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REVIEW OF LEAA NARCOTICS FUNDING

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 1977

U.S. HousEt oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SeLecT CoMmMriTTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL,
Washington, D.C.

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C., Hon. Peter
W. Rodino, dJr. (acting chairman) presiding.

Present: Representatives Lester L. Wolff (chairman), Peter W.
Rodino, Jr., James R. Mann, Billy Lee Evans, Louis Frey, Jr., Robin
L. Beard, and Tennyson Guyer.

Staff present: Joseph L. Nellis, chief counsel; William G. Law-
rence, chief of staff; David Pickens, project officer; Doreen Thomp-
son, staff counsel; Howard Wallach, staff counsel; and Charles
Anderson, staff counsel.

Mr. Ropivo. The committee will come to order.

Today’s hearing has been called by the Select Committee for the
purpose of reviewing the nature and scope of LEAA’s funding
assistance to State and local governments in the area of narcotics
abuse control.

Because of my belief that LEAA should become more actively
involved in the Federal effort to combat the problem of drug abuse,
I sponsored various drug-related amendments during the Judiciary
Committee’s consideration of the LEAA reauthorization bill last
year.

The purpose of these amendments was to insure that LEAA
placed sufficient emphasis on the problem of drug abuse and that
State planning agencies in developing their criminal justice plans
would work closely with the drug treatment and social service
agencies in their States. One of the amendments was designed to
require LEAA to conduct drug related research particularly with
regard to the relationship between drug abuse and crime.

I am hopeful that in the course of today’s hearing we will discuss
the naure of LEAA's effort to implement these amendments as well
as the other provisions contained in the Crime Control Act of 1976
that relate to expenditures for narcotics control. In addition, I am
hopeful that these hearings will enable us to discuss various policy
issues such as:

What role dees LEAA play in the current Federal strategy on
drug abuse?

(1)




2

Should LEAA’s role in controlling drug abuse be broadened?

Should LEAA and its research arm, the National Institute on
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, engage in behavioral and
drug treatment research?

Is there sufficient coordination between LEAA and NIDA with
regard to the criminal justice system’s handling of drug dependent
offenders?

What is the current level of LEAA’s narcotics related assistance
for both block and discretionary grants?

Is the spending level adequate and if not, is it because State
planning agencies have deemphasized drug enforcement and treat-
ment programs in the development of their State plans?

These are just some of the issues that the Select Committee
intends to pursue, and I am hopeful that as a result of these
hearings we on this committee, as well as the Judiciary Committee,
which has primary jurisdiction in this area, will be able to deter-
mine to what extent LEAA expenditures have augmented the
overall Federal drug abuse effort.

We are, of course, especially grateful to the Deputy Attorney
General, to the Administrator of LEAA and to Dr. Bufe for their
appearance here today, and I am certain that your testimony will
provide this committee and the Judiciary Committee with a valu-
able record on the issues that I have mentioned.

Before we hear from the Deputy Attorney General, 1 would ask
the chairman of the Select Committee on Narcotics and Drug Abuse
whether he has an opening statement to make?

Mr. Worrr. No, Mr. Chairman, I do not. I would just like to thank
you for your cooperation in this matter.

I do want to say that, as you have indicated, the primary
jurisdiction for this matter rests in the Judiciary Committee's
Subcommittee on Crime, chaired by John Conyers, and that we are
grateful for the cooperation that we have been extended by the
Judiciary Committee in these hearings. Thank you very much.

Mr. Ropmwo. Thank you.

Now, the Deputy Attorney General of the Department of Justice,
Mr. Peter F. Flaherty, who is accompanied by Mr. James M. H.
Gregg, Acting Administrator of LEAA.

You may proceed as you wish, and I understand you have a
prepared statement which you may read, or proceed as you wish.

TESTIMONY OF PETER F. FLAHERTY, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES
M. H. GREGG, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION; AND J. ROBERT GRIMES, DIREC-
TOR, REGIONAL OPERATIONS, LEAA

Mr. Frauerty. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
am pleased to be here this morning to discuss with the Select
Committee the programs supported by the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration.

I am accompanied, as you mentioned, by Mr. James Gregg, the
Acting Administrator of LEAA, and also on Mr. Gregg's left is Mr.
Robert Grimes. He is the Assistant Administrator in charge of the
regional offices.
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In my brief statement, I will provide a general overview of LEAA
activities relating to the prevention, confrol, and treatment of
narcotics abuse.

Mr. Gregg will be submitting a more detailed statement later, will
submit it on the record, and will speak to you about the highlights
of that statement. Mr. Gregg will also comment on some of the
previous difficulties experienced by LEAA obtaining adequate infor-
mation regarding projects funded at the State and local level
through the block grant system. Finally, the statement will address
steps being taken as a result of the enactment of the Crime Control
Act of 1976 to improve LEAA’s ability to obtain reliable informa-
tion concerning programs it has funded for prevention, control and
treatment of narcotics abuse.

Drug abuse and narcotic addiction continue to be national prob-
lems and national tragedies. Drug-related deaths in the United
States are estimated to exceed 1,000 annually. The number of
heroin addicts in the country has been estimated to be approxi-
mately one-half million. These figures represent a sad waste of
human lives and potential. In addition to the toll it takes on
individual drug abusers and their families, drug abuse poses a
serious threat to society by virtue of crimes committed by drug-
dependent offenders. Recent studies suggest that there is a nexus
between drug abuse and the commission of street crimes. To finance
their habits, certain drug users may turn to drug trafficking or to
burglary, robbery, prostitution, or shoplifting.

There is no simple, easy solution to the problem of drug abuse.
Drug abuse is both a medical and a criminal justice problem.
Accordingly, both treatment and law enforcement programs are
necessary to combat the problem. The Federal Government recog-
nizes that treatment and law enforcement programs are necessary
components of a comprehensive strategy to combat drug abuse.
Federal strategies include specific programs designed to inhibit the
supply of dangerous drugs, to curtail the trafficking of such drugs,
to treat drug users and to educate citizens concerning drug abuse.

LEAA is one of a number of Federal agencies that share responsi-
bility for the prevention, control, and treatment of drug abuse. The
nature of the LEAA program has, in part, defined the agency’s role
in drug abuse programs. Recognizing that crime is essentially a
local problem that must be dealt with by State and local govern-
ments if it is o be controlled effectively, the bulk of LEAA funds is
awarded to the States in block grants according to relative popula-
tion. Out of the total LEAA budget I might say that 85 percent of
the E;tal budget goes to the States directly in the form of block
grants.

Funds are allocated to each participating jurisdiction upon ap-
proval by LEAA of a comprehensive statewide plan in which needs
and priorities in all areas of law enforcement, criminal justice, and
juvenile delinquency prevention and control are identified. These
funds are subsequently distributed to the various units of State and
local government and nonprofit agencies througii State planning
agencies which administer the program.

The States have used block grant funds to support drug programs
in virtually every major category: enforcement, education, preven-
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tion, community treatment, institutional treatment, training, re-
search, and planning and coordination. However, State efforts have
been concentrated in the areas of enforcement and community
treatment programs.

A relatively small portion of LEAA’s appropriation is retained by
the agency. Fifteen percent of the total budget is retained by the
central LEAA agency for discretionary grants. These discretionary
funds are used for grants to support innovative and experimental
projects and programs of national scope. The Naticnal Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice within LEAA sponsors
research, evaluation, demonstration programs, and information
dissemination.

Because LEAA’s limited resources cannot possibly satisfy the
needs of the many jurisdictions with drug abuse and enforcement
difficulties, these discretionary funds have been focused on a
limited number of efforts which have demonstrated particular suc-
cess or promise. LEAA is also guided in its activities by the recent
“Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic Prevention”
issued by the Strategy Council on Drug Abuse. LEAA resources
have been devoted primarily to the following programs: Treatment
alternatives to street crime program (TASC), support of Drug En-
forcement Administration proizcts, support of metropolitan enforce-
ment groups, the New York narcotics court program, development
of a program to provide drug and alcohol treatment services to
offenders in prison or on a supervised release program, technical
assistance, and research and evaluation.

Mr. Gregg will be submitting a detailed statement to the commit-
tee which discusses these programs in some detail. I would also ask
if he may summarily recite to you highlights of his submitted
statement and then, of course, we will both be here to answer any
questions that the committee may have.

Mr. Ropino. Thank you very much.

[Mr. Flaherty’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PETER F. Framerry, DEpUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear today on behalf of the Department of
Justice before the House Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control to
discuss programs supported by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. I
am accompanied by Mr. James Gregg, Acting Administrator of LEAA and Mr.
Robert Grimes, who is Assistant Administrator in charge of LEAA’s Office of
Regional Operations and a former Regional Administrator of the LEAA Dallas
Regional Office.

In my statement, I will provide a general overview of LEAA activities relating to
the prevention, control and treatment of narcotic abuse. Mr, Gregg will be submit-
ting to the Committee a statement which provides greater detail concerning those
activities. Mr. Gregg will also comment upon previous difficulties experienced by
LEAA in obtaining adequate information regarding projects funded at the State and
local level through LEAA block grants. Finally, Mr. Gregg’s statement will address
steps being taken as a result of enactment of the Crime Control Act of 1976 to
improve LEAA’s ability to obtain relisble information concerning programs it has
funded for prevention, control and treatment of narcotic abuse.

Drug abuse and narcotic addiction continue to be national problems and national
tragedies. Drug-related deaths in the United States are estimated to exceed 1,000
annually. The number of heroin addicts in the country has been estimated to be
more than a quarter of a million persons. These figures represent a sad waste of
human lives and potential. In addition to the toll it takes on individual drug abusers
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and their families, drug abuse poses a serious threat to society by virtue of crimes
committed by drug-dependent offenders. Recent studies suggest that there is a nexus
between drug abuse and the commission of street crimes: To finance their habits,
certain drug users may turn to drug trafficking or to burglary, robbery, prostitution
and shoplifting.

There is no simple, easy solution to the problem of drug abuse. Drug abuse is both
a medical and a criminal justice problem. Accordingly, both treatment and law
enforcement programs are necessary to combat the problem. The Federal Govern-
ment recognizes that treatment and law enforcement programs are necessary compo-
nents of a comprehensive strategy to combat drug abuse. Federal strategies include
specific programs designed to inhibit the supply of dangerous drugs, to curtail the
tti)afﬁcking of such drugs, to treat drug users and to educate citizens concerning drug
abuse,

LEAA is one of a number of Federal agencies that share responsibility for the
prevention, control and treatment of drug abuse. The nature of the LEAA program
has, in part, defined the Agency’s role in drug abuse programs. Recognizing that
crime is essentially a local problem that must be deait with by State and local
governments if it is to be controlled effectively, the bulk of LEAA funds is awarded
to the States in block grants according to relative population. Funds are allocated to
each participating jurisdiction upon approval by LEAA of a comprehensive statewide
plan in which needs and priorities in all areas of law enforcement, criminal justice,
and juvenile delinquency prevention and control are identified. These funds are
subsequently distributed to the various units of State and local government and
nonprofit agencies through State planning agencies which administer the program.

The States have used block grant funds to support diug programs in virtually
every major category: enforcement, education, prevention, community treatment,
institutional treatment, training, research, and planning and coordination. However,
State efforts have been concentrated in the areas of enforcement and community
treatment programs.

A relatively small portion of LEAA’s appropriation is retained by the Agency.
Discretionary funds are used for grants to support innovative and experimental
projects and programs of national scope. The National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice within LEAA sponsors research, evaluation, demonstration
programs and information dissemination.

Because LEAA's limited resources cannot possibly satisfy the needs of the many
Jjurisdictions with drug abuse and enforcement difficulties, these discretionary funds
have been focused on a limited number of efforts which have demonstrated particu-
lar success or promise. LEAA is also guided in its activities by the recent “Federal
Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic Prevention” issued by the Strategy
Council on Drug Abuse. LEAA resources have been devoted primarily to the
following programs: Treatment Alternatives (o Street Crime Program (TASC), sup-
port of Drug Enforcement Administration prejects, support of Metropolitan Enforce-
ment Groups, the New York Narcotics Court Program, development of a program to
provide drug and alcohol treatment services to offenders in prison or on a supervised
release program, technical assistance, and research and evaluation.

Mr. Gregg will be submitting a statement to the Committee which discusses these
programs in some detail,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We would now be pleased to respond to any questions
the Committee might have.

Mr. Ropino. Mr. Gregg, you may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES M. H. GREGG

Mr. GrEGG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief.

As my full statement makes clear, LEAA has funded a broad
range of narcotics and drug programs. These include research and
evaluation, treatment and rehabilitation, education and prevention,
and law enforcement. These activities have been carried out with
both LEAA discretionary and block grant funds.

The programs that we funded have proved quite useful. One
measure of the success of these programs is the willingness of State
and local governments to assume the cost of them over time.

92340 O - 77 --2
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The chairman is quite familiar with the TASC program—treat-
ment alternatives to street crime. This is a program that LEAA has
developed and supported in 44 cities. Thirteen jurisdictions through-
out the country have fotally assumed the cost of funding projects
whose LEAA funding has ended.

Mr. Chairman, while my statement identifies a number of impor-
tant and useful LEAA activities in the narcotics and drug area, it
would be remiss on my part to suggest that LEAA or any other
agency can speak with great confidence about the success of drug
control programs. As this committee is aware, this is a complicated
and difficult area from both the freatment perspective and the law
enforcement perspective. We are dealing with complicated problems
of human behavior and social policy. We are also dealing with many
untested assumpfions about what is and is not effective in control-
ling drug abuse. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I believe that our efforts
in evaluation and research regarding these issues and assumptions
are most important.

Finally, the narcotics and drugs area is one in which coordination
remains an essential issue and problem. This coordination is re-
quired at every level of government. It is required in planning. It is
essential in implementation of programs by operational agencies.
LEAA has tried to build coordination into its program design and
has insisted on evidence of coordination in grant applications.
Effective coordination is a criterion that LEAA uses in monitoring
and evaluating drug programs. Coordination is a difficult, time-
consuming and frustrating business, but it is essential to the devel-
opment of more effective programs.

One last point, Mr. Chairman, concerning information. In
reauthorization legislation for LEAA last fall, Congress provided
the agency the legal authority that we had long needed to collect
required information about programs. We are now in the process of
utilizing that authority to collect the data needed to effectively
assess and evaluate our programs. We are also in the process of
doing a complete analysis of our information and data requirements
and the various mechanisms needed to collect this data. We expect
substantial improvement in this area.

As the Deputy Attorney General indicated, Mr. Robert Grimes,
Assistant Administrator in charge of LEAA’s Office of Regional
Operations, is with me. We will be pleased to respond to any
questions that the committee may have.

Mr. Ropmvo. Thank you very much.

Without objection, the statement of Mr. Gregg will be inserted in
the record in its entirety.

[Mr. Gregg's prepared statement follows:]




PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES M. H. GREGG, ACTING
ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Chairman, this statement is intended to provide for the record an overview of
activities by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration relating to the pre-
vention, control, and treatment of narcotic abuse, comment on previous difficulties
experienced by LEAA in obtaining adequate information regarding projects funded
at the state and local level, and address steps being taken as a result of enactment

of the Crime Control Act of 1976 to correct past deficiencies.
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Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime

Drug abuse and narcotic addiction are among the factors that contribute to

street crime. Urban jails are filled with drug abusers and addicts; a study of

a group of approximately 1,000 people arrested in Dade County, Florida, revealed
that 57.8 percent of these individuals admitted regular drug use, excluding
alcohol. Addicts are arrested and rearrested, Of a group of 3,600 addict
offenders studied in New York City, 98 percent had prior arrest records, and

35 percent had been arrested five or more times.

It appears, therefore, that a relatively small addict population may be responsible
for a disproportionately large percentage of street crime. Treating these in-
dividuals should help them breuk the cycle of addiction, ¢rime, and arrest. @
TALC was developed to identify addicts entering the criminal justice system

and to channel those eligible for release into treatment programs. TASC links the
criminal justice system to the health care delivery service system. It uses the
leverage of the criminal justice system to move the addict into treatment and to
motivate him or her to stay there. The TASC tracking component keeps the

court informed of any client violations of TASC succesé/failure criteria.

The program was designed to meet three basic goals:

() To identify and refer individuals to appropriate treatment
progrems prior to trial or subsequent to conviction.

(2) To decrease the problems caused in detention facilities by
arrested addicts who manifest signs of withdrawal.

(3) To assist drug dependent persons who are accused of crime
to become self-sufficient and law abiding persons.

The following are the basic services presently performed by TASC projects:

I. Overcrowding in local jails has been eased by providing supervised pre-
trial release servive for many offenders who would otherwise be detained.

2. TASC presents prosecutors the option of pre-trial diversion (for first
or second-term offenders), thus saving the time and cost of a jury trial.

3. The primary beneficiaries of TASC services are judges who (a) now
have TASC treatment input and a pre-trial "track record" that can
be included in pre-sentence investigations and (b} may use TASC
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supervised treatment {as a condition of probation) as an alternative to
incarcerations. At least one study has also indicated that the "failure
to appear" in court rate of TASC clients is less than half of addicts with
no pre-trial supervision.

4. Probation and parole officers, many of whom operate with enormous
caseloads, use TASC to place their clients in the most appropriate
treatment facility and closely monitor their treatment progress (which
includes mandatory weekly urinalysis).

The TASC Program has received over $19 million from LEAA. Projects have

been supported in 44 cities in 32 states and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

Over 29,000 offenders have entered TASC projects across the country and

only 12 percent have been rearrested on a new charge while in the program:

These figures are given added significance by the fact that 78 percent of TASC

clients are felons, 68 percent are heroin abusers, 43 percent have been arrested

at least five times, and about half of all ¢lients have never received drug treatment

prior to TASC involvement.

A further indication of the program's successful efforts is that state and/or

local governments have picked up the costs of 13 of the |15 TASC projects that

have completed their two years of LEAA funding. In fiscal year 1977, LEAA
plans to expand the TASC program to Il additional cities that have already
submitted grant applications requesting $2.5 million.

l am pleased to note, Mr. Chairman, that this Committee commented favorably

on the TASC program in its February 1977 Interim Report, where the following

statement was made:
"As so often highlighted by Chairman Rodino, the
Federa! agencies with responsibility for drug abuse
prevention and law enforcement must now give pre-
cedence to the process of diverting qualified addict
offenders from the criminal justice system to community

based treatment, as provided in the Treatment Alternative
to Street Crime (TASC) program.”
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Cooperation with the Drug Enforcement Administration

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Federal agency principally responsible for
drug law enforcement is the Drug Enforcement Admiﬁisfraﬁon within the
Department of Justice. Created in July 1973, DEA combines functions formerly
performed by elements of the Departments of Justice and Treasury. LEAA

has been guite active in working with DEA in order to coordinate drug abuse

law enforcement programs and to support certain programs.

In April 1974, the Administrators of LEAA and DEA signed a memorandum of
agreement that established a mechanism for developing a comprehensive strategy
for the joint efforts. A Joint Planning and Policy Review Group, composed of
three officials from each Agency, meets at the call of either LEAA or DEA. DEA
has provided LEAA with a senior agent for each of its ten regional offices.

