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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discusses problems that the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration experienced in administering pro-
grams to improve law enforcement education and suggests ways
to correct these problems so that students and the criminal
justice system can derive the maximum penefits from the
programs. .

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C, 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

‘GAO reviewed the following

three law enforcement educa-
tion programs to determine how
they were administered and
whether they were benefiting
students and the criminal jus-
tice system:

-~-Loans and grants to students
employed or preparing for em-
ployment in criminal justice
(Law Enforcement Education
Program) . ‘ ‘

--Internships awarded to stu-
dents who want criminal jus-
tice work experience (Intern-
ship Program).

--Improvement of schools' crim-
inal justice curriculums
(Educational Development Pro-
gram}.

From fiscal year 1969 through
fiscal year 1974, the Law En=-
forcement Assistance Adminis-
tration had about $161.5 mil-
lion to spend on these programs
at about 1,000 colleges and
universities with over 100,000
students.

~ + Tear Sheel. Upon removal, the report

cover date should be noted hereon.

L]

PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING

PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE LAW

ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION

Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration

Department of Justice

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Many persons were attracted to

criminal justice careers or im-
proved their police, court, or

correction jobs because of the

law enforcement education pro-

grams.

However, management of the pro-
grams before 1974 was inade-
quate. Problems resulted from

-~-failure to establish clear-cut
goals and objectives,

--frequent organizational
changes,

~-numerous and sometimes ques-

tionable policy changes, and

--insufficient staff.

These resulted in:

~--Untimely and subjective dis-
tribution of funds to schools,
inefficient use of funds, and
large unspent balances at the
end of the fiscal years.

--Deficiencies in accounting
for participants so that the

GGD-75-67




the agency was unable to hold
individuals accountable for
receiving education funds.
]
—-Insufficient program monitor-
ing.

--No program evaluation.

In January 1974 the Law En-
forcement Assistance Adminis-
tration, partly in response to
GAO's concerns, requested the
help of the Federal Govern-
ment's Joint Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Program to re-
view most financial aspects of
the Law Enforcement Education
Program.

After the program staff issued
its April 1974 report, the Law
Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration began to correct many
of its financial and management
problems. '

Impact of the Law Enforceme: t
Educatlon Program

In January 1974 GAO sent ques-
tionnaires to a random sample
of graduates from the Law En-
forcement Education Program.
Among other things, the re-
sults showed:

--Persons, other than police,
working in parts of the
criminal justice system
were not taking full advan-
tage of the program.

--Although court, probation and
parole, and corrections em-
ployees accounted for 33 per-
cent of all criminal justice
employees as of October 1972,

ii

only 18 percent of the
employed respondents were
working in these areas.

--Most respondents who attained
degrees received bachelor
degrees~-253 of 463, or
54 percent.

--Generally, employed respond--
ents other than police reached
a higher level of education
than respondents who were
police.

~=-Respondents were attracted to
criminal justice work because
of their participation in the
Law Enforcement Education Pro-
gram. About 66 percent now
working in the criminal jus-
tice field who had no prior
criminal justice experience
said their participation in
the program influenced their
decision to work in the field
and 97 percent of these in-
tended to make it their
career,

The questionnaire results showed
that about 39 percent of the re-
spondents without prior criminal
justice experience whe actively
looked for work in the criminal
justice field had failed to find
employment at least 6 months
after they graduated. Sixty-
five percent of the women could
not f£ind criminal justice jobs
compared to 32 percent of the
men.

Overall, about 48 percent of the
graduates with no prior criminal
justice experience did not ob-
tain criminal justice employ-
ment. This adversely affects
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the program's objectives and
‘means that improvements are
needed.

"About 86 percent of the re-
spondents who were working and
had prior criminal justice ex-
perience were police. Most
respondents with no previous
work experience found criminal
justice employment with police
agencies.

Respondents said courses they
took had improved their knowl-
edge and understanding of mat-
ters in their criminal justice
occupations. Areas in which
the highest proportion of re-
spondents believed their
courses had improved their
competence were

~--human relations principles
(84 percent),

~-community relations (82 per-
cent),

--recognizing and dealing with
evidence of deviant behavior
(81 percent),

--legal aspects of arrest, etc.
(80 percent), and

~--legal definitions of crime
and crime participants
(80 percent).

This suggests that schools are
emphasizing the criminal jus-
tice areas with widest appli-
cability. (See ch. 2.)

Administrative problems in the
Law_Enforcement Education
Program

Until August 1973, the Law

Tear Sheet

Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration did not have accurate’
information on how much of the
program's funds schools had
spent or what unused funds they
were holding. _

GAO determined that the Federal
Government incurred unnecessary
interest costs of at least
$169,000 because of the amount
of unused funds which remained
at many schools for fiscal yeers
1969-73.

The agency's management short-
comings caused a gradual in-
crease in the number of student
promissory notes for which the
agency could not properly ac-
count. The number of unfiled
notes by August 1973 was about
250,000.

In short, the agency had inade-~
quate financial and administra-
tive control over the program.
(See ch. 3.)

Delays in implementing the
Internship and Educational
Development Programs

The basic problem with both pro-
grams has been delays in dis-
tributing funds. Through fiscal
year 1973, $1 million had been
appropriated for the Internship
Program but $375,000 remained to
be spent. Before fiscal year
1974 only $5,000 of the

$3.25 million appropriated for
the Educational Development Pro-
gram had been spent. In fiscal
year 1974, $5 million was
awarded under the program to
seven universities,

The agency had been extremely
slow in carrying out the intent
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the Congress had when it
established these programs in
1971. aSee pp. 38 to 42.)

Actions to improve

administration

In May 1974 the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration began
to correct many of the problems
noted, estimating the work
would take about 14 months.

As of November 1974, it had:
--Instituted improved account-
ing procedures for reducing
excess cash balances at

schools.

~-Instituted improved proce-
dures for processing and
filing student promissory

- notes, thus eliminating
backlogs.

--Developed design specifica-
tions for an improved Law
Enforcement Education Program
billing and collections sys-
tem.

As a result, institutional fund
balances have been reduced and
the backlog of unfiled promis-
sory notes has been eliminated.

The Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, however, may
not have adequate staff in some
of its regional offices to ef-
fectively monitor institutional
corrective actions if the new
accounting procedures indicate
that the institutions are not
managing their funds properly.
(See pp. 33 to 36.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Attorney General should
direct the Administrator, Law
Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration, to:

~--~Provide information on employ-
ment opportunities to Law En-
forcement Education Program
participants and determine
what factors are preventing
many graduates with no crimi-
nal justice work experience
from finding criminal justice
employment.

