute
i examining thé eancepts of' spht force patrol, women. on patrol, newhborhood
team policing, specialized patrol opergtions, and preventive patrol.

The Institute .also has funded a national study to assess current correctwnal
programs for women, The results of this survey are due early in 1976. :

Institiaté-sponsored technology research-also cuts across traditional criminal
justice lines, providing the most adyanced technological developments to police,
courts, and corrections agencies, as well as support for community crime preven-
tion. Last year, the Institute initiateéd research to develop fast, reliable and
inexpensive techniques for andlyzing gunshot residue in crlmmahstlc labora-
tories. A watch-size personal radio to be worn by citizens who need to summon
help during crime-related or other emergencies is being developed.

Institute-sponsored research also led to the development of 4 new hghtwelght
body armor for police. The armor is lighter than nylon and stronger than steel
and can protect the wearer against bullets fired from most handguns, A jacket
made of this material weighs about two or three pounds more than an ordinary
sport coat, compared to 12 to i8 pounds for conventional body armor. Some 8,000
policemen in 15 cities will begin receiving this new body armor this month in
a two-year test program conducted by LBAA. It is anticipated that this new
lightweight body armor will reduce the number of the nation’s law enforcement
officers killed by guns

69-103-—76——9
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A massive study of virtually all police handgun ammunition in the nation
was prepared by the Institute. The study gives law enforcement agencies factual
information to help them select handgun ammunition. The study not only con-
sidered the characteristics of the ammunition, but also the safety factors as
they related to bystanders in the line of fire.

Thousands of cartridges were examined to ascertain stopping power, velomty,
ricochet, shape, construction, and penetration. Also covered was pomt of aim,
dlstance, hazard to by-standers, accuracy, and other effects of a bullet upon
impact.

In summarizing the findings of Insti (,ute sponsored research, it can be said
that research has shown the way to improve the efficiency of crlmmal justice
agencies; the potential for achieving a level of fairness in criminal justice
heretofore thought unattainable; and the development of procedures to help
individual eitizens lessen their chances of being vietimized.

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Just a yedr ago, President ¥ord signed into law the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act, which assigned to LEAA the responsibility for im-
plementing overall policy and developing objectives and priorities for all Federal
juvenile delihquency programs. In June 1975, the office received its first appro-
priation—$25 million.

Since its creation, the agency has explored. juvenile delinquency problems
with the 21- membe1 National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention. It also set aside some $8.5 million for public and private
agencies that formulate innovative progras to keep juvenile status offenders
out of detention and correctional facilities. There have heen 361 applications
for these funds.

Some $17.83 million has been awarded to support juvenile delmquency treat-
ment and prevention programs at State and local levels. Forty-one States, four
territories and the District of Columbia received grants totalling $10.6 million.
Special emphasxs programs will receive $6 million and research and evaluation
will receive $724,324.

Prior to the enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, however, LEAA was deeply involved in aiding the nation’s criminal justice
system in Juvemle delinquency control and prevention, This role was made ex-
plicit in the 1971 amendments to the Crime Control Act, and the 1973 amend-
ments required States to deal specifically with Juvemle delinquency in their
compreheuswe plans for the first time.

The agency’s total juvenile delinquency funding prior to the 1974 amend-
ments totaled $112 mililon and included diversion, prevention, rehabilitation,
upgrading resources, drug abuse preventlon, and other programs. These funds,
in the main, were block action grants to the States.

Since ity creation, LEAA has funded a wide range of juvenile delinquency
prevention and diversion programs. Prevention efforts have included alternative
educational programs at the secondary school level training programs for
parents of delinquent children, work study and summer employment programs,
drug education, police/juvenile relations units, and police/juvenile recreation
programs. Diversion programs have included Youth Service Bureaus, juvenile
court intake and diversion units, drug abuse treatment programs, and pre-trial
diversion wunits.

Since 1971, when Congress enacted a separate Part B corrections program for
LIBAA and gave the agency a specific mandate to fund non-institutional correc-
tions programs for juveniles, LEAA has supported an assortment of innovative
community-based programs for that age group.

LIMAA also has been active in setting standards for the administration of
juvenile justice. The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stand-
ards and Goals included many standards for juvenile justice. Currently, one
of the five task forces of the National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice,
which LHAA is funding, deals exclusively with juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention,

Because of these ongoing efforts, the new act has been absorbed easily into
the structure of the LIWAA program.

CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLIANCE

LEAA also has made significant strides in civil rights compliance. The
ageney’s Office of Civil Rights Compliance has the responsibility of establishing
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comprehenswe procedures-and Programs: for effective. enforcement of the civil

o vights responisibilities. of rec1p1ents of LEAA. financial assistance in accordance
- with Federal:law. -

In 1973, LEAA: pubhshed guldelines requnmg yalidation of minimun height
reqmlements and amended its. Equal Employment Opportunity Program to. zre-

~quire implementation and maintenance of unal Employment Opp01tumty pro-.

"rams by certam LDAA recxplents
‘ ‘ R ATISTIOAL EFFORTS

LEAA’s Natlonal Gmmmal Justlce Information and Statistics Service has
the responsibility for developing timely national data and programs to encour-
age the uniform collection of statistics needed to rationally plan for crime reduc-
tion and to provide informatior needed f01 the effective opemtlon of agencies
involved. in the anti-crime effort. k

One of: these data collection pro;ects is the Natlonal Cnme Panel a nation-

"~ wide survey of citizens and businesses to measgure criminal V1ct1m17at1on and

attitudes concerning crime. Collection of data: began.in 1973 and first results
were published. in 1974. Thus far, 26 -of the nation’s largest cities have been

. surveyed; a -survey measuring crimie on a national basis has also been conducted.