These drug enforcement specialists provide extensive technical assistance fo
narcotics units in each region and participate in LEAA reviews of state drug

law enforcement planning.

LEAA has supported the DEA Task Force Program for several years. The
Program has operated in more than 50 cities, with LEAA funding of over $36
million provided.  The Program is designed to combine federal, state, and local

enforcement resources to combat local and regional narcotics networks.

Diversion of drugs from legitimate outlets such as pharmacies and hospitals
to the illicit drug market contributes significantly to the drug abuse problem.
To counteract this, LEAA, in cooperation with DEA, has funded units in 12
states. Each unit is composed of representatives from state enforcement and

professional regulatory agencies and a DEA special agent.
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In fiscal year 1977, LEAA, in cooperation with DEA and other units of ;rhe
Department, will target approximately ! million to assist several jurisdictions
along the U.S. borders to assume investigative and prosecution 'ucﬁvifies quirnsf
low and mid-level traffickers previously handled by federal cgéncies“. Thi.;: a
multi-jurisdictional approach will be utilized on a large scale as part of a four- '
state effort in the Southwest to combat drugs and orgonized crime. Arizona, i
Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah are joining in this effort whlch is buuh* upon

a previously successful project involving four counties. In addmon, Collfornla, )

Nevada, Washington, and Oregon are receiving support for a mulﬂ—state effort

to interdict air and marine trafficking of drugs.

Metropolitan Enforcement Groups

Metropolitan Enforcement Groups (MEGs) are mulfijurisdit;fionql.r‘mrcoﬁcs _ -
units established by police agencies within a metropolitan area. Unlike
individual agencies, a MEG can cross jurisdictional lines. Sut‘:h efforts also
serve to reduce duplication of enforcement efforts relatiivg to narcofics

control.

The Narcotics Court Program

S

LEAA's New York Regional Office has provided support for 12 narcotic courts
in New York City. Because the courts only hear narcotic cases, speedy and
specialized prosecution is permitted. Hopefully, a demonstrable ability of the
law to deal swiftly and aptly with offenses will result in a reduction of the

distribution of narcotics.
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Treatment for Offenders

LEAA is presently finalizing the design of the Treah:nenf and Rehabilitation for
Addicted Persons (TRAP) Program. The TRAP model, which will be tested

in fiscal year 1978, is designed for implementation in minimum or medium security
prisons for drug and alechol abusing offenders who are \_ui‘rhin nine months of

their parole date. These offenders will receive nine menths of institutional
treatment followed by nine months of closely supervised community-based

treatment while on parole.

The model is based on a National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice Prescriptive Package entitled "Drug Programs in Correctionatl
Institutions," now being printed. The Program will be tested in at least two
prison systems in fiscal year 1978, If the results look good, it will be expanded.
The Program is of particular interest in that it will hopefully provide a model
that states can use to facilitate their meeting the speciel requirements of

the Crime Control Act relating to improvements in state correctional facilities

and pregrams.

L
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Technical Assistance

LEAA will, in the future, be giving particular emphasis to technical assistance
in orderto maximize the utilization of existing resources. | have alrady mentioned
the activities of the DEA agents in LEAA's ten régional offices. In fiscal year 1977,

LEAA will support ten regional seminars designed to solidify the needed cooperation

among governmental units.

The Administrators of LEAA and DEA plan to sponsor a series of briefing papers
directed toward key executive and legislative officials at the state and local level
designed to set forth the major facts on drug abuse, strategies for enforcement, avail-
able federal support for training and operational activities. Of particular importance
will be recormmendations for action to be taken to increase the enforcement of drug

trafficking laws.

Research and Evaluation

The 1976 amendments to LEAA's enabling legislation assigned to the National Institute
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice explicit responsibilities in the area of drug
abuse research, as follows:

The Institue shall, in conjunction with the National

Institute on Drug Abuse, made studies and undertake

programs of research to determine the relationship

between drug abuse and crime and to evajuate the success

of the various types of drug treatment programs in

reducing crime and shall report its findings to the President,

the Congress, and the State planning agencies and, upon

request, to unifs of general local government.
Through an interagency agreement with the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA),
the Institute is now participating in a large cohort analysis of treatment effectiveness,

including client criminality, for drug users while in treatment and following treatment.

The Instituty's Office of Evaluation has funded an evaluation of the TASC Program.

92-340 0 - 77 --3
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The Institute has also developed plans to begin research during fiscal year 1977 on
the relationships between drug use and crime. A grantee to carry out these plans

will be selected through a competitive procedure,

Prior research on drug-crime relationships has been reviewed and summarized through
the recently completed work of the NIDA Panel on Drug Use and Criminal Behavior.

The Panel prepared a state-of-the-art summary review entitled Drug Use and Crime

which appeared in September 1976. Using the Panel's work as a basis, the Institute

will develop a more detailed research agenda and strategy.

The Institute is currently supporting several other activities in the area of narcotics

abuse. The Hoover Institution has a research agreement with the Institute for Econo-

metric Studies of the Criminal Justice System. Included in this agreement is a
signficant effort to research and model the effects of drug price and drug treatment
availability on neighborhood crime rates. Conceptual models of the market behavior

of drug users and suppliers will be developed.

The Research Triangle Institute is conducting a study for the Institute entitled "The
Police and lilicit Substance Control* The study will evaluate the cost-effectiveness
of drug enforcement strategies ermployed by four different police departments. Parti-

cular attention is being given to information flow in drug enforcement units.

The National Institute is also the division of LEAA responsible for information dissemi-
nation. The National Criminal Justice Reference Service has a library of a million
documents relating to all areas of law enforcement and criminal justice, including
narcotics abuse. Interested organizations and individuals can register with the
Reference Service to receive periodic information on developments in their areas of
interest. The Reference Service also provides, withcut charge, annotated bibliographies

and information searches regarding many different criminal justice subjects.

9
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The Institute's Technology Transfer Division has the additional responsibility of
publishing and distributing information on model programs. Prescriptive Packages,
such as the one entitled "Drug Programs in Correctional Institutions" which | men-
tioned previously collect and analyze information on the experience of various
operational agencies. It offers both a status report and a guide for implementation
of future successful programs. Another example of a Prescriptive Package in the

Committee's area of interest is ¢ "Multi-Agency Narcotics Unit Manual."

Exemplary Projects are efforts which have been selected as outstanding by a special
Institute Review Panel. All must demonstrate a measurable ability to reduce crime

or improve the criminal justice system. A descriptive brochure and operational manual
is prepared for each of these projects and is distributed to interested practitioners.

The process permits replication of the projects in other jurisdictions.
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I would like to turn now, Mr. Chairman, from a general discussion of the
nature of LEAA support for drug programs to specifics regarding the
extent of such assistance. I would like to sutmit at this time a chart
summarizing LEAA block and discretionary grant awards for narcotics
abuse and control projects fram fiscal year 1972 to 1977. The source

of the data is PROFIIE, LEAA's camputerized grant information system.

It is my understanding that these figures differ from information
previously supplied the Camittee by the Office of Management and Budget
and the former Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. This

type of information is very difficult to compile, and while I cannot

speak to how other agencies arrived at their dollar totals, I would like
to address the system used to collect and store the LERA data —- a
system which has operated under past constraints which have limited its

utility and accuracy.

It should first be pointed out that the figures for the most recent years
do not represent all of the funds available to LEAA. The money is not
awarded immediately upon the beginning of a new fiscal year and allotment
of the Agency's appropriation. Instead, grants are made in a more
deliberate fashion. There is further a built-in lag time in reporting

state subgrants because of the need for planning in advance of fund awards.

Aside fram this reporting delay for recent years, a more serious problem
affects the accuracy of block grant data. ILEAA makes discretionary awards
directly from its Washington or regional offices. Grant documents can be
easily submitted to PROFILE for coding and entry into the camputerized system.
States, however, submit block grant information on a voluntary basis.

LE2A bas been precluded from regquiring that the data be submitted

at all, much less in a standardized format. While many states are O
&
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cooperative, others are not. The ancmalous situation has existed where
IFAA's enabling legislation requires that reports be kept regarding every
grant made but the states need not do any more with the report than just
keep it. LEAA and the General Accounting Oﬁfice are permitted access to the
information for the purposes of audit, but "The New Federalism" has served to

limit the accountability of the Agency for other purposes.

Federal Management Circular 74-7 (formerly OMB Circular A-102) promlgates
standards fior consistency and uniformity in the administration of federal
grants to state and local governments. LEAA has been limited in the infor-
mation it could collect regarding subgrantees by the Circular. It provides
that unless there is specific statutory language to the contrary, detailed
data on particular projects may be reguested regarding grantees below the

state level only for special purposes.

IEAA sought a waiver of these restrictions to develop a system to monitor
subgrant application, award, and accounting practices and procedures. The
waiver request emphasized the need for accountability to Congress. Nonethe-
less, in November 1973, the Agency's reguest to have information routinely
forwarded for inclusion in a centralized data base was denied. Because

same states have not voluntarily complied with LEAA's requests for voluntary
subtmission of information, the data which I submitted are admittedly

incamlete.

OMB's view at the time was that instead of having both the States and LEAA
collecting the information from thousands of subgrantees, the better approach
would be to have necessary information readily available in the State

plamning agencies for LEAA use when needed.
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It is expected that this situation will change very shortly. With
enactment of a new section 519 in the Crime Control Act of 1976, IEAA
now has specific statutory anthority to reguire standardized sub-
mission of information. The new reporting requirements included in
section 519 are being viewed very seriously, and the Agency is acting

as rapidly as possible to assure coampliance.




The revision to section 519 fully defined and guided LEAA on the minimum content
of its annual report. The intent of the amendment was to require reports
sufficiently comprehensive to form a basis for the exercise of congressional
oversight of LEAA programs without requiring an inordinately lengthy document.

LEAA is finalizing a workplan to insure that the report submitted to Congress

and the President by March 31, 1978, will comply fully with section 519, To date,
activities have focused on detciling the exact nature of the reporting requirements
that are placed on each division within LEAA and those placed on the state planning
agencies. All reporting units are now aware of their individual responsibilities and are
aiding in the development of standardized reporting formats that will present the data
in a readable fashion.

Reporting the block grant data derived from the state planning agencies will be the
most difficult element of the annual report. The camendment was enacted into law on
October 15, 1976. To meet planning requirements and qualify for block grant awards,
however, the states were reyuied to submit their fiscal year 1977 comprehensive plans
to LEAA by July 3l, 1976.  All state activities under the LEAA program derive from the
comprehensive plans. Thus, the states had started operations for 1977 according to a
plan that did not necessarily contemplate the changes made after the fiscal year had
started.

To resolve this difficluty, LEAA is devising, in concert with the National Conference of
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, standard reporting formats for the states
to use. Additionally, LEAA has offered the assistance and guidance of its state
representatives to help the state planning agencies reconstruct the data needed for the
report and enable them to make a timely submission to LEAA.
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The format being developed will focus upon collection data on the amounts expended

for each component of the criminal justice system. Following the budget submission

and management system format used by LEAA, the program areas under which the data will
be aggregated are prevention, enforcement, adjudication, corrections, and system support.

An additional subset of data will focus on juvenile justice, permitting analysis of the efforts
undertaken in this field. Information will also be included regarding programs and projects

in each state which are innovative or incorporate advanced techniques, which seek to
replicate other successful efforts, which have achieved their intended purposes, and which
have fuiled to achieve their objectives. :

Discretionary grant activity will be reported according to the same program areas and in

the same format as biock grent activities, The other required summary and evaluative
information will be prepared by the appropriate LEAA offices. The document actually
submitted March 3 will take the form of an annual report that includes information normally
to be expected plus separate national-level aggregations of block and discretionary activities
as required by section 519. More detailed analyses fulfilling the specific subsections of
section 519 will be presented as appendices to the report.

The information submitted by the state for the annua report will be invaluable to PROFILE
and will assure accountability by LEAA, Steps have been taken to provide each state planning
agency with direct access to all material contained in PROFILE. The Agency's regional
offices and certain of its central offices have computer terminals in operation at this time.
Terminals will become operational in the states in the current fiscal year. Together with

the National Criminal Justice Reference Service, LEAA will be able to readily transfer
advanced tzchnology to program participants. It will also permit monitoring and evaluation
responsibilities to be more effectively exercised.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my averview statement.

-~

@
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LEAA ?NARDS FOR DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS*

In Thousands of Dollars)

FYy 1972 - 77
FISCAL YEAR Yoz 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 ‘
Research $ 5,027 $ 5,435 $ 738 $ 1,306 $ 2,182 ¢ 631
Bloc 691 203 165 144 1,159 ~0- i
Disc 4,336 5,232 583 1,162 1,023 631 !
Treatment/Rehab $ 25,736 $ 32,524 $ 14,440 $ 18,721 $ 16,764 $_3,270
Bloc 20,067 T6,008 12,132 9,678 7,589 1,387
Disc 5,669 16,520 2,308 9,043 9,175 1,883
Education/ $ ¢
Prevention 13,368 11,482 $ 3,959 $ 2,612 $ _3,190 $ 69
Bloc 10,235 R 3,556 1,377 7,456 69
Disc 3,123 5,542 3 1,235 734 -0-
Training $ 3,665 $ 3,503 $ 1,271 $ _2,069 $ 3,333 $.1,875 [ ]
Bloc 3,218 1,611 1,038 776 1,405 73 =
Disc 447 1,992 233 1,293 1,928 1,802
MGMT Support/Eval $ 26,684 $ 22,961 $ 12,008 $ 22,100 $ 13,508 $ 5,598
Bloc 5,201 5,054 2,487 3,380 2,820 173
Disc 21,483 17,907 9,521 18,720 10,688 5,425
Law Enforcement $ 23,495 $ 23,024 $ 21,346 $ 21,431 $ 13,857 $ 5,009 . |
Bloc 13,313 14,015 11,074 9,946 6,899 1,538 1
Disc 10,182 9,009 10,272 11,485 6,958 3,47 |
Total Marcotics/ )
Dangerous Drugs** $ 71,336 $ 69,019 $ 44,246 $ 60,455 $ 40,873 $ 12,073
43,508 47,062 30,807 26,689 22,787 3,248
27,828 , 27,957 13,439 33,766 18,086 8,825

*Source: PROFILE - LEAA Computerized Grant Information System (May 25, 1977)

BOLI9TI06 ##The sums of the individual categories exceed the indicated totals because many programs
qualify for inclusion in multiple categories.
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Mr. RopiNo. May I first say that I welcome the testimony pre-
sented by both of you gentlemen. I would like to now address some
general questions to both Mr. Flaherty and Mr. Gregg.

Can you advise us what efforts have been made by LEAA to
implement the provision contained in the Crime Control Act of 1976
that requires the National Institute on Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice in conjunction with NIDA to “make studies and
undertake programs of research to determine the relation between
drug abuse and crime and to evaluate the success of the various
types of drug abuse programs in reducing crime?”’

I notice, Mr. Gregg, on pages 7 and 8 of your prepared statement
you have given us a general overview of what LEAA is doing
presently, in order to try to bring together these various programs
that are already in being.

Can you briefly respond to that question so that we may know
where you are at this time?

Mr. Grege. Yes, sir, I would be pleased to.

We have had a continuing relationship with the National Insti-
tute of Drug Abuse over the years, with respect to research treat-
ment, and other programs as well. We have also worked in the past
with the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. We have
a continuing strong relationship with NIDA in the research area,
partly as a result of the amendments which you mentioned. In
addition, we are planning, in consultation with NIDA, additional
research on our own. NIDA is sponsoring a major research project—
a longitudinal study of drug users and offenders. We are participat-
ing with them in that study and contributing funds to it.

There are other projects mentioned in my statement. We plan a
more extensive research program on our own.

In the course of our planning, we have looked at a great deal of
research done by NIDA, other Federal agencies, and private agen-
cies. We are going to try very hard to avoid some of the problems
and mistakes that have resulted in the past.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, a literature search in this area
was sponsored by NIDA last year. While that was useful, we have
found again and again in this area that research results often turn
out to be inconclusive because the research is begun without a clear
look at data necessary to conduct new research and the methedolog-
ical problems that may be involved. Hence, money has been some-
times spent for research from which we can conclude little. Critics
of such studies say that they cannot be rclied upon because of poor
methodology.

For the research plan we are developing, we are first reviewing
all the research that has been done previously. We are analyzing
the critical gaps in knowledge that we still have, particularly gaps
that have policy relevance. We are going to start off with grants
which require data availability and methodology to be assessed. In
these first phase grants we will require the researchers to prepare
preliminary designs so that we can be assured before a full range
research is undertaken. Thus, when the research is completed, we
will have some reliable results and some more definitive answers.

This planning has gone on in consultation with NIDA and other
Federal agencies involved in this area. We expect to be making
some grants very shortly.
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Mr. Ropino. Let me ask you two more questions and then I will
turn it over to the other membkers.

First of all, have you set up ary guidelines, or what guidelines or
regulations have been promulgated by LEAA to implement the
requirement in the recently enacted law, Public Law 94-503, that
State plans develop “procedures for effective coordination between
State planning agencies and single State agencies in responding to
the needs of drug-dependent offenders.”

I would like to know if at this time you do have any regulations
on that?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, sir, we do. Section 50 of our guideline manual for
State planning agency grants requires compliance with the act.
Coordination between LEAA State planning agencies and single
State agencies will be enforced by LEAA.

I might mention, Mr. Chairman, that this is something in which
we have been generally interested in the past. We want to assure
this kind of coordinated effort. Under NIDA and LEAA
cosponsorship, a conference was held last year for all of our SPA
directors and the single State agency directors of the NIDA pro-
gram to discuss mutual concerns and problems, and to initiate some
joint planning. Subsequent o that meeting there have been three
regional followup meetings at which the SPA directors and the
directors of the single State agencies have gotten together and
consulted in more detail about matters of mutual interest. The
question of coordination is certainly one that has been addressed to
some extent ir: the past and will be increasingly addressed now that
we have this legislation and the implementing guidelines.

There are some good models for this coordination. I understand
that in New Jersey there is a very good model in which representa-
tives of the SPA, the single State agency, correctional institutions
and mental health institutions have gotten together to discuss,
resolve, and deal with problems of mutual interest. We expect to see
that kind of model increasingly used as a result of this new
amendment.

Mr. Rooino. Thank you.

I have one cther question. Then in view of the fact that there is a
record vote some of us will have to leave, but we will refurn
immediately thereafter.

I have before me a chart, and I hope that you have a copy of it.

Mr. Frauerty. I think we have a copy of it. We have it, yes.