~-Consider how career counseling
and placement services might
be provided to Law Enforcement
Education Program participants
to insure that criminal Jus-
tice agencies will benefit
from their knowledge and
training.

--Monitor the effectiveness of
each regional office staff in
carrying out its Law Enforce-
ment Education Program manage-—
ment responsibilities and de-
termine whether some regions
need additional staff.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND
UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The Department of Justice gen-
erally agreed with GAO's find-
ings, conclusions; and recom-
mendations. (See app. I.)

It stated that the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration

i e e s s ok e e e
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was proposing certain policy
and administrative changes for
fiscal vyear 1976 to provide
(1) better assurance that stu-
dents in the Law Enforcement
Education Program are committed
to and find criminal justice
work and (2) more effective
program and financial manage-
ment in its headquarters and
regional offices,

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE CONGRESS

Steps now underway to improve
the law enforcement education
programs should be completed

Tear Sheet

by the fall of 1975.

GAO recommends that the cogni-
zant appropriations and legisla-
tive committees discuss the re-~
sults of these improvement ef-
forts with Department of Justice
officials to determine whether
appropriate corrective actions
have been taken. To facilitate
such a determination, the appro-
priate committees could request
the Attorney General to review
the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration's management of
its education programs and re-
port to the committees by the
end of fiscal year 1976.




el

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

To improve the Nation's criminal justice systems, the
Law Enforcement .Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the Depart-
ment of Justice providee funds to institutions of higher educa-
tion primarily for

~--making loans and grants to eligible students employed

(inservice) or preparing for employment (preservice)
in criminal justice,

——awardlng internships to students 1nterested in obtalnn
ing criminal justice work experience, and

-—-improving the schools' criminal justice curriculums.

We reviewed LEAA's educational assistance programs to deter~
mine whether students and the criminal justice system were
benefiting from LEAA educational assistance and how well LEAA
was administering the programs.

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
as amended, created LEAA and authorized it to help State and
local governments reduce crime by increasing the effectiveness
of the criminal justice system. Most LEAA assistance is pro-
vided through a State criminal justice planning agency which,
in conjunction with local planning groups, (1) determines how
the State will use LEAA funds and (2) administers the program.

For fiscal years 1969-74, the Congress appropriated about
$2.6 billion for States' use. LEAA is the sole administrator
of its educational assistance programs, however, and the institu-
tions of higher education receive funds directly from it. The
State criminal justice planning agencies' role in these programs
is very limited.

For fiscal years 1969-74, LEAA had about $161.5 million
" to spend as follows:

—~$154.8 million for loans and g;ants-to studénts,

--$1.5 million for 1nternsh1ps for students to obtaln
criminal ]ustlce experience.

--$5.2 million for educational developmént at selected
schools. .

LEAA had about 378 staff members at its headquarters and
about 308 in its 10 regiocnal offices as of January 1975. As
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of November 1974, only three headquarters staff members were
responsible for administering its educational assistance pro-
gram. To help schools administer funds awarded them, LEAA has
encouraged each regional office to employ at least one spe-
cialist concerned with the educational needs of the criminal
justice community within its jurisdiction.

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

.Law Enforcement Education Program

'LEAA provides most of its educational assistance funds

to schools under the Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP).-

The schools use the funds to make loans and grants to eligihle
inservice or preservice students in criminal justice.

LEAA's Office of Regional Operations is responsible for
allocating LEEP funds among 10 regional offices. The regional
offices determine, partially on the basis of recommendations
recelved from the State criminal justice planning agency, how
much each participating school will receive.

LEEP funding and the number of participating schools and
students by category are shown below.

Number of students

Fiscal Number of Pre- In-
year Amount schools service service Total

(000 omitted)

1969 $ 6,500 485 1,248 19,354 20,602
1970 18,000 735 7,000 43,000 50,000
1971 21,250 890 13,327 59,953 73,280
1972 29,000 962 16,000 71,000 87,000
1973 40,000 993 19,000 76,000 95,000
1974 40,000 1,030 26,000 80,000 100,000

Total $154,750

Internship Program

The 1971 amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe

Streets Act established the LEAA Internship Program, which pro-
vides grants to students desiring criminal justice work experi-

ence.,

LEAA was authorized to award grants of up to $65 a week

to college students to work in criminal justice agencies for at
least 8 weeks (for a minimum of 30 hours per week) either during
their summer recesses or while they are on leaves of absence from

their degree programs.

The employing agencies can supplement

the internship grant by providing salaries to participants.




LEAA's headquarters office allocates the internship
funds to the 10 regional offices, which select and award
funds to schools. The schools, in turn, obtain internship
positions for their students. The program has grown steadily
since its inception in fiscal year 1971 when approximately
$119,000 was awarded to 262 interns from 52 schools. During
fiscal year 1974 LEAA spent about $800,000 at 140 schools
for about 1,000 interns.

Educational Development Program

The 1971 amendments also authorized LEAA to make grants
to or enter into contracts with institutions of higher educa-
tion, or combinations of such institutions, to help them plan,
develop, improve, or carry out programs or projects for develop-
ing or demonstrating improved methods of law enforcement educa-
tion. . :

LEAA has implemented the program by providing 3-year
grants to seven institutions to promote the development and
improvement of their criminal justice doctoral studies pro-
grams. Since fiscal year 1971, LEAA has allocated $5.2 mil-
lion to Michigan State University, the University of Maryland,
Arizona State University, Eastern Kentucky University, the
University of Nebraska, Northeastern University, and Portland
State University.
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CHAPTER 2 )

I4PACT OF ‘LEEP

LEEP's objectivé is to improve the criminal justice
system by providiag educational opportqnities to persons em-—
ployed in, or considering, criminal justice careers. Specifi-
cally, the program was designed to

—-attract persons to careers in criminal justice, primar-
ily' at the State and local levels, and

--help persons already in the criminal justice system to

do their jops better. '

To determine whether these objectives were being accom-
plished, we randomly selected 550 individuals who had success-
fully cbmpleted Studies and attained certificates or degrees
witn LEEP assistance. we queried them on their experiences in
the program, their employment status, what they learned, and
now LEEP affected their decision to enter or remain in a crimi-
nal justice career. (See app. II for details on our approach.)

Most graduates believed they benefited from participation
in the program. Specifically:

--Tile LEEP graduates believed that participation in LEEP
improved their knowledge of criminal justice work, en-
hanced their understanding of human behavior, and
helped them deal with others on the job.

--Availability of LEDP funds motivated individuals, who
otherwise could not have afforded it, to pursue higher
education.