This latter study showed that the same categorie§ of individuals, households,
and commercial establishments repeatedly are vietims of serious crime. The
studylalso found that serious crime was aboul three times higher than reported
to police,

*The survey is part ‘of a $12 million project that will provide periodic reports
on crime in the United States, Patterns that develop in the reports can be in-
valuable tools in helping the nation deviser ways to prevent and reduce crime.
The data will assist criminal justice planners to identify potential crime vie-
tlmts, and dev1se specific methods to help those md1v1duals avoid becommv crime
Yictims: :

A second maJor program in this area is a series of statxstlcal surveys and
rensuses in the field of corections, colléetively referred to as National Prisoner
'Statistics. This program will provide statistical profiles on the inmates and the
institutions in which they are confined.

LBAA also is developing and implementing programs designed to address
local, State, and “interstate .criminal justice information and communication

‘ needs In concert with these programs, LEAA has 'published, pursuant to the

1973 Congressional mandate, regulations governing the security and confidential-
ity of criminal justice history rt.cords collected, stored or disseminated through
LBAA funding. In addition, on September-24, 1975 LEAA 'published proposed
regulations concerning the confidentiality of mchvidually identifiable research
and statistical information collected under LEAA grants. To our knowledge,
this is the first set of regulations to he issued by any Federal agency protecting
informsation 1dent1ﬁab1e to a private - person obtamed in a I‘ederally funded
research project.:
EVALUATION"

I‘undmg criminal Justme programs is, of course, an important functmn of the
agency. But LEAA alse is working to determine how effective these programs
are..

Last year, LEAA launched a mult1m1lhon-dollar program to evaluate the
effectiveness of Wederally-financed ¢rime reduction projects. ‘The National Instl-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is planning and supervising the
two-year program, The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning
Administrators, which represents State planning agencies that receive and
distribute the major portion of LEAA funds, worked closely with LEAA in
developing ‘the evaluation: program.

Under the program, information will be gathered aund disseminated on the
effectiveness and cost of various approaches to crime control and criminal justice
improvements.

After all available information is in hand, a set of typical projects will be
studied, and the cost and feasibility of 1mplementmg a full-scale assessment
determmed ‘Where sifficient reliable information about the topie area is avail-
able, the Institute will analyze the data and preparé recommendations and
guidelines for the effective operation of specific projects. .

PROCUREMENT CODE

Ag early as 1969, LEAA funded the West Virginia Purchasing Practice and
Procedures Commission which resulted in the revision of the State’s entire
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procurement process. West Virginia State officials.have credited this program
with reducing corruption and the:saving of millions of dollars to the State.

In 1974 LEAA awarded $328,000 to the American Bar Association to develop
a model procurement code that promises to save taxpayers across the nation
millions of dollars a year and redice white:collar erime ‘and public corruption
at-all levels of government. - S ol

The model code will serve as a guide toward the establishment of uniform
procurement procedures. It will address the award process; contract terms;
competitive bidding and sourcé selection; standards and specifications; inspec-
tion and acceptance; adyance payments; bonding; resolution of disputes; ethics
in procurement ; responsibility ; and delegation of authority. :

NATIONAﬁ CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE

One last project that is worthy of mentioning is the National :Criminal Justice
Reference Service. This is a clearinghouse of information on LBAA programs
and other items of interest to the law enforcement and criminal justice commu-
nity. Material from the Reference Services's library of over one million items
iy available to any interested individual or organization. A mailing list with
over 30,000 listings is maintained to keep users informed of significant programs
and new publications of interest. :

CONCLUSION

Since its inception, LEAA has been authorized to provide $4.1 billion in anti-
crime funds to State and local governments. Of that total, $2.6 billior has been
used to support programs and projects in the areas of police, courts, and cor-
rections. Police received $1.2 billion, or 46 percent; courts got $409 million, or
15 percent; and corrections received $1. billion, or 89 percent.

These, Mr. Chairman, are just some examples of the many programs and
projects funded by LEAA in its role ds catalyst in assisting:in the development
of innovative approachesto crime control. ‘ :

Senator Hruska. I thank you for making arrangements for the
other witnesses. = . : S : A ;

Mr. Veroe. I would like to malke one comment with respect to the
General Accounting Office audits. R

Senator McCrerrax. 'We can hear the statement.but your main tes-
timony and interrogation will come later. Go ahead, Mr. Velde.

Mr. Veroe, Thank you, sir. S R R

‘We have a permanent full-time staff of 9 Reneral Accolinting' Ofice
auditors currently assigned to LEAA. These auditors have examined
our program in some detail. In fact, 25 separate audit reports regard-
i(r}xg many aspects of the LIEAA program have been issued by the
GAO. x '

We have had a very constructive, open relationship with the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. My employees are directed to cooperate fully,
withhold no information, and work with GAO in any way they can.

Two reports have been cited. We try to recognize any weaknesses
in the management of our programs as soon as possible and take cor-
rective measures. I would submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, a
comprehensive consolidation of GAO findings and the responses which
LEAA has made to those reports through the years.

Senator McCrerrax. Do you have such a compilation ?

Mr. Verpe, Yes; it is available and I would be pleased to submit
it at this time.

Senator MoCrerran. It will be received and made a part of the
files of the subcommittee. B :

Mr. Veroe. It is 