Mr. Ropino. The chart sets forth the total narcotics-related
obligations by LEAA from 1969 to 1977, and the first section of that
relates to LEAA total narcotic and dangerous drug obligations in
the form of nonblock and block grants, and this was provided to us
by the Congressional Budget Office, as of April 12, 1577. What I am
curious about is that if we look at the figures we find in 1972 an
expenditure here or an allocation of $74.21 million, and then going
on to 1977 we get $8.82 million. Why this wide discrepancy?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry. I had not seen this table
until I was just provided it. I do have another table that I believe
you have referred to. I think that there are definitely some prob-
lems with the data. We can take it back and try to reconcile it, find
out how CBO got their figures. There are some very obvious
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discrepancies, as you point out. We can analyze their figures,
determine the source of them, and try to see just why there is a
difference.

[The information referred to follows:]




LEAA Total Narcotic and
Dangerous Drug Obligations:
Combined Kon-block and Block
grants. Provided by CBO
4712777

LEAA Subgrant Awards (Block-

grants and Discretionary
Awards for Narcotics and
Dangerous Drugs Provided by
LEAA 5/20/77 and 5/23/77

LEAA Total Demand Reduction

and Supply Reduction
Obligations for Narcotics
Provided by ODAP 5/31/77

LEAA Narcotics Obligations

Reported in Federal Drug
Programs a study prepared by
the American Bar Association's

Special Committee on Crime Pre-
vention and Control's Task
Force on Federal Heroin
Addiction Programs.

LEAA Demand Reduction/Supply

Reduction obligations
Provided by SAODAP

TOTAL NARCOTICS REL.

:}FD OELIGABIONS BY LEAA

(4~
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1877
1.68 22.97 }50.69 74.21 60.61 44.15 45.95 38.14 8.82
71.34 69.12 44,25 60.38 40.92 N2.12
11.3 25.8 56.2 56.1 53.6 59.1 44.9 46.3
.51 13.75 |44.67 53,17 76.66
1.5 17.3 49.2 44.9 57.7 80.58 80.46 75.97

Mo Ibe LAAE..... s . Yoriia Qe ad ol

(4
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Because we do not know how the Congressional Budget Office, the Office of Drug
Abuse Policy, and the American Bar Association arrived at their figures, we cannot
account for the discrepancies noted. As stated at the June 8 hearing, the LEAA
figures do not represent all awards made because of reporting delays and omissions.
While discretionary award totals should be accurate, block subgrant data has been
provided by the states only on a voluntary basis. Thus, the computerized data base
accounts for only 83 percent of the obligation authority for fiscal years 1972 and
1973, 77 percent for 1974, 79 percent for 1975, and 78 percent for 1976. The fiscal
year 1977 data is quite incomplete since states are only beginning to report on their
awards for this year.

The data provided by the organizations other than LEAA appeared to be higher
than that submitted by this Agency. It might be assumed that, in order to account
for all fund obligations, their figures were extrapolated from the incomplete informa-
tion available,

The information submitted by LEAA accounts for only those programs which are
primarily related to narcotics abuse and treatment. Many other projects may have a
narcotics component but would not be reflected in the reported figures. It would be
misleading to try to provide an “educated guess” as to funding levels which could not
be supported by hard data.

Mr. Ropino. What I would like you to bear in mind, Mr. Gregg
and Mr. Flaherty, is that even if this is not totally accurate and
there may be some discrepancy, wouldn’t this suggest that drug-
related crime is falling off and there is decreasing need for the
expenditure of funds to effectively combat drug-related crime?

Mr. Fragerty. Mr. Chairman, there is that suggestion in there,
but I think I would also, while Mr. Gregg is going to make a more
comprehensive study of these figures, point out a few things. The
LEAA budget has been dropping off in recent years. It hit a high of
something over $800 million, and it has gradually been decreasing
over the recent years. What I have noticed in the short time I have
been in the Justice Department is the many other demands made
on LEAA by courts, by the correction system, and so that the LEAA
awards have become much more competitive in the entire criminal
justice area with corrections, courts, making many, many demands
on the budgets, probably of State block grants particularly.

Mr. Ropivo. Referring again to that same table, even accepting
the figures provided by LEAA, LEAA subgrant awards, block grants
and discretionary awards for narcotics and dangerous drugs. I am
amazed to note that in 1972 $71.34 million was spent, and in 1977
$12.12 million.

Mr. GrREGG. Mr. Chairman, the 1977 figure is affected by the fact
that many of the States have not yet awarded all their 1977 funds,
while others have not fully reported on obligations and expendi-
tures. As you may know, States have 3 fiscal years in which to
expend LEAA funds. Thus, a more accurate reflection of the trend
would be to go back to the 1975 figures. The 1977 figures will
increase as we receive reports from the States regarding their block
grant expenditures and as we further obligate funds.

Your point that overall expenditures are going down is correct.
Several factors account for this. Mr. Flaherty has referred to two
very significant factors. A third is a matter of policy involving
LEAA and the Special Action Office. This policy has been continued
through executive policy. NIDA has been asked to take on a greater
responsibility for community treatment, while LEAA’s role has
been more related to law enforcement and correctional activities.
Part of that trend is thus also a result of greater responsibility in
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the treatment area by NIDA. Additionally, in 1978, and to some
extent, in 1977 responsibilities have been shifted from LEAA to the
Drug Enforcement Administration for some of these programs.
LEAA’s role, of course, is generally to develop new programs or
project ideas, more innovative approaches.

Some of these approaches have proved worthwhile. Responsibility
for drug enforcement task forces has been shifted. from LEAA to
DEA. In the 1978 budget the entire task force effort is included in
the DEA budget and has been eliminated from the LEAA budget.
That accounts for some of the declining expenditures for LEAA.

Mr. RopiNo. Might it also be because State planning agencies
have deemphasized drug enforcement programs in the development
of their State plans?

Mr. GreGG. I would hesitate to speak for all the States. It is
possible that this has occurred in some States. In other States,
however, increasing emphasis has been given to drug enforcement
programs.

Mr. Grimes may be able to comment on that in more detail.
There is certainly intensive interest in a number of States to
expand and increase their drug enforcement activities. We have
very recently been working with a number of States to develop
programs that will be funded by LEAA discretionary and block
grant funds as well as State and local revenues. In some cases other
Federal agencies are also involved in a particular project.

Mr. Ronino. We are going to recess for 10 minutes to go and
answer the rolleall.

[Brief recess.]

Mr. Ronivo. The committee will come to order.

Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, let me say it is indeed a great pleasure to have Peter
Flaherty appear before us on this drug problem. I come from a
combined city-suburban area. Having been mayor of a large city of
this country gives you, I am sure, a greater appreciation than some
of the other people that we have had in the same role that you now
occupy.

I would like to know, Mr. Gregg, other than the stipulated
mandate that you have, what do you really consider the role of
LEAA today?

Mr. GreEGG. One very important role of the Agency is providing
leadership and assistance to State and local governments to help
them better control crime and increase the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of criminal justice agencies. We devote a large part of our
effort to analysis, research, and evaluation regarding law enforce-
ment approaches and techniques with the idea of improving them.
We try to demonstrate the value of these techniques and ap-
proaches. We have particularly done this in the drug area.

Mr. Worrr. I question this, Mr. Gregg. You have a total appropri-
ation of what amount? About $800 million?

Mr. GrEGG. It is $754 million for this fiscal year, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WorLrr. According to the figures we have here, from both
yourself and the Congressional Budget Office, you spend somewhere
in the neighborhood of $60 million to $70 million in the narcotics



28

field. It is hardly an indication of interest or dedication to the entire
relationship between drugs and crime. It amounts to less than 10
percent. Yet we find that street crime throughout the United States
is directly related to anywhere from 50 to 70 percent, to drugs.

There seems to be a great discrepancy in the thrust, in putting
your money where your mouth is. I think that this is an area that
must be addressed.

Mr. GreGgGg. I would make several comments on that, Mr.
Chairman.

As I pointed out previously, this has certainly been a high
priority area for LEAA, but LEAA is not the only actor in the
Federal family in the area. In fact, the lead agency for drug
enforcement in the Department of J ustice is DEA. The lead Federal
agencies for treatment programs are NIDA and the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health.

As Mr. Flaherty also mentioned, LEAA has been in a period of
declining budgets. That has accounted somewhat for the downward
trend in this area.

If I may just make one other point, there i Is a question regarding
how to account for what is a “‘drug program.” The programs that we
have reported on are ones which are focused directly on the prob-
lem of drug abusers or enforcing drug laws. A great many of
LEAA’s other programs which are not considered primarily drug
programs do impact on drug offenders or drug abusprs For exam-
ple, some of our antifencing projects or so-called ‘sting” projects
result in the arrest and disposition to jail, prison, or treatment
programs of drug addicts. Our career criminal program, for exam-
ple, though focusing on prosecutors, does involve people participat-
ing in major drug conspiracies or other illicit activities that would
not necessarily be reported as a drug activity. So these figures
represent only a part of the total LEAA effort in this area.

Mr. Worrr. The point I would like to make is the fact that you
indicate a reduction in your budget. That reduction has been,
talking to the Attorney General, about $100 million—some 13
percent from this fiscal year’s budget—and from the figures that we
have before us, both your figures and those supplied by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the indications are that perhaps 30 to 40
percent of that reduction came in the area of your narcotics-related
programs.

Now, you are the only agency really in the law enforcement field
that channels money to the States, the cities, and the local govern-
ments. We need a greater emphasis in this area. The problem is
much greater, I think, than some of the executive departments
realize in that the figures that are bandied about are inconsistent
with the immensity and enormity of the problem. It is only because
this committee and its various members have been going into this
question that it has been discovered that totally disparate agencies
are involved in this total structure and the fact that such
inconsistencies do exist between agencies.

Mr. Fraaerty. Mr. Chairman, I certainly agree with you on the
importance of the relationship that exists between street crime and
drug offenders. There is no question, coming out of the cities, you
see this and the figures dramatically support your stand. I am
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trying to come up with an answer on the figures that you have
presented on the decline of the amount of money being expended on
drug programs in LEAA.

Looking back on the history of LEAA when it originally started
out, which isn’t toc long ago, 1968, 1969, the high amount of money
that went into LEAA then for law enforcement assistance on the
local level was for street crime activities, and I think that during
more recent years you have a greater share of demand coming in
and that LEAA has been éxpanded to include the entire system of

. criminal justice, not just street crime. When you relate it to street
crime you have a big portion of it going into drug abuse controls.

Now, however, LEAA is considered to be an umbrella for the
entire area of criminal justice, and the courts are making more
demands on State planning agencies for a greater share of the
funds. Correction institutions are making a greater demand for a
share of LEAA funds than they did 4 or 5 years ago. Juvenile justice
is getting a much larger share of LEAA today than it got several
years ago.

So while it looks on the face of it that drug money is going down, I
think you have to really look into the juvenile justice programs
which are expanding and getting a greater share of LEAA funds. T
am sure many of those do tie in with drug abuse confrols, and some
of the programs in the correctional institutions are tied in with the
drug controls.

In addition to that, you cannot look at LEAA, I suppose, as just a
drug control institution because DEA eventually has been picking
up many of the programs that are started permanently. Their
budget is going up rather than down in the drug abuse area.

I just point these things out as a possible rationale of the figures
which I sympathize with. I agree with you, and with Chairman
Rodino, that street crime is very closely related to drug abuse.

Mr. WorFr. Mr. Chairman, I have one last question and a follow-
up to this question. Mr. Gregg, what sort of oversight do you have
on your programs?

Mr. GreGG. It depends somewhat on the area of funding. For
example, research is a centrally funded program. We have a moni-
toring system that applies to all of our research grants. That
monitoring would be conducted by our National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. Members of my staff and I
would provide oversight of that type of activity.

In the enforcement area, the monitoring of discretionary grants
programs would generally be provided by staff of our regional
offices and ultimately audited by our audit office. If the programs
are funded under their block grant program, the State planning
agencies have major responsibility in oversight, monitoring, and
reporting. We have an overall monitoring program that brings to
program offices the result of monitoring activity. If a shift in
direction or some major problem indicates a need for corrective
action, that would be called to my attention. We would take the
steps necessary.

Mr. WoLrF. Could you furnish this committee some examples of
what your monitoring operation has been able to oversee?

Mr. GreGG. Yes, sir.

92-340 O - 17 -- 5
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Mr. Worrr. And develop some inconsistencies that have devel-
oped within the program?

Mr. Greca. Yes, sir, we would be happy to.

[The information referred to is in the committee files.]

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

Mr. Ropiwo. Mr. Beard.

Mr. Bearp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think in your opening statement it was mentioned the LEAA
was coming up or developing innovative new programs, that was
one of the statements referring to innovative new programs. Could
you tell me what the innovative new programs are?

Are there any in the drug-related field, more specifically? I think
you touched on a couple of them.

Mr. FragErTY. We mention TASC and TRAP.

Mr. BEARD. Is there any regarding the law enforcement aspect of
it, as far as the apprehensions aspect or anything along these lines?

Mr. GrReGG. Those that I would characterize as most innovative
have been in the areas of treatment, diversion of offenders to
treatment—both preincarceration, postincarceration—and alterna-
tives to adjudication.

In tﬁe law enforcement area, I will ask Mr. Grimes to comment
as well,

Some of the greatest problems dealt with have been effactive
coordination in law enforcement areas, proper assignment of roles
among Federal, State, and local agencies, and the sharing of infor-
mation and intelligence in a way that makes those operations
effective.

“Innovative” may not be the best word to use. “Improvement”
might be a better way of expressing it. Certain improvements in the
way that criminal justice agencies, enforcement agencies, work
together will achieve better results. In that respect, we have funded
a number of activities that would represent improvements, al-
though perhaps not innovative because entirely new techniques are
not being employed.

Mr, BearDp. Has there been any shift regarding placing more
emphasis on the rehabilitation aspect of it, shift of funds toward the
rehabilitation, coming away from the enforcement aspect of it?

Mr. GREGG. Recently, the shift has been in the other direction.
We continue to sustain at a fairly high budget level the TASC
program, which takes drug addicts that might otherwise go to jail or
prison and diverts them to treatment as an alternative. We are
experimenting with a new program which will try to identify drug
users in prison settings and at some period of time before release,
perhaps 6 to 9 months, help them in the transition to community-
based drug programs.

We have transferred, as I mentioned, the DEA task force pro-
gram, which is an enforcement effort focusing on middle-level drug
traffic, to DEA. In terms of larger organized efforts such as the need
to improve and coordinate intelligence and communications, we
might want to do more in the future than we have in the past.

Mr. Bearp. Does LEAA provide buy money for the local law
enforcement agencies?
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Mr. GrEGG. Yes, sir, we can do that. We do not do that in every
project by any means, but we do have the authority in certain
situations to provide buy money.

Mr. BearD. This has been one thing at the grass roots, there are
always people wishing there were more, but they feel this is one of
the most effective tools they have, the buy money; especially in my
rural areas they just do not have it themselves.

Mr. Greca. It is absolutely essential in large criminal conspir-
acies, in the drug area, as well as the organized crime area, to have
sufficient amounts of these funds. There is just no way to penetrate
some of these activities without it.

This has been of great value to State and local governments.

Mr. Bearp. I would like to ask your personal professional opinion
as to a recent hearing we have just held, Mr. Flaherty, and this may
be somewhat out of line as to the LEAA, but I would like your
opinion. Do you feel decriminalization of marihuana at this particu-
lar time would help ease the drug problem, would help——

Mr. FLauerty. It is hard for me to say whether it would ease the
problem.

The reason for the administration’s position on it basically is that
we ought to be involved more with the heavy traffic in drugs rather
than with the 10 grams or less, that that is a matter for State and
local governments to handle and they can do a more effective job
than we can at the Federal level. So it is really a matter of letting
the States and local governments project what they can as to their
own marihuana laws.

We just feel that on the Federal level, with the limitations we
have imposed on us, we ought to be after the heavy offenders.

Mr. BEarp. In other words, you just gave me your personal
opinion also?

Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes.

Mr. Bearp. One more guestion.

In 1974 the LEAA established a program for narcotic drug abuse
within the Office of Regional Operations for the purpose of provid-
ing a coordination and tight type of operating review of the LEAA’s
drug program. Have you seen any satisfying results from that? Are
there results from it?

Do you have anything to report as to the establishment of that
particular unit?

Mr. Grege At the present time we have a lead staff member
responsible for coordination of our activities in the treatment area.
We have another individual responsible for enforcement activities.

Mr. Grimes, as the supervisor of both of these individuals, is
responsible for the overall coordination of these activities, with the
exception of research. Research is a responsibility of our research
institute. Mr. Grimes works also closely with that staff on their
activities.

He can best comment on the effectiveness of this arrangement.

Mr. GriMEes. Some of the most effective results that we have seen
since we established the office is the clese integration of enforce-
ment and treatment programs. We have tied our treatment efforts
into the criminal justice system.

As was mentioned earlier, we were able to identify areas that
need coordination, especially in the enforcement area, and have tied
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together statewide narcotic enforcement units, statewide informa-
tion systems, and multi-State narcotics intelligence units all %o-
gether now. We have achieved a rather significant pattern of
coverage. The entire west coast is included, as well as the gulf coast
all the way to North Carolina.

Mr. BEArRD. What has been the percentage of increase in funds
allocated to this program desk, coordination, say from 1974 to now?

Has there been a growth pattern? Has it grown? Have there been
proper resources allocated to insure that it just is not a title that
sits there and looks real good, real nice, but yet really is not
accomplishing anything?

Mr. GrivEs. In 1974, approximately $13 million allocated from
discretionary funds was handled by that program desk.

Mr. Bearp. How many people in 1974 were involved in the
program?

Mr. Grimes. There is one person full time in enforcement and one
person full time in treatment.

Mr. Bearp. All right; that was 1974. How many people now are
involved?

Mr. GriMEs. The same amount of people right now, although
additional authorization——

Mr. BEARD. One person is involved in the coordination, the whoie
ball game?

Mr. GrivEs. In our regional offices 10 people are involved in the
enforcement, pursuant to an interagency enforcement agreement
vv%ifgh DEA. They provide one special agent for each of our regional
offices.

We intend to allocate additional personnel providing we get the
necessary staff next year.

Mr. Bearp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ropiwo. Mr. Mann?

Mr. MANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gregg, I see in your statement the national institute is also a
division of LEAA responsiblity for information dissemination. Then
you refer to the library, and so forth.

Mr. Grega. Yes, sir.

Mr. MaNN. One of the problems that we have had with LEAA
during its existence is its failure to evaluate programs and its
failure to disseminate information concerning success stories, no
matter whether in treatment or enforcement. The mandate or the
additional language included in the 1976 act was intended to em-
phasize that point. You obviously recognize it.

Of course, I do not acknowledge that LEAA did not have suffi-
cient clout to carry out that mandate prior to that time, but I am
curious as to just what house organ or other method of dissemina-
tion you have arrived at. This refers to the fact that people can
register to receive periodic information. We question whether or not
some smail rural county sheriff’s office is going to register with you.
What system of dissemination do you have, an automatic system?

Mr. GrEGG. Yes, sir, there are a number of ways in which this
occurs. A great many local law enforcement officials do, in fact,
register with this clearinghouse. We have a system whereby we
make available the service to virtually every criminal justice
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agency and top official in the country. They indicate certain areas
of particular interest and then the information clearinghouse rou-
tinely sends listings in the areas they have indicated. If they want
the full document, that will be provided. This enables them to
receive particular reports, analyses, and documents.