--po'st graduates who had no criminal justice work experi-
ence pefore taking LEEF courses and who later obtained
employment with a criminal justice agency believed
LEEP influenced their career decision.

--LEEP graduates believed that participation in LEEP im-
proved their knowledge and understanding of matters
important in criminal justice work.

--A significant percentage of graduates with no criminal
justice work experience, especially women, nad diffi-
culty obtaining jobs in tne criminal justice system.

--Less than nalf of the graduates attributed their pro-.
motion potential and/or pay increases to LEEP.

gy
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--Proportionately, police are participating in LEEP much
more than court, corrections, and probation and parole
employees,

]

TYPE OF STUDENTS RECEIVING
DEGREES UNDER LEEP

An objective of LEEP is to strengthen the court, proba-
tion and parole, correctional, and police systems by encour-
aging persons to obtain education in these areas.

Although court, probation and parole, and corrections
employees accounted for 33 percent of all criminal justice
employees as of October 1972, only 18 percent of our LEEP-
trained respondents employed in criminal justice were working’
in these areas. Of the respondents who had prior criminal -
justice experience, only 14 percent of those then working in
criminal justice were working in nonpolice areas. Of those
with no prior criminal justice experience, 39 percent of
those working in eriminal justice were working in nonpolice
areas. Although the proportion of LEEP participants should
not necessarily be directly related to the proportion of
people working in the various parts of the criminal justice

- system, the results indicate that staff in nonpolice areas

of the system are not taking full advantage of the program.

TYPES OF DEGREES EARNED

Most LEEP graduates have received bachelor degrees.
The following table shows degrees and certificates received
by graduates.

Total

Preservice Inservice Num- Per —
Number Percent Number Percent ber cent
Masters 6 4.1 32 10.1 38 8
Bachelor 117 80.1 134 42.3 a/253 54
Associate 22 15.1 138 43.5 160 35

Certificate 1 .7 4 1.3 5
Other (note b) 0 0 6 1.9 6 3
No response _ 0 0 _3 .9 3 L
Total 146 100 317 100 465 100

il
|

a/Two graduates who did not indicate whether they had been pre-
service or inservice students also earned bachelor degrees,

b/Indicated other types of degrees but did not specify type.
Of the masters degrees, 24 were earned by individuals

with more than 5 years of criminal justice experience.
Eighty-four percent were earned by inservice LEEP students.
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Eighty percent of the preservice respondents and 42 percent
of the inservice respondents earned bachelor degrees. In-
service respondents earned most of the associate degrees.

s Twenty-one percent of the respondents with masters de-
greesj(@:gf 38) are receiving LEEP assistance for additional
covitses, and 32 percent of those with masters degrees (12
of' 38) plan to reguest financial assistance for additional
study. Of those with bachelor degrees, about 22 percent (56
of 253) are receiving LEEP financial assistance and 53 per-
cent plan to request further assistance. Of those with as-
sociate degrees, about 58 percent (93 of 160) are receiving
assistance and 75 percent plan to request further financial

assistance.

The following table shows the types of degrees earned .
by respondents working in the various criminal Jjustice
fields.

Frubation
Police or_parole Courts Cotrections Total

Legree Numoer Percenc nNumoer  Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
mMasters i3 6 z‘? 35 4 25 2 7 31 9
Bachelor 134 4€ 12 67 10 63 18 60 179 43
Associate 130 44 0 0 2 12 8 27 140 39
Certificate 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1
Other (mote a)  _5  _2 0 _9 0 9 2 6 _1 _2

Total 23l 12 10 16 M0 30 100 b/3s1 100

'g_/lncludes those who did not specify degree obtained.

b/Excludes those not employed 1n criminal Jjustice jobs.

About 33 percent of our respondents working 'in proba-
tion or parole and about 25 percent of those working in the
courts had attained masters degrees. About 46 percent of the
degrees attained by police were below the bachelor level.
Although the number of LEEP graduates working in nonpolice
areas 1is relatively small compared with those in police work,
they-have generally obtained a higher level of education.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE EMPLOYMENT

. The analyses that follow show that LEEP's objective of
attracting people to criminal justice careers is being
achieved but that more attention needs to be given to helping
preservice students find jobs in criminal justice agencies.

Attraction to criminal justice careers

' We asked the 59 respondents who are now working in crim-
inal justice but who had no such (xperience before receiving
LEEP funds to indicate the extent to which LEEP courses had
influenced their career decisions. Sixty-six percent (39)

6




SRS CIN IR

said LEEP courses significantly influenced their decision,
and 97 percent of this group said they would or probably
would continue their careers in criminal justice. Overall,
most respondents who are working in criminal justice said
they would probably continue their careers in the field.

About 96 percent of LEEP graduates who are police said
they would probably pursue careers in criminal justice. A
large portion of LEEP graduates who are currently working in
nonpolice areas stated that they too would probably pursue
careers in criminal justice (corrections, 83 percent; proba-
tion and parole, 81 percent; courts, 94 percent). A majority
of the nonpolice graduates ¢onsidered LEEP courses to have
strongly influenced this decision. However, most police
graduates said LEEP was not a strong influence, perhaps be-
cause they had already decided on their careers before en-
tering the program.

Difficulties in finding jobs

Some of the benefits from LEEP have been lost because
of the absence of a system to help program participants find
criminal justice jobs. Ninety~six respondents who had no
prior criminal justice experience before they took LEEP
courses actively looked for criminal justice employment. About
39 percent (37 of 96) of these respondents failed to find such
employment. Some of these cited a need for placement assist-
ance. The problem is more serious among women; 65 percent
of the women respondents could not find jobs compared with
32 percent of the men. (See app. II, table D.)

Some of the comments we received follow:
“I have made over 200 applications to enter ¥Federal,

state, or local law enforcement and socially related
agencies and have been rejected for many reasons--wrong

sex--no money for such future employment--job elimi- L

nated--nothing available."

"When graduated from college, I applied for jobs in law
enforcement state, local, federal but could f£ind noth-
ing--needed experience or no openings."

"I have passed the police officers recruitment test,
written and oral, I have passed the FSEE [intern-
management] test--I am a magna cum laude graduate--I
am a veteran--I don't know why I can't get a job."
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The following table shows the status, after obtaining
a degree or certificate, of 146 LEEP graduates with no prior
criminal justice experience. In all cases, at least 6 months
had elapsed from the time they graduated until they responded
to our questions. Regardless of whether they actively sought
criminal justice jobs, 48 percent of the graduates were not
employed in criminal justice agencies. This adversely af-
fects the program's objectives and means that improvements
are needed. '

Number of
Status ‘ graduates Percent

Employed in criminal justice
agencies , 59 40 .