Our technical assistance program utilizes State planning agencies
and regional offices. Each State develops priority areas for technical
assistance, defines needs, and transmits them to our regional of-
fices. The regional offices in turn assure that relevant information,
including consultant service if that should be necessary, is provided.

If we determine that there is a broad need for a particular kind of
information, we utilize training funds and develop a program that
then can address the need in depth using 3- or 4-day training
sessions. All the necessary relevant information and literature in
the subject area is provided.

In addition, we occasionally develop state-of-the-art papers. They
go under several names. One we call a “prescriptive package.” It
tries to bring together the best thinking with respect to a particular
kind of problem.

In the early days of LEAA, at least 4 or 5 years ago, a prescriptive
package was prepared on how to set up a methadone treatment
program. We have since developed documents on how to organize a
multiagency narcotic control unit, bringing together the best think-
ing in the country. We have one about to be published concerning
narcotics and alcohol treatment and rehabilifation in institutions.
This has traditionally been a very difficult area to deal with.

We still do not have very good knowledge about what the most
effective programs are within institutions. This gives some guidance
on experience around the country, some of the approaches that
seem to be effective, and some of the conditions necessary in these
institutions in order to have any kind of successful program. Those
prescriptive packages are made available directly to people who
would have an interest with respect to the collection of evaluative
information and data. The amendments of last fall in our
reauthorization legislation will also lead to substantial improve-
ment. The agency now clearly has authority to not only require the
collection of information, but the provision of that information to
LEAA for evaluative and other purposes. We have utilized the
authority provided by the Congress last fall to amend our guide-
lines, to include a special condition that information must be
provided. We are in the course right now of developing standardized
formats to provide the specific information that Congress has re-
quired under section 519 of the Crime Control Act.

Some of this information will be relevant to narcotics and drug
problems. It will be integrated into the other information efforts
that I have referred to.

Mr. NewLs. Could I ask Mr. Gregg, these guidelines that you
speak of as going to the States in order to enable them to cope with
the reporting requirements under the new amendment, have they
been' prepared?

Mr. GREGG. At this point we only have imposed a general condi-
tion, making clear that, as a result of the amendments, the neces-
sary data and information must be forthcoming. Our staff is cur-
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rently field testing some of the forms that will be necessary to
acquire this data in a way that we can conveniently and effectively
aggregate it; that effort will probably take 2 to 3 weeks.

When those forms are developed, I anticipate writing a letter 5
the governor of each State, pointing out some of the changes in the
law, and asking their cooperation and that of SPA directors in
assuring we get this data collected in the best way. We desire
quality and efficiency so as to respond to both the requirements of
section 519 and other information needs that we have with respect
to evaluating our program.

Mr. NerLis. With the permission of the Chair, I would like to ask
you, Mr. Gregg, to furnish the committee with copies of the guide-
lines and also a copy of the forms after you have developed them in
the field. :

One of the problems we have had is trying to evaluate the
evaluating function of LEAA narcotics abuse, which has been very
difficult because there has been no reporting requirement.

Mr. Fraierty. We will be happy to supply that.

[The information referred to is in the committee files.]

Mr. MaNN. The state-of-the-art papers to which you refer seem to
me to be an excellent idea, if you have the capacity to amend by
addendum for new initiatives or innovative successes. I am curious
as to their distribution.

I would feel automatic distribution to all law enforcement agen-
cies would be appropriate, whether requested or not, certain por-
tions of the state-of-the-art information, such as organization of a
drug force, or enforcement rules, rather than to depend upon them
to request them. I realize that there is a slight expense in that kind
of distribution, but it strikes me as being worth while.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Ropino. Mr. Guyer.

Mr. GuyseR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Sorry I did not get in on the first part of the testimony. I have
been trying to play catch-up ball, reading the reports.

This probably is not the proper atmosphere in which to refer to
the thing I would like o suggest, but it seems we have covered the
field of trying first of all to curtil the source, we have gotten into
the interdiction of the traffic, w. have touched on arresting the
offender, easing the caseload in court and having a hastier assign-
ment from the jail to a proper facility that winds up with treating
the patients.

Now, where do you finally end up through all of those avenues?
What would you say is the track record for permanent rehabilita-
tion; when you get through all of these channels, you come back to
an individual?

Apparently from your studies there has been a lot of recidivism;
if everything worked properly, what is the outcome?

Mr. FLagErTY. It is very difficult to give you any realistic figures
on the complex question of whether or not you can effectively
rehabilitate drug offenders to the point where you will stop
recidivism, Mr. Guyer. We——

Mr. Guyer. Do you have a ballpark figure? Have we had a record
like over a 20-year period? Do you get 10 percent?
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Mr. GReEgG. We have some evidence from our TASC program,
which we are more intensely evaluating now, that it has cut down
considerably on commission of crimes while offenders were under
the supervision of the program. Only 12 percent were rearrested
during that period. Of course they only remain in the program for a
certain period of time.

The difficult issue is what lasting effects these programs may
have. That depends on expectations about success.

Dr. Jaffe, who was the head of the Special Action Office, liked to
use an example of a heart patient who had a serious attack. We
should not expect to turn him into a marathon runner shortly after
his attack. We should not even expect that he would not be on some
kind of medication the rest of his life or have some kind of problem.

If we think of success in terms of total abstinence, then I doubt
we will ever have much success because it does not seem that is a
realistic option for many people in our society. If our expectations
are less, if we think that less drug use is a measure of progress, or
that different drug use is a measure of progress or success, then it
seems we can expect some of these programs to have an impact.

Mr. Guyer. I think your programs have proven that you have had
a better result than if you were not to have the program. We do
know there is relationship, for example, with availability of the
drug. When we had the other hearings, Mr. Wolff brought this out
in the committee findings, that when you had the Turkish cutoff,
Golden Triangle, whatever the source, there was a definite reduc-
tion of those on the street who were addicted. Of course, a lot of it
was exploratory, experimental, say what you will.

In the treatment itself, do we find that methadone and some of
the other substitute remedies are just introducing another habit or
have we found any good ones as a replacement? What would your
thinking be on that?

Mr, GreGG. Sir, I am not the best person to comment on that. I
have been away from that field for some time.

Methadone, of course, is an addictive drug. However, with its use,
a person is often able to function reasonably well in society. This
was impossible while pursuing criminal activity or other activity
such as purchasing illicit drugs. At least it has that value.

Again I am not an expert at all on this, but I understand that
progress has been made in developing longer lasting or longer
acting drugs similar to methadone which will probably enhance the
value of this particular treatment modality.

Mr. Guysr. I think at our level we do receive a lot of inquiries
from concerned people who want to know more about the subject.
Of course I would certainly be in favor of greater allocation of funds
for the educational preventive level, because we do know that that
is a much better approach than trying to do something after it is
hopeless.

In my district we do not have a high incidence of this problem, in
northern Ohio, very, very few. As a matter of fact, the results——

Mr. FLaugrTY. One ray of hope has been the Narcotics Anony-
mous, which is somewhat analogous to the Alcoholics Anonymous,
which is separate from methadone treatment. There has been
beginnings here that we would hope what Alcoholics Anonymous
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has done in the field of alcoholism we would be able to accomplish
here.

Mr. Guyer. I am in favor of enhancing your program. The big
thing we want to do here is establish priorities, so we do not throw
dollars at will-o-the-wisp programs.

Mr. Worrr. Will the gentleman yield?

I want to lend emphasis to what Mr. Guyer has alluded to on the
question of reduction of supply. That deals very strongly with the
area of your interest; that is to say, the enforcement area and the
question of reduction on the overall supply picture.

We found that there was a direct relationship between the
reduction in the number of addicted people—people who abused
hard drugs—and the reduction of the availability of drugs in Tur-
key, and we were successful in that program. It is unfortunate that
other nations pick up where we are able to achieve success on
interdiction; other nations do provide the supply.

I might also refer you to the fact that when there was a ready
availability of drugs in Vietnam, there was a tremendous intrusion
of drug abyse into our military. We on this committee, in attempt-
ing to treat the problem from both the demand and supply aspects,
count upon you to use your good offices to help us to reduce the
supply aspects as well as some elements of the demand. When the
gentleman from Ohio spoke as o aliernatives that could be used, he
again touched upon an area which I think is extremely important
and that is the drug education field.

In the enforcement field, where we have found credibility as to
the true impact of the drugs and the nature of the offenses that
have been created, there has been an effect upon the community
that is using or abusing these drugs. Therefore, again, the area
which Mr. Mann touched upon in the educational area, I think is
an extremely important one.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. GuyeR. You may recall when we went to Europe, my first
time in the European community, we met with General Goodpaster.
He testified that where the availability was not there, there was a
dramatic reductior n the use, in the NATO forces, as you will
recall. They were getting very good results in the armed forces at
that time just by some good discipline practices.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Ropmivo. Mr. Evans.

Mr. Evans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

One of the primary concerns that I had in seeking this job was to
hopefully be in a position to do something about the problem of
drug abuse and the related crime problem.

Just as a citizen, one of the problems that concerned me the most
was a lack of coordination between the various drug-fighting agen-
cies and drug-treatment agencies that are already in existence.

It would seem from the figures received from the Congressional
Budget Office, LEAA, and the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, there is
a great deal of discrepancy in the figures of the actual spending in
the drug abuse area. There also seerns to be a real lack of informa-
tion regarding other drug related figures in this country. For
instance, I believe, Mr. Flaherty, you said there were some 1,000
drug related deaths per year?




37

Mr. FragerTy. Some say it is even higher, Mr. Evans. That is a
very consgervative figure, I might add.

Mr. Evans. I would certainly think so. In fact, I believe Dr. Bufe
estimates some 432 drug related deaths in Michigan in 1974.

So it seems my concern is correct regarding the problem in trying
to know exactly where we are going and what we are doing.

My question to you is whether or not there will be any recom-
mendations made to the administration in reorganizing the efforts
against drug abuse so we may more accurately determine the
amount of money spent on the various <. ug abuse problems en-
abling a more accurate evaluation of these programs from a cost
effectiveness and coordinating standpoint?

Mr. Frauerty. Well, I hope so. I certainly agree with you that the
number of programs that exist throughout all the Federal agencies
have to be evaluated, coordinated, and we have to get I think a
better handle on it to understand what is going on.

At the present time there is a study headed up by Dr. Peter
Bourne, which is attempting to do just what you have mentioned.
He is looking into all Federal agencies, Justice, HEW, any other
agency that is dealing with the drug program. This has been
ongoing, underway now for several weeks.

I believe by midsummer, sometime in July, we may have better
information for you on the coordination of all Federal programs and
a report on that.

Mr. Evans. Along that same line, Mr. Flaherty, one of the things
that concerned a great deal of people in reading newspapers about
the effort is a lack of cooperation between, I believe in this instance,
the Customs Department and the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion. This has nothing to do with LEAA, but it does have to do with
this problem.

Do you think this recommendation will include required
cooperation and revelation of activities between the departments
which are dealing with this problem?

Mr. Frauerty. I know that they are studying the various ap-
proaches that you mentioned, about better cooperation between
those governmental agencies such as INS, Customs, which deal with
similar problems, such as border patrol problems. This is an area
being discussed by Peter Bourne's committee.

Mr. Evans. There is another area I would like to get into; possibly
Dr. Bufe will address this in his remarks.

I am wondering from a cost-effective standpoint if the States’
reporting requirements in this and all drug-related programs
through LEAA will cause a substantial increase in the use of the
funds allocated for administrative purposes.

In other words, will it require a larger percentage of the States’
money to keep records for the Federal Government?

Mr. FrauerTty. There is no question that to have the information
would be an administrative cost, but I think it would be well worth
the effort because if we do not have any information on what the
States are doing, and they are not required to report, it is very
difficult to evaluate what is working and what is not working.

Whatever that cost, administrative cost, it necessarily would be
absorbed out of LEAA funds, but I think it is going to be worth the

92-340 0 - 717 ~- 6
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effort. I do not know if we have any projection on those costs, but it
should not be that much, either.

Mr. Evans. Although it may appear inconsistent, I am asking on
the one hand tell us what you are doing, and on the other how
much will it cost?

One of my major concerns is whether you will request enough
money to cover the possible administrative increase in cost.

Mr. Greca. It does cost money to get information. On the other
hand, Federal agencies often collect information that they do not
really need. If we can be sure we are collecting the information that
is truly essential, while at the same time trying to eliminate
reporting of information that no one has a real use for, we may find
we have some offsetting costs. Then we would not substantially
increase administrative costs. We are going to look for such oppor-
tunities in the course of doing this.

Mr. Evans. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ropmvo. Thank you very much.

I have several other questions which I think need to be addressed
before counsel asks some questions.

As a followup on the cooperation between the SPA’s and the
SSA’s, single State agencies, does LEAA make any effort at all to
determine whether the procedures for coordination which are estab-
lished are ‘‘effective,” as that term is used in the 1976
reauthorization law?

In other words, how does LEAA really insure that “effective” is
“effective” rather than just rhetoric?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, sir, there are several ways that might be charac-
terized as formal and informal.

The informal is a continuing dialog between the State planning
agencies and the single State agencies. We hope that in this fashion
and through the involvement of other people at the State level of
government, that the most effective mechanisms can be developed.

On the more formal side, we do have a program of regular and
routine monitoring of the State planning agencies by our regional
offices. One area which will be considered during routine monitor-
ing of the State planning agencies will be: What are those proce-
dures? How are they working? What does it really mean? Is it
really happening? If there are problems, those would be reported.

Mr. Ropivo. In other words, you are not going to just be satisfied
with the State planning agency advising you that its program is
effective without actually——

Mr. GrEGG. This wili be subject to monitoring.

Mr. Ropmvo. You will be sure that it is being monitored?

Mr. GREGG. Yes, sir.

Mr. Ropivo. You know we have heard about the Shellow report
from time to time, which as you know has caused some confusion
among those who have believed for a long time that there is some
direct relationship between drug addiction, drug abuse, and crime.
Of course the Shellow report seemed to suggest at least that that is
not the case.

I do not know that the report was ever actually published, but I
do know that it existed. I do not know what impact it has had.
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Will your agency be attempting, at least, to eliminate the confu-
sion and will we be in a position to understand whether there is
that direct relationship?

er. GreGG. That is very definitely the purpose of our research
plan.

As I mentioned briefly in my opening statement, it has been very
frustrating to see a good amount of dollars go into this kind of
research resulting in a very few conclusions which can be drawn.
These are very important questions. A great deal of State and local
funds may depend on what the correct answers are.

We hope to develop our research program so that we will be
getting more definitive answers to these questions. We do not want
every study to be shot down on the basis of poor methodology or
poor data collection. We are very much concerned about that. We
are going about in a way that will assure we will get more definitive
answers than we seem to have had in the past.

Mr. Ropinvo. Finally, what efforts have been made to conduct a
long-term evaluation of the TASC program. I believe the TASC has
really produced some very beneficial results at least in the short
run. Are there going tc be any attempts to determine whether the
findings about the short-term successes are long range and
permanent?

Mr. GreGG. Yes, sir, very definitely.

We have, in fact, two efforts underway. One is part of the NIDA
study that I mentioned. That will consider TASC clients as a subset
of their broader followup as to the effect of drug treatment pro-
grams. We also have evaluation looking toward precisely the kind of
conditions needed in order to have successful projects in this area,
the management issues involved in the TASC program, and the
need for supervision.

We think, on the basis of our experience with the program and
some earlier studies, that this has been a very effective program.
However, we want to have research that will validate our belief so
we can say with great confidence that it has been worth while.

Mr. Ropivo. Thank you.

Mr. Nellis.

Mr. NeLus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I have some brief questions for each of our witnesses.

Mr. Deputy Attorney General, Mr. Evans has already remarked,
and I think you volunteered on your own that there were undoubt-
edly more than 1,000 drug-related deaths last year. I am sure you
know Mr. Bensinger has reported to this committee that in 1975
there were over 5,200 such deaths and in 1976 some reduction to
about 3,900. They are now running at the rate of about 3,200.

Mr. Franirry. The figure has gone to 5,000 per year, I under-
stand, Mr. Nellis.

Mr. NeLLs. Right; that is of course a major focus of our commit-
tee, to reduce that figure; to reduce the availability of heroin,
therefore reduce that figure.

Also, we have been advised by various Government agencies that
our addict population is well between 600,000 and 800,000. There
are approximately 150,000 in New York alone.
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I think Dr. Bufe will underscore the fact that in Detroit there are
50,000 to 60,000 addicts. So we are talking about a very, very large
number. We are talking about 240,000 that NIDA has in treatment
alone. These are being treated, people we can keep track of.

So without attempting to overimpress you with the terrible prob-
lem we have, Mr. Deputy Attorney General, I want to ask you this
question: In your department you have the lead agencies, you have
LEAA, you have DEA, you have the prosecutive arm; has there
been some attempt to get these agencies together in order to
establish the kind of policy guidelines that will enable them to work
more closely and in less fragmented a fashion?

Mr. Fraerry. Yes, Mr. Nellis,

I have furnished to Dr. Peter Bourne’s group people from our
area in the Justice Department to work on that task force, which is
pulling together all of the various components that deal with drugs,
not just in enforcement but in controlled substances of all types. We
have people working with him right now.

You are correct that the Justice Department is involved in DEA
as well as LEAA to some extent, INS, border patrol activities as
well. All of this within the Justice Department, plus that which is
in other departments, is now under a report-study which should be
available, and we hope to have it available I would say sometime in
midsummer, which  is what the people we have assigned to that
study group are telling us. That is a very important study that is
now going on.

Mr. Nerois. Of course this committee looks forward very much to
seeing not only the plan but the results of the plan.

T am sure that you recognize, having been the mayor of a large
city, how significant this type of planning at the upper levels of the
Federal Establishment must be to the cities that ultimately get the
burden of these narcotics-related deaths and narcotics activities.

Thank you, Mr. Flaherty.

Mr. Franerty. Thank you.

Mr. Nerus. Mr. Gregg, I want to encourage you to look at this
chart, and I am going to put it in evidence, with the chairman’s
approval.

Mr.  Ropino. Without objection.

[The chart referred to appears on page 25.]

Mr. Neruis. We did a very careful study of the total narcotics-
related obligations of LEAA and drew on several sources for arriv-
ing at these figures. One was your agency itself, another was the
Congressional Budget Office, a third was a study prepared by the
American Bar Association.

I would urge you to look at it to see wherein mistakes have been
made, if any have been made. I think I can fairly and equitably
draw the conclusion that from the expenditures reflected in this
chart, up to this point at least, LEAA has steadily lost interest in
narcotics-related programs.

One of the answers you gave to a question asked you by the
chairman was that the States are institutionalizing their programs,
that is to say, picking up the programs that you have funded in the
past.
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I am reminded of very poignant testimony before this committee
by Mr. Sterling Johnson, the special narcotics prosecutor in New
York, who is dying out on a limb because he has a backlog of 1,800
cases and no money.

My question really is this, Mr. Gregg: If a State will pick up the
LEAA programs, institutionalize them so you do not have to fund
them any more, why has the emphasis of the agency not continued
in the areas of new and innovative programs? I can think of several
that I do not see any reference to in your planning.

Mr. GREGG. I do not believe that that is really the case. There is
no less interest. Amounts of dollars invested is just one indicator of
interest particularly when there are awarding and reporting delays.

Some of the programs that we started 3 or 4 years ago are either
being assumed by State and local governments or are being picked
up by other Federal agencies. We are now back at a fairly early
development stage for some new notions and ideas.

Mr. NEeivs. Could you identify some of those for us?

Mr. GreEga. Yes; for example, one program we are going to be
experimenting with this coming year. We are starting off on a very
small scale to see if we can identify addicts and drug abusers in
prison environments 6 to 9 months before release. We will see if we
can develop appropriate programs for them with emphasis on
transition of those individuals into carefully supervised drug pro-
grams in the communities. They will just not walk out the prison
door and get back into the problem without some supervision.

That is an important program. If it proves out, it could influence
the investment of a lot of additional LEAA and other money. We
are at a very early stage of that. We are planning it, and will be
starting oat on a limited test basis in perhaps a couple of institu-
tions. The dollars would initially be small.

Mr. NeLLis. Mr. Gregg, has that not been a function of the TASC
program? Have you not been observing that when you divert people
from the criminal justice system into rehabilitative services that
you might get the same research response there?

Mr. GrecG. We are hopeful that we can. In fact, that is one of
several reasons for attempting this. One reason has been a reluc-
tance on the part of some prison institutions to try these drug
programs. We think that this may help in terms of demonstrating
that for people nearing release there can be effective programs. Our
experience with TASC has suggested that we can utilize some of the
TASC concepts in dealing with this particular population.

Mr. NELLs. Are there any other new and innovative programs
that LEAA has devised in the narcotics field now that the States
have begun to pick up the older programs?

Mr. GREGG. In response to an earlier question, I pointed out that
we now have effective coordination, particularly in the area of
sharing intelligence and joint operations between enforcement
agencies.

We are experimenting in a number of States, as Mr. Grimes
stated, with more coordinated sharing of intelligence and informa-
tion among enforcement agencies. If that seems to go well, we may
want to make a heavier investment in that in the future.

Mr. %\IELLIS. Are you speaking of State-to-State intelligence, State-
to-city?
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Mr. GrEGG. It involves both. I had in mind interstate and intra-
state efforts where there is sharing among a number of States of
intelligence information among a number of units.

Mr. NELiis. What about the Federal Government, are they in-
volved? For example, the DIU unit, or in TECS, the Customs
computer system.

Mr. GreEgG. DIU I would place in a category that I mentioned
earlier. It is something that was started 3 or 4 years ago that proved
successful, and in fact was assumed in the DEA budget in fiscal
year 1977. DEA now has funds in its budget to fund the DIU
concept. So 1 would cite that as an example of a worthwhile
innovation or improvement that was tested out with LEAA funds,
certainly to DEA’s satisfaction and proved effective to the extent
they were willing to include funds for it in their own budget and use
it as an ongoing technique.

Mr. Newus. I think you are absolutely right in making that
assumption.

Mr. Gregg, one last question.

This committee, as you know, is focused and interested in narcot-
ics abuse and control. Has LEAA ever specifically promulgated any
standards for guidelines in the area of narcotics abuse and control?

I am not talking about State plans now with respect to overall
law enforcement or the crimi-.al justice system, I am talking about
drug abuse specifically; is there such a document?

Mr. GReEGG. The closest thing we have had to standards are these
prescriptive packages that I mentioned, which try to bring together
the best thinking or the best state-of-the-art information. We have
not had anything that I would call a published guideline or a
published standard.

Mr. NELLS. Are you at all encouraged by this hearing to try to
reach something like that?

Mr. GReEGG. What we want to do comes very close to what you are
suggesting. As we have greater experience regarding some of these
programs, we can be much more specific in our discretionary grant
guidelines about the nature of the programs that we fund and what
characterisiics or features they must have to be sure that they are
going to be most effective.

You could call those program models, or you could call them
standards. We are trying to move more in that direction as our
research and evaluation improves. We can develop discretionary
guidelines close to what might be called standards,

Mr. Necrwis. I hope that will happen, because drug abuse is not
going to get any better without input from an agency such as yours.

Mr. Grimes, could I ask you a question about evaluation?

When you review a State plan, can you give us some idea of how
you put together your preliminary evaluations with respect to
criminal justice, how much to allocate there to law enforcement,
how much to allocate there, what portions of law enforcement you
would like the State to concentrate on?

When they bring their plans to you, do you not review them and
evaluate them?

Mr. GriMes. Yes, sir, every single plan is evaluated.
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Mr. NEeLLis. How do you evaluate that portion of the plan that
deals with narcotic addiction?

Mr. Grimes. In that case, the narcotics specialist in the regional
office uses a procedure that we have for all State plans. The
specialist evaluates that particular portion of the plan to see if, in
his professional judgment, it is adequate.

Mr. NeLLis. What standards does he use to make that evaluation?

Mr. Grives. He essentially uses standards which have been
developed by task forces and various groups that have worked on
the guidelines, both experts from outside our agency and people
within the agency. They use criteria which are not specific in
nature but rather general in nature.

Mr. NeLLis. Are those criteria in printed or written form?

Mr. Grimes. Yes, sir, they are.

Mr. NeLrrs. Would you have any objection to furnishing those,
with the approval of the Chair?

Mr. GrivEs. Not at all. I will be happy to.

Mr. NeLnis. We like to look at those, because some of the things
we find in the States, for one thing, up to the point of passage of 94-
508, we understand two-thirds of the States are not in compliance
with their own plans. We understand you only audit 15 percent of
ghc_e States so you are not really able to tell how any of them are

oing.

We also understand, and I want to give this to you all at once, we
also understand that in all the time you have been in existence you
have only cut off one jurisdiction, and that is poor old D.C., for
failure to comply. You have lots of failures to comply, but you have
not cut anybody off.

Mr. GrimEs. The District of Columbia failed to comply in more
than just the drug abuse or drug treatment programs.

Mr. 1II\IELLIS. I am sure they failed to comply in a lot of other areas
as well.

Mr. Grimes. We have done a rather intensive review of the drug
components of all comprehensive State plans and your statement
regarding “two-thirds not in compliance” is in a very strict sense,
noncompliance. They fall in the continuum of not satisfactory——

Mr. Nerws. Do you make a distinction between strict compliance,
strict noncompliance, and not satisfactory compliance?

Mr. Grmves. Yes, we certainly do. In many cases inadequate
information is transmitted to us. Upon receipt of additional infor-
mation, we found they were in compliance. :

In addition, we have placed special conditions on all of the plans
that were in noncompliance. We attempt to bring them into compli-
ance in 90 days. Subsequent to that, we may have had some
problem with special conditions, and we found that really we could
not hold certain States to a special condition. Now, though, we do
have all States under a condition that will bring them into
compliance.

In addition, we are providing models to show the States in which
program areas they need to improve their enforcement and
treatment.

Mr. NewLis. Mr. Grimes, your only sanction it seems to me is to
cut off a State that is in noncompliance, is that correct?
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Mr. GrivEs., Only sanction? )

_Mr. Newuss. Yes; the only remedy you have for correcting that
situation.

Mr. GriMEes. That is the final sanction, not the only one.

Mr. NeLLis. What are the other sanctions? Can you withhold
funds?

Mr. GriMes. We can withhold funds, we can divert funds, we can
stop funding of new programs.

Mr. NeLLis. Have you ever done any of those?

Mr. GriMES. Yes, sir, we have done all of those.

Mr. NeLus, In the various States?

Mr. GriMEs. Yes. ) )

Mr. NeLuis. Could we have the review for the committee’s records
of those States where you have acted in. that manner?

Mr. GriMESs. Yes, sir.

[The information referred to follows:]

Bach year, LEAA reviews comprehensive plans submitted by each state for
utilization of Part C and Part E block grant funds. Once a state’s plan is approved, it
receives an allocation of funds based on its respective population. The LEAA review
determines compliance with statutory and guideline reguirements. Where a plan, or
parts of a plan, are found not in compliance, the Agency may request revision,
special condition the use of funds, witthhold funds, or reject the plan. In the great
majority of cases, the latter, more drastic remedies are not necessary to assure
compliance.

The committee has in its files a summary of reviews of 1977 comprehensive plans.
The summary indicates instances where aspects of the plans were found not
acceptable, and steps taken to correct the deficiencies noted.

Mr. WovrrrF. I would like to know if you have any other remedies.
For example, if you find diversion of funds for other uses—and I am
not talking about noncempliance but rather about the actual diver-
sion of funds for perhaps an almost illegal fashion—do you have
any record of any States or organizations that have used funds in
this fashion?

Mr. Grimes. We have had individual cases that have been turned
over to the appropriate authorities where there was illegal use of
funds. Adjudication proceedings have been initiated. More fre-
quently, we find unaliowable expenditures where a grantee said he
was going to expend funds for one purpose, but diverted them to
other areas.

Mr. WoLrFr. Have there been any prosecutions on illegal use of
funds in this program at all?

Mr. GreGG. There have been, particularly in the earlier period of
the program. I can give you a list of those incidents.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

[The information referred to is in the committee files.]

Mr. WorFF. One final point while I have the time from counsel.

This question of discrepancy in our figures and your figures is
something which I think must be reconciled. With the permission of
the Chair I would like to make a request that the agency furnish for
the record a more accurate picture of what the real reflection of the
facts are, and if we can, where these figures are inaccurate?

Mr. GREGG. Yes.
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[The information referred to follows:]

LEAA must stand by the expenditure information submitted to the Committee at
the June 8 hearing. While some slight revision might result from adding in awards
reported since the hearing, the difference would not be significant. These figures are,
of course, subject to the limitations noted in the response to Item 1, above, as well as
those indicated in testimony before the Committee. It should also be pointed out that
the data requested by the Committee is difficult to compile. LEAA’s computerized
system does not utilize the same funding categories as requested by the Committee.

It was, therefore, necessary to utilize judgement in placing certain types of
programs in various categories. Because it is not possible under the system used to
identify projects as purely "drug research,” “treatment,” “‘education,” “training” or
other categories, some overlap in reporting also resulted. Many projects fit into more
than one narrow category and would be reflected in the data in several instances.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

Mr. Ropivo. This is of course strictly related to drug-related
programs.

Mr. NeLis. I have a final question.

Mr. Roomvo. I would like to get to Dr. Bufe.

Mr. NEerLis. I will do it in just a minute.

Mr. Gregg, I think you stated earlier that the narcotics specialists
in the LEAA regional offices are DEA officials, special agents?

Mr. GREGG. Yes.

Mr. NeELnis. How are they in a position to evaluate treatment
components in State plans? The special agents I have met are
excellent in law enforcement, but I do not think they are experts in
treatment areas.

Mr. GREcG. That has been an issue. We have in a number of our
regional offices other professional staff that have some background
in this area. In some of our regions, the corrections staff, for
example, is very experienced regarding projects like the TASC
program or other programs for treatment in institutions.

Mr. Grimes might better comment on this. It is my impression
that, as these people stay with LEAA for awhile, though their real
expertise and background is in enforcement, they become interested
and informed in these other areas. I would certainly not say that
they become expert because there are not very many experts in the
country in some of these fields, much less in our regional offices.

Mr. NeLus. People with NIDA would disagree.

I think if you ever said to Dr. DuPont that DEA agents could
become experts in treatment, he would have——

Mr. GRIMES. As a matter of fact, our correction specialists in the
regions review the treatment programs. They have done studies
that reveal the one-third/two-thirds compliance issue that you
raised before, sir.

Mr. Ropimno. Mr: Frey.

Mr. Frey. I apologize for being late. I have two other hearings
going on the breeder reactor.

I have one question. In the statistics that LEAA puts together, do
you have any breakdown on the number of individuals associated
with organized crime that we have issued a warrant for that have
either posted bail and skipped or just skipped; second, the convic-
tion record of those in organized crime?

We were told a while back that one out of three identifiable with
organized crime are put on probation. Can you either testify to that
now or put that in the record?
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Mr. FrauerTy. We do not keep those figures in LEAA, but it is
quite possible that DEA may have figures in that area, and perhaps
fvye could help in that sense with DEA, finding if they have such

igures.

Mr. Frey. Fine, thank you.

Mr. RopiNo. Thank you very much, Mr. Flaherty and Mr. Gregg,
Mr. Grimes.

We will now hear from Dr. Noel C. Bufe, Administrator of the
Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Programs.

Dr. Bufe, we know you have a prepared statement. You may
proceed to present it. I suggest that you might summarize it. We
will insert this in its entirety in the record.

TESTIMONY OF NOEL C. BUFE, ADMINISTRATOR,
MICHIGAN OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS

Dr. Bure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will proceed to do that. Because of the lateness of the hour I will
just touch on the highlights and then be available for questions.

The first part of the testimony deals with a statement of the
problem in a number of different dimensions. In the light of the
discussion this morning, and knowing of your interest in the area,
in describing the problem I would call your attention to the text
because we have attempted to measure it in a number of different
ways. The * ttom line, in that section of the presentation, acknowl-
edges the = iousness of the problem in our State. We proceed in the
testimony to develop the response that our State has developed in
regard t¢ the narcotics and drug abuse problem, and attempt to
point out the comprehensiveness of our response and to make a
point that we feel that no single remedy is the answer, and our
progri.}lrn thusly has been developed across a broad range of program
activity.

Our efforts at the very beginning were designed to institutionalize
much of the startup work that LEAA made possible. I think that
was in compliance with the intent of the program which was to
provide seed money for important things to be done, and for State
and local governments to pick up then on the good parts of the
program.

I think we have demonstrated good faith in that regard, and our
testimony points to the instifutionalized components of the program
that are ongoing now as a result of LEAA.

This speaks to the question of the committee members about why
it appears that drug investments of LEAA are so low. There is
absclutely no way we could have the program today that we have in
the area of narcotics and drug abuse had not the State and local
governments institutionalized the important parts of what LEAA
was able to start.

For example, in the treatment area alone we are spending over
$20 million; we don’t get that much through the total LEAA
program in Michigan for all the work that has to be done in
criminal justice. LEAA was very important in starting something,
and the State and localities have now picked it up.

@
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We go on to state that there is still much more that could be
done. I think the committee is interested in this. I think we have to
do a better job of telling you what your drug program is in the
States. I don’t think there is any question about that. But there is
much more than can be done, and the bottom line of the testimony
gets to the point of the funding levels of LEAA.

We think we have been responsible and responsive to not only
this problem but others, but we cannot continue to do the innova-
tive and important things that have to be done if the support is not
forthcoming.

I would point out, as I did in the testimony that I prepared, that
under the reauthorization act of 1976 we do now have the authority
to do more of the evaluation and monitoring kinds of things that
you discussed this morning with the use of action moneys. I would
point out quickly that at the same time that this will give us
important information, it does cut into use of action money to meet
the street problem.

I believe the material in the statement tells a story of how our
State has gone about programing activity to deal with the narcotics
and drug abuse problem.

If we assess the harm and loss caused by drugs, which we
attempted to do through the testimony, the expenditures are well
worthwhile and we obviously feel they should be continued. We will
continue funding local projects for narcotics investigation as long as
they are within local and State priorities and meet operational
guidelines and dollars are available.

Programs we have funded have been continued almost totally
with local funds, in some cases not to the extent that they were
started with, but in all cases the effort was continued.

We must also seek to better educate people toward less abuse of
controlied substances, whether alcohol, pot, or heroin. So whether
we support enforcement, treatment, or education programs,
sharpened by what evaluation has taught us, we feel LEAA support
is vital and necessary to continue our efforts.

This leads me to an urgent recommendation. If this Congress
adopts its current recommended level of funding for the LEAA
program, we will be 25 percent below the 1976 level, and 20 percent
below the 1977 funding level, which is the current year. We need
Federal aid to support promising concepts demonstrated over the
past 8 years, and which I have attempted to highlight.

Drug investigation is just one of many areas that will suffer if the
cuts are approved. It must also be noted that the Crime Control Act
of 1976 added substantially more requirements for offices like the
one I am a part of. More and more of our time, money, and effort
goes to preparing reports and filling out questionnaires. This seri-
ously impacts our performance of the basic mission, which is to get
the action on the street.

At ihie risk, Mr. Chairman, of skipping over parts of the testi-
mony that are of particular interest to you, I think I should close in
light of the hour and thank you for this opportunity to be with you
and share views on the LEAA program and State and loca!l involve-
ment. I offer at tiis time to answer any questions.

Mr. Ropino. Thank you very much, Dr. Bufe.
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Doctor, we have heard the previous witnesses mention the TASC
program and the way it has worked, and it seems to have met with
a great deal of approval. I notice that in your prepared statement
you also point out the success of this program. Do you feel that the
funding that has been provided in that area, and of course as I see
from your statement LEAA put $800,000 into TASC in Detroit, do
you think first of all that that amount of money was well spent
when you consider the results of TASC?

Dr. Bure. I think it was a very important commitment, and 1
think it was money well spent. I think we could challenge that
every dollar was or was not expended effectively. This was a
learning experience. I think we have learned something very impor-
tant from it. The testimony goes on to suggest that the recidivism
rate as a result of that involvement has improved. That is kzowl-
edge we have gained out of it in addition to the good that the
individual people received as well as society generally.

Mr. Ropmvo. How would you evaluate the program as compared to
others that have been tried?

Dr. Burk. In terms of the bottom line, what we have done to
reduce recidivism, I think it has been quite effective. I think we
have had successes in terms of management that might even be
better, but here again this was a startup kind of activity in which
we learned from it, and I think it was a good investment.

Mr. RopiNo. Have you any idea at all as to the percentage of
those who didn’t go back into crime, those who were helped by the
TASC program?

Dr. Bure. My testimony, which I will read to ycu, says that
recidivism among drug addicts prior to this program was 32 percent.
The rate for those probationed since the program started is 17
percent. And I think that is a considerable finding for such a short
time with such a small investment.

Mr. Ropmvo. Let me go to another area which has been of
considerable interest to me and many others and, unfortunately,
hasn’t been addressed as I think it should be addressed because of
the magnitude of the problem and it relates to women. I have been
gathering data and have been finding that, unfortunately, there has
been no attempt to specifically address the problem of women in the
area of drug abuse, alcohol, et cetera. Yet I find that the statistics,
the data, have shown a tremendous increase in addiction in this
area with a concomitant increase in crime. What programs specifi-
cally targeting treatment of women and minorities have been devel-
oped in your State?

I would like to point out that in 1975 I sponsored an amendment
fo the Drug Abuse Treatment Act which focused attention on this
problem and urged that there be more emphasis given to this
problem. Can you tell me what has been done in your State?

Dr. Bure. 1 think what I would like to do is reserve a reaction to
that, and 1 will write it fo you, but it is my impression, because 1
have been involved in the development of some of these programs,
that we make no effort to discriminate in terms of design of the
program for either women or men, but I would want to verify this.