Not employed in criminal justice

agencies 70 48
Pursuing additional education _17 2
Total ' - 146 -100

a4 ——

Our questionnaire did not ask graduates specifically why
they did not obtain employment or whether they had rejected
any offers. However, some respondents did comment on this
matter. Although many reasons may account for an individual's
not being able to obtain a job, our respondents did not indi-
cate that their failure to find jobs was because of low scho-
lastic achievement or their own highly selective requirements.
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Rather, graduates were sometimes told that no openings existed
or that prior criminal justice experience was required.

In many instances, both respondents who could not £find
jobs and those who had jobs said that LEAA should help match
graduates with existing criminal justice needs. For example:

“The money received was a dgreat assistance in my
finishing school. However, I do feel there needs

to be more emphasis on placement after graduation.

I had to take a job out of the criminal justice area
because of poor placement assistance at my school.

I just fell into the job I now have--I looked over
two states for employment in the field and had no
luck."

"I had found it extremely difficult to find a per-
"manent job within the criminal justice system upcn
graduation with a BS degree. * * * I strongly
recommend that LEEP should organize some type of
regional offices throughout our nation in order to
assist the many desperate people who seek employ-
ment." ’

"LEEP possibly could provide employment counselling
service."

"There should be a placement job program for future
employment or present part time."

"LEEP should incorporate a more effective vocational
guidance program and placement service."

To insure that the benefits of a criminal justice educa-
tion are applied, LEAA must determine criminal justice man-
power needs and devise a way to advise LEEP graduates where
these needs exist. Although in early 1974 LEAA was planning
to develop such data in accord with the requirements of the
Crime Control Act of 1973, an LEAA official told us such a
study would not be complete for 2 years.

Nature of employment

What types of jdbs did those who were already working or
who had’ found work in the criminal justice system have, and
at what level of goverrment were they working?

Types of jobs

Most graduates (86 percent) who had previous criminal
justice experience were police. Most graduates (61 percent)
with no such previous work experience also found criminal
justice employment with police agencies.

b3




The distribution of new criminal'qutice employees enter-
ing various professional areas and the corresponding distribu-
tion for respondents with previous criminal justice experience

?} follow.
. Prior No prior
experience experience
Number Percent Number Percent

Police . 256 - 86 36 61
Probation/parocle 9 3 9 15
Courts (note a) .13 5 3 5
Corrections 19 6 11l 9
Total 297 100 59 100

h——— _— i

a/Because one court employee did not state whether he was an
inservice or preservice graduate, he is not included in
this table.

Although both inservice and preservice graduates were
more likely to enter police work than any other criminal jus-
tice employment, preservice graduates were more likely to
enter other areas of the criminal justice system. (See
app. II, table A, for statistical tests used.)

"Level of employment

One objective of LEEP is to provide education to those
working or planning to work at the State, county, and local
levels of the criminal justice system. Our survey showed
that 47 percent of all LEEP graduates were employed at the
local level and 32 percent at the State and county levels.
Three percent were employed at the Federal level.

LEEP inservice and preservice graduates'
employment by level of government

i

————————————————— (percent)—=————=———me—————
f Fed- No re- Total
! Agency Local County State eral sponse (note a)
. Police 45 13 6 2 16 82
' Probation/parole 0 2 2 0 1 5
¢+ Courts 1 3 0 0 0 5
f Corrections 1 2 4 1 0 8
1 Total (note a) 47 20 2 3 18 100

|

a/May not add due to rounding.

10
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Our survey also showed that county and ldcal government
agencies are the major employers of preservice LEEP graduates,
as shown in the following table.

Criminal justice employment
of preservice graduates

Fed- No re- Total

Agency Local County State eral sponse (note a)
Police 29 22 3 3 3 61
"Probation/parole 0 9 3 0 3 15
Courts 0 3 0 2 -0 5
Corrections 0 5 10 3 0 19
Total (note a) 29 39 17 8 7 100

|
|

a/May not add due to rounaing.

RELEVANCE OF COURSES TO WORK

Generally, LEEP graduates believed their education pro-
vided useful knowledge and helped them in their jobs, partic-
ularly by improving their understanding of human relations
and performance of criminal justice tasks.

To determine to what extent LEEP courses were helping
graduates employed in criminal justice jobs to increase their
technical knowledge and human understanding, we asked them
to specify, for each of 20 criminal justice or human rela-
tions areas, whether the area was important in their jobs and
whether LEEP courses had provided useful knowledge in the
area. Appendix III lists all 20 areas.

At least 70 percent of the respondents considered each
area, except preparing inmates for parole, to be at least
somewhat important in performing their jobs. Over 90 per-
cent indicated that the following areas were important.

Are ‘ Percent

Good human relations principles 97
Ability to communicate with supervisors and co-’

workers 96
Community relations T “ 95
Preparation of records and reports 95
Legal aspects of arrest, escape, detainment,

search, etc. . 94
Legal definitions of crime and participants in

crime 93
Recognizing and dealing with evidence of deviant

behavior 91

11




In general, the proportion of respondents who believed
that LEEP had improved their knowledge and understanding in
an area was less than the proportion who indicated that the
area was important in their work. The areas in which the
highest proportion of respondents felt LEEP had improved
their competence were as follows.

Area Percent

Human relations principles 84
Community relations 82
Recognizing and dealing with evidence of

deviant behavior 81
Legal aspects of arrest, escape, detainment,

search, etc. 80
Legal definitions of crime and participants o

in crime 80

Apparently, the higher the proportion of respondents who
believed the area was important, the higher the proportion
of respondents who believed they had received useful train-
ing in the area. This suggests that the schools are empha-
sizing the criminal justice areas with widest applicability.

The areas in:which there seem to be the largest differ-
ences between importance of the area and receipt of educa-
tion in the area are shown below.

Percent Percent
who believed who received
‘area to be useful education
important in area
Care and use of firearms 78 31
First aid 76 30
Methods of restraint 82 45
Prevention and suppression '
of .riots and disturbances 79 ' 59
Control of contraband 77 56
Familiarity with black
ghetto language and cus-
toms 8l 60
‘Recognizing and dealing
with drug dependency 87 66

Most of these areas where the differences are greatest
are likely to be taught by individual criminal justice agen-
cies as part of internal training programs; therefore, the
schools cannot be criticized for not adequately addressing
most of the areas.

12
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To determine the extent to which LEEP courses provided
useful information in each criminal justice field, employees
in each field were asked, for various specialized areas,
whether knowledge of that area was useful in their specific
jobs and if the LEEP training they received improved their
ability or knowledge. The following results show that in
most instances LEEP courses met the employees' needs.

Educational Areas GAO Believed
Relevant to Court Employees

Percent of court em-
ployees who believed
they needed education
in the area and who
Area received useful education

Legal definitions of crime

and participants in crime 100
Legal aspects of arrest,

escape, detainment,

search, etc. 93
Current issues 1in court
reform ' 33

Legal aspects of sex offenses 91

Educational Areas GAO Believed
Relevant to Probation and Parole Employees

Percent of probation
and parole employees
who believed they needed
education in the area
Area and who received useful education

Legal aspects of pardon,

probation, patrole . 80
Counseling 71
Rehabilitative vocational :

education 62
Religicus motivation in

rehabilitation 56
"Preparing inmates for

parole , 42

13
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Educational Areas GAO Believed
~ Relevant to Corrections Employees

Area

Facilities, resources, and job

: functions in institutions
~ Dealing with conflicts and

tensions in an institution
Maintenance of resident dis-

cipline in an institution

Legitimate use of force against

an inmate

Percent of corrections
employees who believed
they needed education
in the area and who
received useful education

82
78
74
64

Educational Areas GAO Believed
Relevant to Police Employees

Area

Community relations

Dealing with conflicts
and tensions in a
neighborhood

Crowd dispersal

Prevention and suppres-
sion of riots and dis-
turbances

Use and care of firearms

.First aid treatment

Pe

and w

rcent of police employees

who believed they needed
education in the area

ho received useful education

83

80
64

61
38
35

IMPACT OF LEEP ON PROMOTION POTENTIAL

OR PAY INCREASES

Although. promotions and pay increases are given for many
reasons, we thought that program participants' views on the
effect of LEEP on their career advancement would be useful.
We asked the following questions:

l. Does your employer have an incentive pay and promo-
tion program which rewards additional education?

2. If you work in criminal justice, did your LEEP-
supported courses result in a promotion for you?

14




i T A i s A

et S S T S,

v

A e e A, o i 5 R it e mi e i 6 i 2 e A e i ,. . e i

'

3. Did your LEEP~supported study result in a pay in-
crease? *

About 31 percent of the respondents worked for criminal
justice organizations having pay and promotion systems which

‘rewarded them for continuing their education. Of the 328

respondents who answered the question about promotions,

42 percent believed their promotions were, or probably were,
attributable to their participation in LEEP. For the 348
who answered the question about pay increases, 43 percent
indicated that LEEP was, or probably was, an important fac-
tor in these pay increases.

However, the existence of an educational incentive pro-
gram apparently influences individuals to attribute their

promotions and/or pay raises to LEEP courses. (See app. II,’

tables B and C.) For exampole, 54 percent of the respondents
working for organizations with an incentive plan believed
their promotions were, or probably were, a result of their
LEEP participation, compared with 36 percent of those work-
ing where no such program existed.

Our study did not show the extent to which criminal
justice agencies consider LEEP participation when promoting
personnel. Nonetheless, LEEP apparently is a motivating
factor when agencies have educational incentive plans.

LEEP IMPACT ON EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES

LEEP has helped defray educational costs but has not
covered all expenses. Because the costs of education vary
widely~-depending on the location, school, and student--we
did not attempt to establish the percentage of each grad-
uate's educational costs paid by LEEP. Rather we asked the
graduates how many college courses they had taken and how

many of these courses LEEP helped fund.

About 74 percent had taken 31 or more courses, and LEEP
assistance had been provided for over half of the courses
taken- by at least 58 percent. ,

Sixty-nine percent of the respondents who were in a
criminal justice job before entering the program had taken
31 or more courses, while 85 percent who had no previous
criminal justice experience had taken 31 or more courses.

Although the gquestion was not specifically askéd, 94
of the respondents «wommented that they .could not have ob- _.
.tained advanced education without LEEP assistance. About
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g0 percent of these respondents are currently working in
criminal justice. Some of their comments were:

3
4

"without LEEP funding I could have never made it
through school."

"Without LEEP I would never have -been able to go
to college."

"I feel that the assistance given to me under LEEP
has been significant in allowing me to continue

my education in a major university. I feel with-
out it my studies would probably have to have

been discontinued intermittently to work.on the
outside to gain enough money to cover what I am
getting under LEEP." ‘

"Thanks to the LEEP program for providing me with
funds necessary for me to complete my degree re-
gquirements."”

"It gives a person the financial assistance that
a family man needs to go to college."

We also received comments from some respondents that
the amount of assistance they were receiving was not suffi-
cient to meet their educational costs. However, for the
most part, LEEP funds have helped defray educational costs
and thus enabled students, who might not otherwise have
been able, to complete courses and take jobs in the crimi-
nal justice field.

RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS OF LEEP

We asked respondents to make general'comments about
LEEP. ’

They generally had positive attitudes toward LEEP.
Some respondents (16 percent), however, commented on the
problems they had experienced with administrative matters
and LEAA's billing system. (See ch. 4.) For example,
some graduates required to pay back their loans or grants
. because they did not obtain employment with a criminal
i justice agency received incorrect statements. Others,
Y who continued their criminal justice jobs or found such
jobs and therefore did not have to repay, received state-
ments requesting payment to LEAA.

16
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CONCLUSIONS

Most LEEP graduates are pursuing careers in criminal
justice and bel.ieve that the education they received has
helped them improve in their jobs. However, many LEEP grad-
uates who do not have criminal justice work experience have
been unable to.obtain jobs in the field. Therefore, crimi-
nal justice agencies apparently are not fully using LEEP's
benefits.

RECOMMENDATIONS TQO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

. e e i i 1 e
b R ot S e e e e -

We recommend that the Attorney General direct the Admin-
istrator, LEAA, to: .

~--Provide information on employment opportunities to
LEEP participants and determine what factors are pre-
venting many LEEP graduates with no criminal justice
work experiepge from finding criminal justice employ-
ment.

~--Consider how career counseling and placement services
might be provided to LEEP participants to insure that
criminal justice agencies will benefit from their
knowledge and training.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS

The Department of Justice, in a letter dated May 12,
1975, advised us that it generally agreed with our recom-
mendations regarding the need to improve criminal justice
employment opportunities for LEEP graduates. (See app. I.)

The Department stated that a long-range effort is needed
to provide adeguate employment information to graduates. It
noted that such an effort might include establishing justice
manpower information exchange centers in each State. But the
Department did not indicate whether it endorsed such a con-
cept. LEAA is apparently still studying the issue.