My impression, Mr. Chairman, is that they are being attended to
equally. I sense the concern you have about the increase in female




49

involvement with crime and with these drug abuse problems. I feel
quite comfortable, because I have seen women involved in our
programs onsite and I feel quite comfortable we are being respon-
sive equally to both sexes, but I will verify that. It is a good
question.

Mr. RopinNo. I appreciate your being frank about not being able to
give me an immediate response. I would, however, appreciate re-
ceiving your thoughts on this problem.

Dr. Bure. I will.

[The information referred to follows:]



Report

The Chent Onented Data Acquisition Prucess
(CGDAPR; 15 a chent moritoning system required
for alt drug treaiment pragrams recawvirig lederai
dollars CODAP was devetoped by the Navona
Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and implemented
in Michigan dunng October of 1973

O%AS has operated the CODAP system fur three
years However. the CODAP data was ndt
ava:apls until March, 197¢€ when NIDA began
provid ng OSAS with & compuler lape. Whiie this
data dees nol include all drug treatment
programs in Michigan, our estrmates ndicale that
the data represents approxmately 63 per cent of
the tolal number of clients seceiving drug
trestment in Mich:gan

Dunny 1976, OSAS has published three reports
using this data These reporls were sent to all
licensed programs as well as the Advisory
Commission and Coordinating Agencies. OSAS
imends to produce approximately 12 reports
dusing 1977

The chants and graphs shown on pages 29 thry

34 represent B.984 clients who were among those

treated -wring January through September, 1976

Sex

19 thru 26

Age

29

Epidemilogical

Ve 7.3% Transfer

254%
Readmission

67.3%
First Admission

Admisslon
Type

50.3%

Mairtenance

Admission
Modality

18 or under

Race

7.4%

Deto:

418% s oo
Drug Free

.5% Other




detroit house of correction

the forgotten offender

Prsoness are otten relerted e as loargotten
peaple 1t that phrase Hits any vroup of privanee. o
has been the temale olfender. Little iy really known
about her: research has traditionally been centered
on the male offender burause s he thar tlls most
prisons and  parale and probabion caseloads
Because of e relatvely simalf rumbor of women
cammilted 1o corechions syatem thioughout the
nattan. soaety has gever been torced to louk at
their needds, ‘their housing  ther treatment

Only recently, with mcoeeasing awaceness ot all
wamen's prablems and the growmp cnme rafe
amang women, has the female ottender bogun to
receve sonne allention

In Michigan, concern tor the fate o women
offenders has been steatily growing in the pubhc
and private sector. Cancern was stlustrated in the
Decomber. 1975, lakeaver of the Women's Division
ot the Detrot House o Carrection (DeHaCot by
the atate’s Coreections Department.

Previously run by the City ol Dotroit, this
St-year-ald prisor an Plymouth Township s so
rundown  that manténance v a losing hatile.
Although its cottage-siyle arrangement 15 probably
more humane than a cell biock 1 some of the older
male institutions, this prison bas become almost
counterpraducive hecause of s condition

All women convicted af telomes in Michigan are
sent to therr insttution. In Mav of 1976 the division
housed 288 women felons and 75 misdeamnants
The average number of women felons at QeHoCo

Female offenders have special needs == particularly
in the area of medical care — that male prisaners
do nol. Althaugh improving, medical care at the
Women'’s Division of the Detroit House of Correc-
tion is stilt considered inadequate,
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DETROIT HOUSE GF CORRECTION,
| WONENS DIVISION

F O Bex 411, Plymeath, 42170 Phone
{3009 A3 AR, taben ower tram City
Dt Ly 51300 an Mevamber, 31370
copactty 178 318, average pop. 190
MY agelemns 17 grd up

e —

in 1975 was 208, Jurisdictions which sentence
misdeaninants to the institution pay to the state the
per diem costs of their housing.

Besides the physical condition of the institution,
treatment programning for the women prisoners is
extremely limied, particularly in vocational educa-
tion.

Some improvements in all areas have occurred,
however, since state takeover.

Basic remedial eduration, preparation for the
General Edutation Development test and high
school completion are oftered by an enlarged
educational staff ot the institution. The business
office education program has been expanded.

College credits can be earned through a program
oftered at the institution by Schoolurait College,
Livonia. Usually ten to 25 women are participating
at any grven time. Some residents audit the classes
without credit

in the atea of vacational education the options
are limited but expanding. The most substantial
program invalves the insttation, Schoolcraft Col-
fege and the Plymouth Center for Human De-
velopment.

Quatified women can learn to be nurse assistants,
child care workers and teacher’s aides in this
program which is under the direction of the
college. Trained women prisoners work with the
blind. wfirm, physically and mentally handicapped
patients at the center. Since the program started in
1973 about 70 per cent of the women have found
jobs in private and pubiic institutions which care for
or lrain handicapped or ifl persons. A number of
womer wha participated in the program while at
DeHoCo now work full-time at the center.
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v CRIMES FOR WHICH FEMALE FELONS
ARE SERVING TIME AT DEHOCO
MARCH 1976
NUMBER OF
OFFENSES PREONERS
. Larceny from Building 44
Second Degree Murder 28
Manslaughter 24
Armed Robbery 18
Prison Escape 16
Uttering and Publishing i5
Unlawful Sale of Narcotic 14

n

Assault wfintent to Rob Armed
First Degrae Murder
Carrying a Concealed Weapon
Burglary
Fargery
Larceny from Person
Racejving Stolen Property
Violation of Check Law
Uharmed Robbery
Checks w/fo Account or Fund
Assault wiintent Great Body Harm Less than Murder
L.arceny
Kidnapping
Entering w/o Breaking
Possassion of Narcolic
Lirceny by Conversion

. Cruelty to Children
Welfare Fraud Over $500
Other Offenses

CNRNNANNWEWWRWURENDD wEO

S

v-i':h P;“Efﬂm of on-the-job training is assuciated

by "i e business oflice educalion program, and a

lx; . Informal training session in dental faboratory

i nalogy is offered to a few residents under the
rection of the institution’s dentist.

m?assgs in (ood services are undenvay as well as a
of {:‘E n poise and self-confidence, which is part
bl ¢ atademic school. A program of home
2gement, including budgeting, nutrition, child
€are and basic mechanical training is planned.

uﬁsﬁl:n ihie driawing board is family counseting
ruction in -seaki A SEl
techniques, job-seeking and interviewing

. The depariment also is investigating the possibil-
Yy of locating a prison industry at the site to
Peovide more jobs for the women.

4 Beyand these fimited vocasional offerings, resi-
(enls <an hold institutional jobs which pay about 55
enls 2 day in the cannery, the sewing room, the

t

tchens, on yard detail and in housekeeping, They

also can act as nurses aides in. the institution’s
infirmary.

Although the recreation program is limited
because of space, the inslitution does have a
full-time recreation director. There are rollerskat-
ing, baseball, table tennis, pool and physical fitness
and health care classes available,

Fo: lelsure 1ime activities, there is a small {ibrary
serviced by the Detroit Public Library, a knitting
club and several organizations which draw support
from outside groups.

Among these organizations are: Two clubs for
those serving life and long sentences assisted by
the American Association of University Women, a
chapter of the Jayceits, a sell awareness group and
some religious organizations. informal hobbycraft
activities involve some women. The institution Is in
the process of getting a Jaw library.

Group and individual counseling is also provided.
For drug abusers there is SHAR House, one of the
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more attractive cottages among the nine 40-bed
units, This therapeutic community, run by a private
organization based in Detroit, currently treats about
30 women in a highly structured setting.

As in the male institutions, selected women are
offered the department's parole contract (see
section on parole contracts).

Religlous counseling and programs are provided
by part-time contractually-paid chaplains.

Women prisoners have special problems not
found in male institutions that must be attended to
— among them the need for specialized medical
care. Minor medical care is offered in the
institution’s antiq d and sub dard infirmary
which was scheduled for improvement in 1976, A
full-time physician, a part-time dentist, a dental
technictan and six nurses make up the staff at the
inflrmary. Several physicians also are available on a
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contractual basis; a gynecalogist regularly visits the
institution. Serious medical problomy are handled
at the Wayne County General Hospital,

Although many improvements have been made in
programming for the female offender at DeHoCo,
the conditions of the prison make this institution
highly undesirable.

The state plans to abandon the prison in nud-1977
when a new $10.5 million women's instiution is
completed in Piusficld Township near Ypsilanti. it 3s
to house about 270 women felons with the
responsibility for the care of the misdeamnants
going back to the jurisdictions from which they are
sentenced.

Until the new prison is done, opportunities for
the imprisoned female felon are limited in Michi-
gan.

¥;

Women offenders in Michigan find respite from the tedium of prison life by pursing hobbies and keeping in-touch with the outside
wordd through telephone privileges and family visits.

65
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Mr. Ropino. It seems that this problem has really been neglected
and has not been properly addressed. As a matter of fact, forums
have been conducted in this area, and I addressed a forum a couple
of years ago, a national forum, on women, alcohol, and drug abuse,
and I was surprised frankly at the lack of emphasis in this area and
the lack of awareness as to the need to really address the problem.

There is in the office of NIDA a Special Assistant for Women'’s
Concerns which has made an attempt to address these problems. 1
was hoping that, with LEAA, and with the other agencies that
recognize the need, they would see to it that something is done in
this area.

And we are talking about crime, and we know that, unfortu-
nately, drug addiction when it comes t¢ women leads to prostitu-
tion, 1t leads to a deteriorating life, and it afiects the community at
large, so that I feel it is about time that we begin to address this
problem.

Dr. Bure. I feel quite comfortable, but I will investigate that
specifically. I should point out too in our State we have a number of
women involved in the commission activity relating to criminal
justice and to some of the special abuse areas. As a matter of fact,
we have leadership through women in that regard. 1 feel very
comfortable because I have seen women involved, but I want to
verify it to be sure.

Mr. Ropmvo. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Worrr., Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Bufe, we are grateful for your contribution here. I must say,
since you come from an area that impacts upon John Conyers’
Judiciary subcommittee that is responsible for oversight of LEAA, I
am sorry that he is not here today to hear your testimony. I am
sure that he is busy in another area and will review it. He has been
one of the prime drug fighters in this Congress and we are very
fortunate to have a man like that in the Congress.

I would just like to address myself to the fact that I am from New
York, and we have been the drug capital of the world until you
recently took over the mantle, according to some of the newspapers.

Dr. Bure. I would probably argue with you on that.

Mr. Worrr. Under any circumstance, they indicated that some of
your cities have been a major focus of activity by some of the drug
traffickers. To what do you attribute this great increase of activity
in your area?

Dr. Burg. That is a real hard question. It would be speculation, I
suppose, to get into that. I have my own impressions. 1 tend to feel
that we have only begun to really learn about the extent of the
problem. Our information systems have only in recent years been
implemented to begin to tell about our problems. You have spoken
to the Federal representatives this morning about the problem of
information. I think one of the very significant issues in that regard
is that we are only beginning to be in a better position to learn
about our problem more specifically. It could be I suppose because
the countermeasure activity that we have instituted hasn’t been
sufficient.

Mr. Worrr. You are one of the States that are not in compliance,
as I understand it, with LEAA. Is that correct?
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Dr. Bure. I don’t know. I don’t know that we are not.

Mr. Worrr. We have been told that your State is one of the States
that is not in compliance.

Dr. Bure. With what? Do you know specifically?

Mr. Worrr. The previous voluntary requirements on the assess-
ment programs, I have been told by counsel.

Dr. Bure. Are you talking about evaluation or what?

I would just like to point out the criminal justice problem is a
very broad, comprehensive kind of a beast, and I am not aware I am
not in compliance with anything.

Mr. Worrr. I was just wondering whether or not you felt that was
a restrictive factor in your ability to cope with the problem? In
other words, the compliance required by LEAA, and specifically the
part E reporting requirements, which I have just received from staff
just now. I don’t really think that has any relevance to the basic
thrust of my question, but I am just wondering whether or not you
find that the restrictions placed upon you by LEAA impair your
efforts in any fashion, or are they really necessary?

Dr. Bure. Well, I made a statement in the testimony that we are
and in the future we will be, required to do even more compliance

@ type of activities, and while we are doing this, obviously we cannot
be involved in the street activity. I do find it somewhat restrictive,
and I can tell you for a fact that this coming year, in light of the
congressional expression up to this point of a reduced level of
funding, that more and more of our action-related resources will be
devoted to compliance reporting, administrative kinds of things that
I feelt are nice, but not as important as getting the job done on the
street.

Mr. Worrr. Do you have any handle at all on the drug relation-
ship to street crime in your area, percentagewise?

Dr. Burk. It is a very difficult thing to nail down, but I would
tend to agree with the statement of I believe the committee chair-
man that it is probably arcund one-half as a contributing factor to
crime.

Mr. Worrr. I am sure that the reasons for your receiving in-
creased Federal funding are very valid. However, since street crime
is primarily local crime, is this not also a responsibility of the local
enforcement people as well?

Dr. Burk. 1 would agree, and I think the record is very clear in
our State. I cannot speak for others, and I hope you will talk to
other States. I think the record is very clear we have acted responsi-
bly. I point to the effort of our State to become involved in the
treatment dimension of the problem, and we have invested in the
past few years a program that now totals about $20 million a year.
We have done many other things at the State and local level to cope
with the problem because, obviously, it is a big contributing factor.

We think we could do more innovative things. When you deal
with a new idea and you are starting up new activities it just seems
to me we can do a lot better job of accelerating the kinds of things
we are ultimately shooting for. I think we have demonstrated that
in the period of this program, and I am just sorry that Congress

. doesn’t feel that way.
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I point out in the testimony that we haven’t given up on other
social issues. We have the unemployment issue which is part of the,
crime problem too. Congress sticks with unemployment and job
funds, but I get the feeling that we are not very excited at the
congressional level to stick with the problem of crime.

I have a lot of other things to do in our State in terms of
innovative programing to deal with the drug problem, and I can
assure you if you fund at the $600 million level I am not going to be
able to get much of it done. It is going to take a lot longer to do it,
because LEAA money is for startup, and our pickup record is clear.
The record is before you, and I think we can make progress.

Mr. Worrr. Dr. Bufe, I must preface this question with a remark.
The question was asked before by the gentleman from Florida
relative to organized crime and its activities. I must preface my
remarks, however, by stating to you the great concern that I have
relative to the stereotype that is created by the word “organized”
crime. It brings to mind the old groups that were in organized crime
referred to at one time as a Mafia relationship, and what have you.
I should like to at this point disabuse many of the people who
attempt to stereotype organized crime into this area. Today in the
drug field with regard to organized crime so far as I am concerned,
its complexion has changed completely. With respect to traffickers
in drugs, the organized crime figures have been Chinese, they have
been Jewish, they have been black, Chicano, all other types of
groups, and therefore when I pose this question to you of organized
crime 1 wish you would address it in its total structure rather than
in the very narrow structure that has been stereotyped.

Do you find an intrusion of organized crime activities in your
area, specifically in the drug field?

Dr. Bure. I would much prefer that this question be addressed to
the law enforcement officials in our State because they are obvi-
ously in a better position to do that. It is my impression that there
has been intrusion of organized crime into the drug trafficking
business, and again I am going to answer in that scope that you
gave me, not specifically by any one group. I felt for awhile they
were out of that trafficking, but it seems to me that they have come
back into it.

However, I think it would be much more helpful to your commit-
tee to get that directly from our director of State police, or perhaps
from our chief of police in Detroit.

Mr. Worrr. I wonder if you could perhaps act somewhat as
intermediary for us and get that response for the committee?

Dr. Bure. Yes, sure.

[The information referred to follows:]

Dr. Bufe provided the committee with a letter describing several occurrences in
Michigan that lead the State police to conclude such events are “sufficient to

establish the basis of a reasonable cause to believe there is organized crime involve-
ment.” (The letter is in the committee files.)

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ropino. Mr. Frey.

Mr. Frey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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In your treatment program, in putting it together, have you
consulted other States such as California or any other States to see
what they do?

Dr. Bure. Have we done that?

Mr. FrEY. Yes.

Dr. Bure. Yes, our people who are involved in the treatment
dimension of our program are very close to their counterparts in
the other States.

Mr. FrEy. I just wondered did you base it on any other particular
State when you put it together.

Dr. Bure. We have had help from some of the west coast States,
garticularly California, Arizona, New York, some other eastern

tates.

Mr. Frey. California is probably one of the few States that really
has kept decent records over a period of time and afterwards 3
years for the people who entered the program. As of a few years ago
onl{'l 17 pecent are not back in the program. But that is not bad,
really.

I think that sometimes we look at the percentages and really
knock the programs, but I think, practically speaking, after 3 years
if you can take.17 percent of it out with all the problems you have
of people going back into the street, back in the same atmosphere,
that is not bad at all, and I think you use the figure that Chairman
Rodino did of 17 percent before.

Dr. Bure. Yes; of course Mr. Rodino has the same figure I came
out with. I guess I share your feeling. I think any progress we make
at all is important.

Mr. Frey. I do too, and of course, as you know, there are even
programs in California which help somebody get a job after they get
out. When they get through the facilities there are halfway houses
for them to live in. I spent some time out there going through the
program and looking at it, and while there is no program, or there
are certainly no things for a heroin addict as such, they did seem to
have some flexibility in it also.

How many people do you project are going to go through your
treatment program in the next few years? Do you have any idea?

Dr. Burek. I think I can retrieve that. I don’t happen to know right
off hand.

[The information referred to follows:]

The information system to track those in treatment only recently became oper-

ational. On March 31, 1976, there were 12,564 persons in treatment in Michigan. The
table of treatment modality follows:



Utliization Ratea by Modality and Environment
For Drug Trestment Units
Natlonal Drug Abuae Treatmant Utllization Surveyt
. Prevalonce Date March 31, 1976

Actual Cllents in Treatment .
Client Environmant

Out- Resi- Inpatient
Modality patient dential Daycare Hospital Pdson TOTALS
Drug-Free ............... 5471 447 35 38 234 6,225
Detoxification .... .. ... ... . 479 2 0 29 350 860
Maintenance ............... . 5468 2 ¥ 0 o 5,470
Other . o] 0 0 1 8 ]
TOTALS ... ... .. ... 11418 481 ETR &8 592 12584
Pearcant Utllization
Cllent Environment
Out- Resi- Inpatient
Modality Patient dential Daycare Hospital Prison TOTALS
Drug-Free ........... .. ... 79 S0 83 78 §23 81
Oetoxification ........ . ... . 97 33 o] 66 67 81
Maintenance ................. 91 25 1] 0 [+] 2l
Other ............ ... ...... 0 0 0 100 40 43
TOTALS ................ .. 85 ra 83 E G 85

t Sponsored by the National Institute on Drug Abuse through the State of Michigan Integrated Drug
Abuse Reporing Procese {IDARP).
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Mr. Frey. You are obviously short of people, facilities, halfway
houses, and all that. Maybe also for the record you could provide
what you think you would need as a budgetary matter to be able to
do what you want in the treatment area.