The Department was clearer as to what LEAA will do over
the short run to provide preservice students more effective
job placement and provide better assurance that graduates
take criminal justice jobs. Program policy changes proposed
for fiscal year 1976 require institutions participating in
the LEEP preservice program to, among other things, develop
and sponsor a criminal justice internship or work experience
as part of the program and provide placement services for
preservice students. ‘
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CHAPTER 3 )

PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING LEEP

LEEP has experienced the following administrative
problems:

--Untimely and subjective distribution of funds to
schools, resulting in inefficient use of funds and
hampering the effective operation of the program at
the schools.

~-Deficiencies in account*ng for paymento for individual
participants, resulting in LEAA's 1nab111ty to hold
participants accountable for receiving LEEP funds.

"

--Insufficient program monitoring, preventing LEAA from
determining how well schools are administering the
program.

—--Absenca of prograw igation, preventing LEAA from
determining Yhe origsies's success.

The adminigbrative pyobiews agpurred in part because of (1) a
lack of adcguate directivn of the program by LEAA headquarters
officiaiw and (43 insufiicient staff.

LEAA began addressing thesze probleme in 1973 and, with
the help of a Joint Financial %anqui..: Impreavement Program
(JFMIP)1/ task force, has trled teo reunive sume of them.
(See ch. 4.} ' .

-

PROBLEMS I ACUCGHNTING FOR LEEP PUNDS

lity to establish apd maintain an

Because =) itm dnabi
stem, LEAL 2% variscus times

effective auc;"rﬁi@Q BYS

~--did not hawve ﬁ@¢ﬁr3ﬁw And i ofi the amount of
LEEP fund 3 ppent Ing o and the amounts of
unug g &Ew ;ayfs “ha sehnale beld and

~-could wnct identily stients «ho owed LEAA for loans
or grankts ren@iviedd Do ey had not met certain
legal obligu¥isn or continue criminal
justice cares

1/A cooperative program of GAO, the Office of Management and
Budget, the Department of the Treasury, the Civil Service
Commission, and the General Services Administration to im-
prove financial management throughout the Federal Government.
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These problems affected LEAA decisions on resource
allocation to schools, school planning and use of LEEP funds,
and student participation in the program.

As early as June 1969, officials responsible for adminis-
tering LEEP recognized the need to establish an automated data
processing staff and to develop procedures to support the LEEP
institutional and student accounting operations. LEEP's
accounting system and number of personnel were inadeguate to
maintain the institutional and student accounts.

In February 1970 the Director of the Office of Academic
Assistance noted in a memorandum to the LEAA Administrator
that the Office's Program Operations Division was not staffed
sufficiently. The di ~ion, which was responsible for all LEEP
accounting functions, had nine employees--two professionals,
six fiscal support staff employees, and one secretary. Ini-
tially the Director had estimated that the task would require
a minimum of 26 employees. He subsequently noted that about
20 additional persons, mainly low-grade fiscal support em-
ployees, would be needed by fiscal year 1571.

Because of the inadequacy of the accounting system, LEAA
awarded a contractor about $56,000 in June 1970 to design and
set up a computer system to maintain LEEP institutional and
student accounts. Institutional accounts primarily involved
keeping records on the amounts of funds advanced to and spent
by the institutions. Student accounts mainly involved keep-
ing records on the total loan or grants provided each student
and on the extent to which the student was obligated to re-

pay.

vihen accepted by a school to receive assistance under
LEEP, a student completes and signs a Student Application and
Note, which includes biographical data; the amount of the
LEEP loan (for preservice students) or grant (for inservice
students); and, for inservice students, employer certifica-
tions of the student's employment. It officially specifies
the student's contractual obligation to LEAA under LEEP. It
also commits inservice students to remain with a criminal
justice agency for 2 years following completion of any course
for which they receive grant funds.

The preservice student, to be eligible for a loan, must
acknowledge his intentions to enter the criminal justice field
or otherwise repay LEAA the moneys received plus interest.

To verify both the student's intent to enter the criminal
justice system and his employability in the system, LEAA re-
duires all preservice students--before entering the program--
to obtain a letter from a criminal justice agency stating

20
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that, 1if the student passes all the necessary tests and
otherwise meets the qualifications for employment, the agency
will consider him eligible for employment. The statement is
not a commitment by the agency to employ the individual.

Loan recipients have their loans plus interest canceled
at the rate of 25 percent for each year of full-time service
as criminal justice employees following completion of LEEP.

A LEEP loan must be repaid to LEAA when a bocrrower (1) ceases
to be a full-time student or (2) is not employed by a law
enforcement agency after he graduates. Grant recipients must
repay the amount of their grant plus interest to LEAA if they
do not remain with a criminal justice agency for 2 years.

Both LEEP loan and grant recipients must repay the,
principal amount of the loan or grant within 10 years with ,
7-percent per annum interest on the unpaid balance. The re-
payment and interest accrual periods for loans begin 6 months
after the person ceases to be a full-time student. For grants,
the recipient enters repayment status the first day of the
calendar month after he terminates employment with a criminal
justice agency. The LEEP manual states that repayment for.
grants and loans must not be less than $50 per month, paid
in regular quarterly installments of $150. Students are re-
guired to submit a new Student Application and Note for each
semester or quarter they reguest additional assistance.

The contract to improve the system to account for in-
stitutional and student funds was scheduled to terminate in
November 1970. Eventually it was extended to September 30,
1971, at an additional cost to LEAA of $118,019 and then ex-
tended again to February 29, 1972, at an additional cost of
$61,425. The total contract was for 20 months and cost about
$235,700. The extensions were necessary because neither LEAA
nor. the contractor had accurately estimated the time and
costs involved in designing and implementing a computerized
system. .

But, when the contract was finally terminated in Feb-
ruary 1972, LEAA was not prepared to operate the system--
primarily because of a lack of properly trained employees.

Top LEAA management had been aware for some time that
additional employees would be needed, as numerous memorandums
written between October 1970 and October 1972 show. For ex-
ample, an October 12, 1970, memo from the Assistant Director
of the Office of Academic Assistance to the Director of the
Office stated:
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"% x * The main objective in writing this memorandum
is to start some thinking into the need for a
supplemental ‘study oy [the contractor] of the man-
power reguirements to implement the system they

are proposing. Otherwise, we might buy the system
and then not have the staff to implement it."

A December 29, 1870, memo from the Director of the Office

fof Academic assistance to an LEAA Associate Administrator
- stated:

“This survey should be accomplished if we are to

make reasonable position requests in the FY 71 sup-
plemental. Further, to achieve maximum benefit from .
this system it is essential that it be adequately
staffed."

A June 1972 memorandum from the Director of the Manpower
Development Assistance Division to the Assistant Administrator
of the Office of Criminal Justice Assistance stated:

"What has been needed--and should have been arranged
far back in April--was a 'program analyst' at a

G5~9 or GS-11 level to work in-house as a responsi-
ble operator. Lacking this, I predict that the
[contractor's] system will not operate long after
June 30, 1872."

Another memo from him to the same Assistant Administrator
dated October 20, 1972, stated:

"Since July, 1972, repeatedly we have pointed out
operational problems which jeopardize LEEP. We have
urged that a programmer analyst be available to
bring the LEEP computer system to an operational
status and to maintain operations.”

LEAA management, however, did not provide sufficient staff
to operate the comguter system. As a result, the system never
functioned properly and LEAA maintained inaccurate and incom-
plete LEEP institutional and student financial data.

Institutional‘accounts

LEAA did not have adequate information on the amount of
individual institutional expenditures or the amount of unspent
funds on hand at institutions at the end of the fiscal years.
Thus, LEAA did not have accurate financial data to use in
Lecommending LEEP institutional awards for fiscal years
1970-72 and could not determine how well schools were managing
and using LEEP funds.

s : ‘ ' 22 ’
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LEAA's COffice of Audit recognized sbome of these problems
and issued an interim report in February 1972 recommending a-
reconciliation of LEEP institutional accounts for fiscal
years' 1969-71. In March 1972 LEAA's Office of Inspection and
Review began to reconcile a discrepancy of about $3.5 million
for the years 196$-71 and accounted for all but about
$700,000. The discrepancy occurred because LEAA did not
process all notes in its possession and also because many
institutions had inaccurate expenditure reports or were
delinguent in submitting notes to LEAA.

The Office of Audit issued its report on LEEP in October
1972, stating that LEAA's reconciliation efforts had not been
completed and that the LEEP accounts probably would never be
fully reconciled because LEAA had not adequately (1) maintained
records of funds advanced to individual schools and (2) ac- -
counted for student LEEP notes.

In April 1973 the LEAA financial management task force
was formed to reconcile LEEP institutional accounts for fiscal
years 1969-73 by direct correspondence with the institutions.
This effort was completed in August 1973 and, according to LEAA
officials, resulted in a total reconciliation of LEEP institu-
tional accounts for the first 5 years of the program. The
task force report indicated that LEAA's records of LEEP funds
disbursed, refunded, and on hand at schools agreed with rec-
ords maintained at the schools.

Student note accounts

LEAA also did not have adeguate information on LEEP
participants, did not maintain adeguate records, and could not
hold individuals responsible for having received LEEP assist-
ance. Problems arose because of such factors as (1) untimely
keypunching of notes, (2) incomplete or inaccurate prepara-
tion of notes by students and institutions, (3) rigid computer
program edit criteria wnich caused considerable delay in
processing notes, and (4) lack of sufficient LEAA staff.

As a result, the first billing of LEEP students was not
made until February 1971, even though some students should
have been billed as early as the end of the 1969 school term.
This first billing included all loan recipients LEAA could
identify as having either dropped full-time status or who
had failed to find jobs in the criminal Jjustice system.

The number of student notes that could not be accounted

for at LEAA headquarters gradually increased. As of March
1972, about 28,000 notes were unfiled and not in any order
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f;which would facilitate locating an individual student's note.
llgy august 1973 the, total had reached about 250,000, an increase
| que in part to the yearly growth in the number of students

participating in LEEP. But included in the unfiled noteg for
fiscal years 1969-73 were most of the approximately 20,000
student notes rejected from the LEEP computerized accounting
system because of problems with the computer program.

LEAA's inability to adequately maintain participant ac-
counts for fiscal years 1969-73 prevented LEAA from accurately
determinings:

--How many LEEP students were pursuing degfees, had at-

tained degrees, or had completed their coursework.

--Which former LEEP students had not met their legal
obligation to pursue or continue a criminal justice

career.

- -How much of a refund each student owed LEAA for a loan
or grant.

kLEAA‘had inadequate financial and administrative control

over the program.

Until LEAA updates and completes information on each

{ student and is assured that schools are notifying LEAA of

changes in student status, it cannot be certain that all
LEEP students who have dropped from the program or who have
not continued or entered criminal Jjustice careers have been
identified and collection action has bequn. In addition,
the large number of unfiled notes for such a long time

f precluded LEAA from doing any evaluation studies on LEEP
-1 graduates.

EFFECTS OF ACCOUNTING PROBLEMS
ON SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS

The accounting problems adversely affected LEAA decisions
on what schools should receive funds and in what amounts. The
problems also prevented LEAA from efficiently and equitably
allocating funds to schools. Schools were uncertain about
how much money they would receive from LEAA for LEEP students
and this created administrative problems for them. Students
could not be certain whether the school would receive enough
funds to cover their requests for LEEP assistance.

24
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Lack of information hampered
effectiveness of review panels

LEhA's problems in allocating LEEP funds to schools were
due, in part, to the lack of information available to review
panels for the first 4 years of the program. From the incep-
tion of LEEP in the second half of fiscal year 1969.until the
beginning of fiscal year 1973, annual LEEP awards to participat-
ing institutions were made directly by LEAA's headquarters
¢t staff on the recommendations of a review panel of four college’

. student financial aid officers assisted by LEAA staff members.
! ror fiscal years 1970-72, the panel was expanded to include
criminal justice educators. A

i The review panel, however, did not have adequate institu-
tional financial data upon which to base funding decisions ’

i because LEAA could not accurately account for LEEP institu-

i tional funds. The panel, divided geographically into subpanels
. to facilitate review of institutional applications for funds,

i convened once a year for approximately 1 week to review applica-
.| tions and make recommendaitons to LEAA on yearly LEEP funding

i levels for participating institutions. The LEAA Administrator
then reviewed the panel's recommendations and approved the

final awards.

g LEAA instituted the review panel process because of
precedent established by the Office of @Bducation of the Depart-
. ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, where a panel decides
on student financial aid awards. Such a panel supposedly off-
sets potential criticism about favoritism in dispensing Federal
dollars. .

For the first year of LEEP funding--fiscal year 1969--the
review panel members had to make such basic decisions as which
schools to fund and what amount to give each school. These
decisions established the baseline for all future decisions
regarding institutions and amounts provided for the program.

LEAA established criteria to aid the panel members in
making the basic decisions, including such factors as school
location, size, and criminal justice degrees offered. How-
ever, because the panel members did not have sufficient in-
formation to adequately consider these criteria in making
their decisions, selecting and funding was done subjectively.