Dr. Bure. OK; that is available, and I just don’t want to misin-
form you. I want to be very exact.

[The information referred to follows:]

Actually, in the treatment area, we are meeting the demand right now. Most
programs are not at full capacity. If more funds were available, the greater need is
for better data collection, training, evaluation, and planning. Our Substance Abuse
Office feels that $1-$2 million spread over State and local coordinating agencies
(added to $4.8 million) would allow much better use of the $6.6 million alcohol and
$8.9 million drug treatment program.

Mr. Frev. We appreciate that.

Let me ask you just a general question. This is maybe something
a law enforcement man can answer but I would like to have your
thoughts on it too.

By the way, I went to the University of Michigan up there so I
know a little bit about the area, but one of the problems of course,
whether it is in Detroit or Michigan, whether it is on the border
like in Florida where I am from, is that so much of the work that is
done by the locul police or by the county or by the State—that is
really just hitting at the periphery of it—so much of it at least
appears to be organized, I use it in the broad sense of the word—
people involved in crime who are fairly well organized who go over
not only county and State but international lines and that kind of
thing, and I just really wonder with the money—and I am for it,
because again I think you are at least doing something—I just
wonder if maybe the answer in that area isn’t an increased national
effort. In other words, where are you going to get the most for your
money out of the thing? If we keep putting a lot of it in the States it
gets so diffused and every little city or county has their own drug
thing, but they really cannot operate without the intelligence that
is needed. What is your feeling on that?

Dr. Bure. It is a very astute observation about designing strate-
gies to deal with that problem. I guess I would react this way. I
think it takes a partnership to deal with the problem that is
involved as this and I would agree that it is international, it is
interstate, and it is intrastate. We even have some serious problems
that are difficult to coordinate within our own State.

I would like to suggest, and I feel very strongly about this, that
we need all the parts. I guess my testimony points to the record of
what our locals have done and I admit in the testimony that we
haven't got to the target, the higher ups, but I would suggest
further to you that when a Federal agent comes in, or even a State
agent comes in, it is usually that local enforcement agent who is in
the best position to point out to these officials what the changes are
in that community, who the actors are that are different from the
ordinary.

Mr. Frey. I suppose you have the same problem, some of which
surfaced in our State, that the agent from out of town, the so-called
expert, really doesn’t want to tell them much, and we found this.
We have a real problem with it of coordinating down the line. I
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think it is a good point because I think all are needed, but I get very
frustrated because there doesn’t seem to be any coordination of it,
and even in the LEAA funding that goes into different areas, and I
am not talking about your State—I am talking about mine—that
goes into different areas, there is really no overall coordination of
what you are getting.

Dr. Bure. Let us not give up though.

Mr. Frey. No choice.

Dr. Bure. Yes, we have no choice. It is a very complicated
problem of coordination, but in our State one of the most exciting
things LEAA has done in the enforcement dimension of this prob-
lem is to design, develop, multijurisdictional metro squads, and we
have made that work.

Now, if we can make locals work together, and there has always
been that same kind of jealousy or whatever you want to call it—I
don’t even know that it is not healthy—we can have an impact
upon the problem. The point is we have been able to break those
barriers or impact upon them, and I guess I am not ready to give
up. It is not just the Fed not talking to the State or local, but it is
the local more often not talking to the State or Fed.

.I think we have demonstrated these barriers can be impacted and
we cannot give up. We have to do more of it.

Mr. FrRey. I agree with you, and one last question. Can you just
give us percentagewise what the increase in effort has been in the
State in the total drug program over the last 2 or 3 years? How
much have you increased the effort in it and what is it in real
dollars, and what projections do you have for the future?

Dr. Bure. Yes, I can——

Mr. Frey. Can you ballpark that for us now?

Dr. Bure. I can ballpark it. I will try to. We probably since the
beginning of the program have increased the commitment to drug
abuse narcotics problems by probably fivefold.

Mr. Frey. From what to what?

Dr. Bure. Well, I would have trouble with that.

Mr. Frey. $10 million to $50 million, or in that range?

Dr. Bure. We have gone at least that much, yes. I can get more
specific about that.

Mr. Frey. I would be interested in that for the record, and also
what plans you have in the future because I think it has just got to
get higher in all our priorities and I say the Federal first, but 1
think that is across the board for the States and for the local
communities.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Bure. OK.

[The information referred to follows:]

In 1973-74, our OSAS distributed $12.5 million in community treatment funds. In

197178 the projected expediture will be $17 million, a 36% increase. At this level, we
are meeting the current derrand for treatment services.

Mr. Ropino. Thank you.

Mr. Neriss. One question. Dr. Bufe, thank you very much for
being here and waiting this long.

Dr. Bure. It is my pleasure.

Myr. Nerus. Your figures do not show the same trend as the
LEAA figures across the board. You had an increase from about $3
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million in 1972 to about $22 million narcotics and alcohol abuse in
1977. Is that a reflection in your judgment of the increased prob-
lems involving drug abuse and alcohol abuse in the city of Detroit,
or is that a reflection of the State’s problem?

Dr. Bure. I think it is probably a combination of a lot of things. I
would like to say that that, first of all, is part of it, but I think
importantly if you go to the record, you will see that the commit-
ment has been made really when this program got off the ground to
attend to the problem and it has taken this period of time to build
it. I guess we would like to continue that building and hope that we
will receive the help of Congress to do that.

Mr. NeLLIs, Dr. Bufe, how much persuading have you had to do in
order to run counter to the national trend? The national trend, as I
pointed out much earlier, as the chairman pointed out as well, is
completely in the other direction. Michigan must be one of the few
States that has increased its contribution in dollars with respect to
the drug abuse problem.

Dr. Burk. I don't really know how we compare with other States.
We obviously are unique if the trend has been the other way.

Mr. NeLLis. Did you do much more than just submit your State
plans? Did you lobby? How did you effectuate such a result?

Dr. Burk. I think that it is the State action. The plan is some-
thing that you use to shoot for and then we work from that through
a lot of different mechanisms. We work with our legislators, we
work with our communities, we work with the practitioners. There
are any number of things we have done to bring highlight to this
problem area. The State community obviously has picked up on the
notion that it is a serious contributing factor to the crime problem
and we now have their support.

Mr. NeLus. It is a high pricrity item in your State.

Dr. Bure. Yes.

Mr. NeLuis. I wish more States felt that way about it.

Dr. Burk. I think I should point out in defense of other States
that it is very difficult to put your hands on all the pieces that are
indirectly drug supporting. For example, through LEAA we have
put in about a $4 million lab program that has contributed to the
ability of the law enforcement community to identify drugs and you
can go on and on. Our career criminal program we are starting up
is going to be targeted on drug offenders. There are any number of
things I can point to. Qur legislative review right now on sentencing
is going to deal with the inequities in dealing with drug offenders.

There are any number of things we cannot put a dollar sign on
easily that go along with the effort that we are able to describe, and
maybe other States haven’t reported it that way. I don’t know.

Mr. NeLu1s. Thank' you very much, Dr. Bufe. I appreciated your
statement as well which I thought was very carefully drawn.

Dr. Bure. Thank you very much. It is my pleasure to be here.

Mr. Ropino. Thank you very much, Dr. Bufe. We appreciate your
coming here, and we appreciate your testimony which I am sure is
going to be very useful to the committee coming from a local
source—from where the action is right now. Knowing that Detroit is
unfortunately infested with this problein I think the information
you have presented is going to be very beneficial to the committee.
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[Dr. Bufe’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. NoOEL C. BUFE, ADMINISTRATOR,
MicHIGAN OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS

“The estimated 40,000 to 50,000 junkics on Datroil's streets

shoot up stuff from Moxico. That's vhere most of the city's

heroin comes from. The Detrolt Police Department's Central

Narcotics section does its best to curb heroin traffic herve,

raiding drug houses, busting street pushers, occasionnlly

cracking a ring of louecal suppliers. But ruch of the scceion's

cfforts to stop the yetail sales of lieroin in Detroit has

been like bailing out a bathtub with a teaspooun."

Peter Gavilovich, Dettoit Free Press, Sunday Magazine Section,

January 2, 1977,
The Problem

Four months after the above article appeared, 240 men of federal, state,

county and local law enforcement agencies raided 12 houses and 9 bars, arrested
25 people and confiscated 6-1/2 pounds of heroin worth about $3 million. This
folloved an October 1976 raid in which 29 Detroit area wholesalers were arrested

and 6.4 pounds of heroin worth $3 million were confiscated,

Apprehension of large quantity heroin dealers iuvolved in the Mexican
connection refleet a concentration of federal DEA commitwment to the Detroit area.
It is alleged that Detroit is one of the major centers for distribution aid sale
of brown Mexican hercoin. It is also believed that a significant percent of

Detroit's homicides are drug related.

What are the dimensions of drug use and abuse in Michigan? A statewide
survey of 2,539 residents, ages 13 and over, was conducted in 1974 by the
Office of Substance Abuse Services (0SAS). Projecting from the self-reporting
of Lhis sample (which may be understated), some 28,000 Michigan citizens (.4%)
used cocaine in the previous & weeks; 17,000 (.27) used heroln, and 540,000
(7.5%) used marijuana., There were 432 deaths in Michigan primarily duc to drug
abuse (excluding alecohol). Nearly half (44%) or a projected 214,000 of those
who had used drugs in the previous year reported onec or more problems as a
result of the use. OSAS estimated, as a result of its survey, that the social
cost of drug abuse in Michigan in 1974 was $419 million, of which $8.6 milllon
was {or health resources, $26.6 million for criminal justice, $65.6 million in
productlvity losses, $47.5 million in drug abuse program costs and $271 million

in property loss duc te crime.

®
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In October 1976, Detroit SMSA emergency rooms reported 1,388 drug related
clicnts episodes, crisis centers reported another 398, and wedical examiners 12,
for a total of 1,798; the figure for January 1977 was 1,479. B

By whatever measure — problems of health, social adjustment, crime or cost,
drug abuse is a matter of considerable concern. 'Drugs" has been: the second
nost often (heliind crime) mentioned comaunity problem in each of OCJP's five
annual public opinjon surveys. “Drugs" also ranked very high as the believed
cause ol crime, yet there is pessimism about what can be done to curb drug abuse,
only 6% of the 1977 survey respondents mentioned drug control as a way to reduce

crime (477 mentioned stricter penalties and tougher enforcement).

The Response

The governmental response to substance abuse has traditionally taken two
routes — law enforcement on the one hand and therapeutic treatment on the other.
The criminal justice system and LEAA aid have been significant in enforcement

and supportive as regerds treatment.

A. Law Enforcement

It is difficult to estimate the number of narcoties related offenses in
Michigan. Unlike crimes for which evidence exists in the form of damages, loss
or injury, drug law violations are seldom known until the moment an arrest is
nade. Occasionally complaints or observations about erratic behavior will lcad
to arrests for possession and use, but, by and large, personal violations of
controlled substance acts are undetected. For instance, iﬂ 1976 there were
25,483 reported narcotics offenses and 27,866 arrests for narcotic law violations.
Technically, each of the 351,000 Michipen citizens estimated to have used illicit

drugs in 1974 vas committing a crime.

The trend in arrest patterns for controlled substance violations are as
follows: there were 20,492 total arrests in 1971, 27,866 in 1976, a 36% increase -~
over five years. However, within that total, there was a 61% increase in marijuana
arrests, a 56% DECREASE in heroin/cocaine arrests, and a startling 114% increase
in arrests for "other" drug violations (pills, synthetics, etc.). BRetweer 1971
and 1976, however, arrests rose to a peak in 1974 (29,909). They stabilized
at a lower 27,290 and 27,866 in two succeeding ycars. Arrests of juveniles
rvose 7.9% on the basis of a 61% increase in marijuana arvests and 627 decrease
in heroln arrests but registered a 62.5 decreasw in arrests for abuse of other

chemleals., Thus, during a period in which publie acceptance of pot smoking
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has Increascd and abhorrence of heroin has riseu, the arrest trend for those
substances is quite the reverse. %The 2,840 arrests for selling heroin in
Michigan in 1976 accounted for but 10Z of all narcotics law -arrests. Add 969
arrests for use of heroin and the total for heroin arrcsts is 34% of the total.
Again, because of the nature of the vay narcotics offenses become knomm, 707 of

such cases are cleared by arrest, compared to 20Z fox all index crimes.

B. Local Enforcoment R :

Nearly every jurisdiction of any size in Michigan has officers specializing
in drug lav enforcement. Some are participants in rcgional Nare Squads. Fiftcen
local or regional units have been funded by the Office of Criminal Justice Programs
(0CIP) with LEAA aid. Of the eleven units for which federal support has ended,
all of them have continued the effort in one form or amother - not all at the
sane level as afforded by the grant projects. The total of federal funds put
these local programs amounts to $2,700,000 thus far. There are some notable
examples 6f area-wide cooperation; we funded the Tri-County Metro Squad around
Lansing, DRANO (Downriver Area Nocotics Organization) south of Detroit, and the
Oakland County NET Project. A speclal Detroit area unit, to be called CANE, was
operationalized instead as the Ad Hoc DEA Task Force and involves experts
" assigned by the State Police and local agencies. The Task Force has had several

notable succestes.

We are conducting an evaluation of four local units we are now funding.
The full results are not yet available. However, we have preliminary findinge
from three of the four. They show arrests in 75% of the cases being investi-
gated. Of the drugs confiscated in those arrests, two-thirds was marijuvana,
23% heroin, and 12% other (chemicals, pills). Those arrested were 32% dealers,
32% users and 27% street pushers. Only BZ were diastributors, importers or
manufacturers. While these are incomplete data, they suggest that the problem
of busting the drug trade "higher~ups" remains as difficult as anticipated.

The State has also federally funded a number of organized crime units
which on occasion uncover evidence of drug traffic. Organized crime upits,
however, are usually found in communities with drug squads, apd thus do not

generally pursue drug investigations themselves.
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LEAA funds vere used to support over $120,000 for two local drug analysis
labs. Generally, however, we have discouvaged the proliferation of local labs

while heavily supporting a network of state forensic laboratories.

C. State Inforcement . s

The Michigan State Police is the principal state agency for drug law

enforcement and analysis of confiscated materfels. The State Police maintains

“a Narcoties Unit with bases dn Detroit and Lansing.. They participate in cases

with the DEA Task Force im Detroit. In 1976, they were involved in 1,216 cases
and made 2,006 arrests, confiscating $12,353,000 in controlled substances. State
narcotics officers have participated in a large number of cases along with federal
and local officers. The State Police Narzotics Unit was in being before the

LEAA program and has, thus, never been a grant applicant.

A State Police operated Turn-In-Pushers (TIP) award system awarded $397,000
to infoxmants in 1975. Based on’ 3,162 calls, there were 1,067 arrests and
sejzure of drugs.worth $3.5 million on the strect.

Prug analysis work in Michigan is done mainly by an emergency network of
highly sophisticated forensic labs run by the State Police with Health Depart-
ment participation.  This lab-system expunsion was made possible by $3,986,000
in LEAA-OCJP funds. The botanicals and narcotic drug sections of the labs made
17,912 didentifications in 1976, compared to 20,131 in 1974 and 18,028 in 1975.

Treatment

Michigan was among the first states to establish a state co&rdinating agency
for the treatment of djt:ué abuse problems. The Office of Substance Abuse Services
(05AS) was established with LEAA grant money. We provided $226,000 early in
its existence of which $75,000 was for a study of Victimless Crime. That agency
had a $20 million budget for FY 1976, more than total OCJP budget for the same
period. Very early in Michigan it was decided that criminal justice funds would
not be the major source for treatment sexvices. In 1970, we funded a Wayue
County edycation project. We also helped start five county-wide pilot comprehen—
sive programs with a total of eight projects (Genesee, Inghan,Macomb, Washtenaw
and Wayae). These projects had to be cleared with 0SAS and their local community
Mental Health Boavrds before we would approve them. The federalhdollars we awarded
totaled $2.5 million. In the projects we funded, it was found that the smaller
projects using full. community resources including volunteers and job placement,
vorked much better than larger impersonal projects :tsinr, Just their own resouvces

and professional staff. As other resources Lecame available, OCJIP withdrew from
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such activity, partly because of our own emerging policy not to fund private
agencies directly. OSAS provides about $7 million annually to 25 local agencies
for drug abuse treatment and $5 million for alcohol abuse treatment.

OCJP was also instrumental in developing drug treatment for offenders. By
funding a $111,000 health services study for the Corrections Department,,we
helpad start a massive upgrading of health screening and treatment, including
drug ahuse counseling. By screening, it has been determined that one-third
of the iamates eatering prison had patterns of sustained fllicit drug use orv
addiction. All correctional facilities have chapters of Aleoholics Anounymous

and Narcotics Anonymous.

We have also avarded over $4million in LEAA funds for 26 jall rehabilitation
programs, seven of which are still active. To the best of our knowledge, e\}ery
one of them has a drug abuse component. The jail drug abuse services vary widely
from individual therapy to group therapy to education and counseling. Much
depends on the size of the community and available resources. A quick scan of
data indicates that two-thirds of jail inmates are recommended for either drug
or alcohsl treatment and 20Z had been using, within 30 days prior to being
jailed, a community substance abuse services. Drug related charges rank third

among charges leading to_jail commitment, behind burglary and larceny.

A. TASC - (Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime)

A significant recent LEAA activity regarding drug treatment is Detroit's
TASC project, a federal discretionary grant. TASC is an adjunct to a series
of state LEAA funded projects in Wayne County. The first supported the
Recorder’s Court Drug Program in 1971, led to reimbursing clinics for court
referred clients in 1972 and later allowed the hirving of 24 probation officers
specializing in drug counseling and referral. A Screening Board was added which
was to ceview addicts before santencing and make disposition recommendations in
3,600 cases since 1972. 'fhe TASC grant allowed the addition of urine sample
monitoring and tracking for probationers, those requesting release on bond,
and defendants appeaving for sentence, requesting diversion, or suspected of
drug use. According to TASC data, recidlivism among drug addicts prior to these
programs was 32%. The rate for those probationed since the programs started
is 17%Z. Funded for two years with $414,000 and '$371,000 in federal graats,
the project is being extended for six months with $30,000 each from Detroit's
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Part C allocation and Wayne County, while permanent county and OSAS support is
being sought. A reduced phase ITI application for TASC has been approved. The
cuntinuation at a rate of $120,000 per year will insure that two employces in
Recorder's Court will refer clients for substance abuse seirvice and that three
cmplkyces in the WdyAe County Substancc'Abusc ﬁgogram wili track ;hcse‘clieats.
HWe have also funded a wide variety of police, prosecution and court diversion
projects which share TASC's goal of treatment alternatives to adjudication of

drug abusing offeunders.

Conciusion:

I believe the material presented here tells a story of effcctive state
planaing and lecal programs, using federal aid, to impact the drug problem.
OCJP has put over $7.3 million into drug investigation and treatment programs.
We invested another $4 million in jail rehab projects with drug abuse components.
LEAA has put another $800,000 into TASC in.Detroit.

If we assess the harm and loss caused by drugs, the expenditures arc
worthwhile and should continue. Some view the drug problem as being as
insoluble as alcohol use, gambling, or prostitution, and doubt that we should
continue wlth our admittedly imperfect enforcement efforts. I am persuaded
that illicit drugs are diminishing the quality of life for many and causing

sericus financial loss.

We will continue funding local projects for narcotics investigaficn as
long as they are within local priorities and meet our operational guidelines.
There are still three SMSA's which have not had grants for drug enforcemenut
units. But it shauld be noted that all of the OCJP funded programs have com-

‘pleted their grant funding period and are continued with local funds, I will

look closely at any future requests to determine if they are more likely to go
after street pushers or those in higher echelons; it is the latter that I am
most concerned about. I will work more closely with 0SAS to assure proper
attention to substance abuse treatment in diversion and corrcctional projects,
particularly those for juveniles. . I will look for attention to the problems

of synthetic chemical drugs, the fastest growing part of the drug subculture.

We must also scek to hetter educate people toward less abuse of controlled
substanees - vhether alcohol, pot, heroin. So, whether we support enforcemant,
treatment, or education programs, sharpened by what evaluation has tought us, LEAA

support will be vital.
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This lcads to my ;nost urgent recomnendatfon. If this Congress adopts its
currently recommended level of fuading, 1978 funds for LEAA purposes will be .
75% beloaw the 1976 level and 20%Z lower than 1977. There has been much ruwbling
to the effect that, since erime has not diszippe;trcd, we should terminate federal
crime control assistance. If so, we should also recognize tlm}. we have not
elimdnated poverty, unemploywent or accidents.. Does that nean we should stap
providing federal welfare, unemployment or traffic safety assistance? We need
federal LEAA aid to support promising concepts demonstrated over the pa;-;t: eight
years. - And it must be noted that reported ceime did go down in 1976, Our State
Commission on Criminal Justice has gone on record with two resolutions urging
adequate funding for the LEAA programs. In fact, 11 of 19 Michigan Congressmen
supported the Holtzman amendment to restore propased cuts. I urge you to
support funding of the 1976 level ($809.6 million) if you really wish to continue
the gains we have made. Drug investigz;tion is. just one of 'many areas that will
suffer if the cuts ate approved. It must alse be noted that the Criwe Control
Act of 1976 added substantially more requirements for offices liké CCJP. More
and more o'f our time, money and effort goes to preparing reports and filling

out questicanaires. This seriously impacts our performance af our basic mission.

In trying to disrupt the drug delivery chain vhich ends in Michigan, maybe
we are just trying to bail out the bathtub with a teaspoon. Yet, there have
been significant recent successes in the Detrolt area. Perhaps we have not
yet done enouph to determine if the enforcement model can work. If the DEA
Task FPorce idea continues to work well in Michigan, perhaps even more federal
support for DEA is in order. I assure you, if LEAA suppbrt disappears, it will
be infinitely more difficult for state, couity and city cooperative efforts to
develop in the parts of Michigan not yet fully organized for drug enforcement.

Thank you for this opportﬁnity to share with this important committee the
Mizhigan view of how we hae responded, and might better respond, to the crime

and drug problems so prevalent here aud across the Nation.




Executive utitue X
April 28, 1977 . B

Gov. William G. Milliken Thursday urged Congress to restore the $200 million cut out
of the LEAA Budget by its Appropriations Committee. Noting that this would mean a loss of

$5 million to Michigan's state and local eriminal justice agencles, Milliken said:

YIe is essgntinl that the Congress maintain its commitment to fighting crime. State and
local cosc; a;'e increasing steadily and this is no tin;s‘: for.Congress to reduce federal
assistance.” i

¥ollowing is the text of the message conveyed to l-lichig#n's Congressioﬁal delegacion:‘

For eight years Michigan ha"s been engaged in a compréhensive upgrading and modexnizing
of our criminal justice .system. Much of the impetus was provided by LEAA funds.

In law enforcement, the list of attivities includes crime prevention programs, sp&ciai
investigation units, and a statewide communications gystem. Further, LEAA funds made
widespread improvements in Court administration 4possib1e.' Innovations in the field of
corrections include intensive probation, community correctional centefs; prison de-
centralization and Office of Jail Services. A wide ra;lgé of juvenile justice and delinquenc:
prevention reforms have- also been started. o e -

House action ‘is pending which would reduce LEAA approp;:iatiuns by 28 percent--from
$704 million request‘ed by the Administration. Such action would sewv/erely muzzl: Michigan's
prograns as it would mean & cut of ovexr $5 million. ’ ) ‘

Congres;woman E;I.izabet:h Holtzman will introduce ar{ amendment when the issue comes to
the llouse floor which will réstore the appropriations ‘at: least. to the original figure.

I urge your full support of the Holtzmwan amendment as. L strongly fen;_-l that the LEA4& proéra'-

has an important place

in Michigan's criminal Justice efforts.

[ A
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FOLT OFHINE RUX 30076, LAMSING 1K AR 48950
GUUALD H MILLER, D b

April 13, 1977

For eight years, we have been engaged in the most comprehensive upgrading,
reform and modernization in the history of criminal justice., Much of the
impetus was provided by OCJP-LEAA grants. ‘In law enforcement, the Iist of
activity runs.from crime prevention programs to special investigative units
to a statewide communications system. In prosecution, we have eéncouraged
diversion of selected cases from courts te treatment wodes, encouraged
career criminal priority prosecution, and started the Prosecutors Manage-
nent Infuvmation System (PROMIS). We initiated the State Appellate Defen-
der program. The federal funds made possible widespread improvements in
court administration. Correctional innovations include intensive probation,
comaunity correctional centers, prison decentralization, and Office of Jail
Services. A wide range of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
reforms were begun. These are only a few of the many programs we helped
you plan and implement.

Congress appears in the mood to begin dismantling the LEAA mechanism. The
cognizant Sub-Committee on Appropriations has,rgcommended a $200 milliea
cut (down 28% from Carter's $704 million proposal). This follows a 7%
reduction for 1977 and amounts to a 38% two year reduction. This trend
Jhas, and will, seriously cripple our efforts to help you wmodernize and
improve the vital services you perform.’ Criticisms of the program,
relatively mild last year (clection year}, are loud and clear this year.
The Commission on Criminal Justice sent the attached Resolution to Congress
in Jununry; its Ezecutive Committec has directed me to send a copy to you.
We alsu ask your cooperation in conveying a sense of the value nf our
programs to the Congress.
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April 13, 1977
Yage 2

The voice which way couvince Congress is your votee. T ask you to think
about the wany projects which have bencefitted your constituents. The
enclosed Annual Repurt will refresh your memory as to our impact, 1 you
agrea-that the Crime Control Act and fis funding are valnable, please
vonvey this te Michipmn's Congressmen and/or wembers of the Judiciary

and Appropriatious Committees (lists attached).

In my cousidered opinion, only "prass roots” interests can save this
pionecering block griant and planning program from gradual; perhaps instant,
extinction. Aunything you cun do to help will bt appreciated. Ty communi-
cations you might generate would be useful to me so please send me copfes.

Sincerely,

OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAME

:.r‘ K /

Cox .,'-“,.\_‘-; Jaee 2
Noel C. Bufe e

Administrator
RCB:Bjv

Enclosure



Myzelt Sowell, Chief Defender
Legal Ald & D:fb"dbr Association
of Hichigan

Jamss L. Shonkwiler
Prosecuting Attorney's Association
of Michigan

Beth Arnovits

Juvenile Justice Coalition

c/o Hichigan Council on Crim:
and Delinguency

Jim Split

Michigan Jail Pehabilitation
Services Association

Martna Wylie
T.E.A 4. for Justice

Cnarles WKitchner, Director
Greater Lansing Urban League, Inc.

William V., Etchison, Treasurer
Hichigan Association of Probate
Services

John R. Plants
Autonobile Club of Michigan

Jack Foster
Michigan Sheriff's Associstion

Herd Yamanishi
Michigan League for Human Services

Craries refioe
%ichigan Association of Juvenile
Caurt Adminiscrators

Corl Latora, Executive Director of
Highfields (nc.

‘Richigan Federation of Private
Child and Fomily Agencics

Chartes L. Lindstrom, President

Bichiguwe Association of
Chiefs of Pulice

Jun W. Huwnan, President )

Prosceuting Alturaeys Association
of Michigan
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bavid Storrs, President
Juvenite Justice Association

Harlys Schutjer, President
Hichigan Association for
Educationa) Options

William Szafarczyk, President,
Michigon Coalition of Runaway
Services

Honorabrie Fred J.
President
Michigan Judges Association

Borchard

Jack Patriarche
Hichigan Municipal teague

A. Barry McGuire
Michigan Association of Catinties

Robert R. Robinson
Hichigan Townships Association

Michac) Frank
State Bar of Michigan

Donald Switzer, Director
Newaygo County Youth Secvices
Bureau

Bruce F. Romer °
City Manager
Michigan Municipal Leaque

Benjamin Schradey
Michigan Association of Countics

Michigan RPU & LPU Dircctors

Anne Nolan - Region 1

frank fruzka - Region 2

€. Duke Hynck - Region 3
Beth Walter - Region &
Eugene Baldwin - Region S
Williaw Wah) - Region 6
Roburt Thorne - Region 7
Marvin Zwicrs = Region 8
Ralpiv Eukuri - Region 9

Sue Zuburchen = Region 10
George Gardner - Kegion 11
Hichacl Belecuw - Region 12
Pasl Doucette - Region 13
Leland Somers - Region 14
Alfred Hontgowery = LPU 21722

“R. J. Rhodes - Ly 23

Wbert Nyovieh - Lpu *h
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o
By
\\:’A::‘ Al State ¢ Lhote v
4J§;¢ Cotrniitsinn on © 'lushi
C.;‘.—;‘,’ Lewns Cun 8 0y
Y L.ansmy fhuhe e 2R
January 2k, 1977
Cn‘.:-cr A
O ft
Voo Coen o STATEMENT DIRECTED TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UMITED STATES
Erocat Broes, I FROM
bt “;’J N MICHIGAN COMMISSION ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE
Frose e
[T SR
G b i This Commission, at its January 14 regular meeting, authorized its
- Chairman to convey to the Congress and the new Administration its
Matan £ # ovoh continuing concern about charges that the LEAA program has been a
: fatlure and should be terminated. It concerns us that, after full
O e o review and extensjon by Congress of the Crime Control Act in 1976,
pars nz-‘ncqv critics continue to dog the program. Referring to specific concerns,
A (’.:pt, Michigan has not squand“red LEAA funds on police arsenals, has not ig-
nored community crime prevention and has not short changed judicial
Erath J nokey funding or juvenile projects.

Gudos Kegadtd
Lusnty M Comngt . .
e o Community crime prevention has received an average of 10% of available

et action funds, rising from 3% to 203 over the years of the program.
Brar wpam The adjudication area, which accounted for 12% of total direct state
i A G g y . " i . :
How T e Sh level criminal justice appropriations in 1977, received 16% of avail-
AN S able 1976 federal ald. Equipment has conmstituted only 18% of grants

ieme 1o awarded, and of the $25.5 million for equipment since 1969, $15.6 mil-
b Yo T lion, or 61%, was for vitally needed communications systems under a

comprehensive state communications plan. Juvenile project grants, man-
dated by Congress to be at least 19.15% of action grants (exclusjve of
tke Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act special grant fund)
accounted for 25.7% of our Fiscal 1976 awards.

Es Ota nv

Kuw Mowbers

Humy fubert baibol Vhile reported index crime has not declined steadily through the years
Frmac biis B wivim, dee of the LEAA aid program, specific target crimes have been reduced in

Lowe 1} kending certain areas and strong credit has been given to our grant projects.
o s In fact, overall crime in Hichigan appears to have been lower In 1976

folert He Seatt than 1975 (the first reduction since 1973).

Ve note that permanent solutions have not been found to inflation, un-
enployment, or urban decay. Yet, most agree that efforts to contain all
of these problems must continue unabated. Therefore, rather than dwell
"on the fact that crime has not disappeared, we urge undiminished, and
perhaps sharpened and focused, attention to efforts well underway.

Finally, we urge consideration of accomplishments in improving justice
and increasing efficiency as well as in reducing crime, While LEAA aid
accounts for but 4% of criminal justice spending in America, it has been
the catalyst for the most dramatic modernization and sophistication of
criminal justice in all our history. We conclude that continued building
Is the only respansible course for this important and valuable inter-
governmental program.

Signed

MNoel €. Bufe, Chairman
as authorized by the Commission
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&-,o,':q abe

"'J‘:'_‘.“_: (7 State of Mcchigap
. GV Commission on Criminal Justice
{ K‘ ‘».w-),') Lewis Cass Building

ROTRRTY A Lansing, Michigan 48913

Commission Action; 2/79-T Adopted: 5721770

Chalrperaon
Pact C. eafa IHCREASE LEAA ‘FUNDIHG

Viza Corlrpania
Lenzit fezsea, J=.

Exzzutive T alizes
Pabert Cintof
8. J. Csorge, Jr,
Sharfar Lrosdbach
Carald Fougy
Parecy Jaheacn
Faaneth Proaleves
REitzw Padinssn

Other ¥orbares

Qitts dlvisy, Jr.
Elnar Bohlla
Florence & Crana
WiHifee Fo Calhey
doha T, Csrasey
Wiitas L Hart
Lovel) Nentine
Vaflace E. Polland
Feaak Jo Vxller
Cordon Xeiekard
Laonard ¥zloangtl
Joha M. Portcr
Rath Maswssan
Kavelca Xelzan

emary Sarel

Yanln Schrader
“robart Scott
Dasa Salp~an
PRyzall Sowel)
Jobn Strketse
zne Toder
Lzally Yarleverer
Richard ¥allar

€x Cfflela
+ San, Domald E, Blshop

Zen, B3Il V. dron
%s3. Brnls O, Comthorne
Rap, Paul A, Bossabaus

That the Commissior adupt a resolutiop supporting the continuation
of LEAA and. increasing the funding level.

TO THE COMGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

The Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice at it's meeting on
May 21, 1976, unanimously voted to call to the attention of
Congress a great disservice to the nation's war on crime per-
petrated by the Assoclated Press and a group called the Center
for National Security Studies.

On May 10, 1976, a story was carried over the AP wire alleging
that the 'Center' had issued a '"Report' highly critical of LEAA
and urging its abolition by not extending the Crime Control Act
of 1973. :

‘Jt was determinad that no printed "Report’ was ever available

for review or rebuttal., Yet the story was glven top coverage
nationwide. Ve ask Congress to consider carefully both the
source and content of the alleged “Repo¥t.

We vigorously dissent from the conclusions ascribed to this "Report”
as well as the MITRE Report done for LEAA. The LEAA program Is not
a failure. Great .percentages of available funds have not been
devoted to palice equipment. The High Crime’ Impact Program was pot
a failure Just because crime did not decline in the affected cities.
Only simplistic minds believe that crime can be automatically re-
duced by federal zid which Is but one-twenticth of all criminal
justice spending. Further, theré is no assurance that criminal
justice systems alone can reduce crime in the face of powerful
social and ecoaomic trends to the contrary.

Given these qualifications, we believe that much progress has been
made in Michigan under the aegis of LEAA assistance. Processes have
lmpraved comprehensive planning has been improved, and promising
crime reduction project identified in the areas of crime preventica
programs, special investigative units, court speed-up, intensive

‘probation and parole cfforts, and a carcer criminal focus. We could

not condone the premature and abrupt ending of these innavatiuns by
allowing the Crime Control Act to expire.
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Commission Action: 5/76-1
Adopted: §/21/76
Page 2

It is the unanimous feeling of this Commission that Congress be
urged to extend’ the LEAA authorization and funding be authorized
and appropriated at the level of 1975 {$905 million) or higher.
We feel ve have made great strides since 1969 and we want to
carry to fruition our plans and goals for a modern and more
equitable criminal, justice system in o safer society.



DRUG_TREATMENT $3,140,000

Detroit $195,758

TASC 429,000/350,000/30,000

Ingham County 104,719

Macomd 28,042

Washtenaw County Methodone 64,850
Vayne County . 201,263/1,200,000/300,000
DetoCo . 200,487/149,572.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION $151,900

Grand Rapids Reg. Harc School 7,587
Highland Park Comm. Drug A. Ed. 24,655
Oakland County 17,556

Saginaw Narc Info. 2,000

Vayne 100,000

DRUG LABS $120,000

Berrien founty Drug ldent. Lab 29,300/12,684
Crawford 41,370/36,838

76

HARC UNITS $2,616,000

PLALARALLE LA

Berrien County Drug Enforcement Unit 78,273/
32,240/15,256

Cass County Drug Enf. Unit 67,306/40,227

Detrolt = Narc Intell 101,913

East Lansing 42,515/15,292

Kalamazoo County S0,.820/49,040/46,644

Dounriver Narc 157,212/119,677/34,444

Muskegon 49,738/28,763 .

Pontiac 29,617/1,523

Saginaw Co. Metro Narc 127,719/119,207

Vayne County 135,264/149,517/122,589

Lapeer 77,189/4l,654/69,351

Jackson Civy 141,864/138,035/45,538

Oakland 32,876/29,028

Tuscola 122,345/142,196

Macomb County 91,820/65,906/31,576




TOTAL: ARRESTS - -

Marl juana
Heroin/Cocaine

Other

Juveniles TOTAL
Marijuana
Heroin/Cocaine

Other

‘ @Adul ts TOTAL

Hart juana
Heroln/Cocaine

Other

1970
11,794
6,273
2,924
2,597

1,815

462

13,774

5,41
7,873
2,106

1971
20,492
9,687
6,857
3,948

3,134
1,591
528

1,015

17,358

8,096
6,329
2,933

1972
22,563
11,290

7,097

4,176

4,009
2,17

746
1,146

18,554
9,173
6,351

3,030

77

1973
28,274
16,785

6,870

h,619

5,087
3,345
746
996

23,187
13,440
6,124
3,623

DRUG OFFENSE ARRESTS, MICHIGAN 1970-76

1974 1975 1976

%
Change
75-6

29,903 27,290 27,866 - -+2.]

18,563 16,523 15,617
7,119 5,620 3,809
4,227 5,147 8,440

5,024 3,795 3,383
3,570 2,808 2,557
577 517 330

877 470 kg6 -

24,885 23,495 24,038
14,987 13,710 12,763
6,541 5,103 3,472

© 5,350 h,677 7,823

(-5.5)
+67.8
+64.0

{-10.9)

(-8.9)

(-63.8)
+5.5

+2.4

(-6.9)
{-32.0)
*+67.3

k4
Change
71-6
'+}6.0
+61.2
(-55.5}
+113.8

+ 7.9
+60.7
(-62.5

(-48.9

+38.° .
+57.

(~5h.<.
+166.7
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Mr. Ropmvo. Thank you very much. and the committee hearing is
adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the commitice adjourned.]

O