_ In the succeeding years the process improved, but limited
information and time prohibited panel members from fully

using the established criteria in making funding decisions.
For example, in fiscal year 1971, 9 individuals had to process
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approximately 900 institutional applications in 3 days. They
did not attempt to determine school and student needs but
based »funding decisions on previous allocations which, because
of lack of data, had been subjective.

As a result, many schools received larger amounts of
funds than they needed, which contributed to large unspent
LEEP balances at numerous institutions. Other schools received
less LEEP funds than students might have used. For example,
the University of Maryvland was forced to refuse funding to
58 new inservice applicants for the fall 1973 semester be-
cause of insufficient funds.

Other administrative problems .

During fiscal year 1972, the LEAA Administrator delegated
to LEAA regional administrators tne authority to approve,
administer, monitor, modify, extend, terminate, and evaluate
LEEP grants to institutions of higher education. This authority
was subject to the policy, allocation of funds, and guidelines
promulgated oy the LEAA Administrator.

The LEAA Administrator made the decision to delegate the

‘major part of the responsibility for the operation of LEEP

to its regional offices because he believed regional operation
of LEEP would facilitate administration of the program and
improve its effectiveness. This decision was in line with

the LEAA Administrator's policy of granting more responsibility
to the regional offices for the administration and operation

of major programs. Although LEEP's headquarters staff had
written guidelines, many of these guidelines were broad and
allowed the regional offices to choose how to administer the
program. The guidelines also changed frequently.

LEAA's numerous changes in LEEP policy have caused con-
fusion and difficulty for schools in administering the
program. Officials at several schools told us that new LEEP
procedures were often initiated by LEAA before old ones could
be fully implemented. School officials also said it took more
time to administer LEEP than other federally assisted programs
because LEEP's policy and procedures apparently changed more
than those of any other Federal program at their schools. They
told us this added to the frustrations, because LEEP did not
reimburse the schools for their administrative expenses.

LEEP policy changes have focused on such questions as
student eligibility, institutional eligibility, and courses
qualifying for LEEP funding. LEEP fiscal policy changes
have been primarily concerned with establishing priorities
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for awarding LEEP funds. BSome of these changes resulted from
statute, but many originated administratively. Although some
administrative policy changes were necessary due to LEEP's
growth, many were the result of organizational changes and
LEAA's failure to develop specific program goals and objec-
tives.

The change which had the most detrimental effect on the
schools!' ability to administer LEEP was LERA's decision to
stop funding new preservice students. Schools whose enroll-
ments consisted mainly of preservice students were forced to
cut back their LEEP participation and thus reduce the eventual

inflow of educated individuals into the criminal justice system.-

Many of the institutions in this category were those with
highly developed criminal justice programs.

Soon after LEEP was regionalized in fiscal year 1973, wide
divergences developed in how regional offices administered
LEEP policies, the most notable example being different inter-
pretations of the LEEP funding priority schedule. The April
1973 LEEP guideline manual set forth program priorities for
LEEP funds; for example, returning inservice students were
to be funded before preservice students. An LEAA internal
memorandum describes how regional interpretations of the use
of the priority schedule have differed and what the results
of such diffences have been. .

"Equitable implementation of the priority schedule
has been precluded, in part, by differing regional
methods of determining institutional LEEP allocations.
Some regions earmark available funds' for their con-
stituent states on the basis of population or other
factors not directly related to the national priori-
ties. Some regions solicit institutional award
recommendations from State Planning Agencies; others
delegate to the SPA the authority to determine the
institutional awards. Some regions reserve a por-
tion of the regional allocation for purposes of
making award adjustments later; others reserve no
funds for contingency purposes. Some regions re-
strict institutional awards because of the nature

of the academic programs.

“That which is cause for restriction in one region
may be quite different from the cause in another
region. These examples, although not all-
inclusive, demonstrate the lack of uniformity in
award procedures. As a result, the awards
announced at the beginning of the fiscal year
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allowed some schools to serve all students in the
first six priority groups while others had in-
sufficient funds for the first three."

LEAA believes that regional offices should use their
own discretion as much as possible in dealing with~the needs’
that arise in their regions. In 1974 LEAA directed that the
regions obtain recommendations from their State criminal
justice planning agencies on how schools in a State might

_pest benefit from LEEP. The region will make final allocations

to the schools after considering the recommendations of the
State criminal justice planning agencies.,

The following are examples of other problems resulting .
from LEAA's inability to manage and implement an effective
computerized institutional and student accounting system.

" ——gecond-term fiscal year 1972 LEEP disbursements were
mailed a month later than requested by some institu-
tions, '

~-Two-fifths of all LEEP participating institutions re-
ceived their fall 1972 LEEP disbursements after the
school term had begun.

--As of October 20, 1972, 207 of 894 schools had not
received any LEEP disbursement for fiscal year 1973.
LEAA also had inaccurate fiscal year 1972 expenditure
data for about 100 of the 687 schools that had received

checks.

--Several institutions in LEAA'S Chicago;region had not-
receilved their first-term fiscal year 1974 LEEP dis-
bursement as of November 15, 1973.

We visited several institutions participating in'LEEP,

- to assess the impact of LEAA's accounting and allocation prob- .

lems on the institutions and their students. From these
visits and information from other schools, we determined
that: '

--Uncertainty about yearly allocations caused serious
planning problems for some schools. School adminis-
trators had difficulty each term detemining how many
students to fund and how much to allow each because
they could not be certain of the amount and timing
of LEEP disbursements to be received from LEAA.
Meaningful planning by the schools was difficult
because final award information was not always
available on time., For example, one school did not
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o receive this information until 1 week after classes had

i begun. This school had already accepted and registered

' '40 new students because it anticipated the award would
be consistent with its estimated increase in enrollment.
Because the school felt obligated to tnese additional
students, it was forced to use funds from other accounts
in .lieu of LEAA funds.

-~Some schools were forced to reject new inservice appli-
cants during fiscal year 1974 because of insufficient
funds. Rejection of inservice applicants inhibits
fulfillment of one of LEEP's primary objectives--to
upgrade the educational level of criminal justice
employees. This situation could force an individual
to delay or cancel his plans for attaining higher
education.

i --LEAA's prohibition on funding new preservice students,
instituted.during fiscal year 1973 and continued through
fiscal year 1974, forced many applicants to be rejected
and discouraged many others from applying for LEEP funds.
In addition, some schools with large preservice enroll-
. ments had to remit large portions of their fiscal year
1974 LEEP award to LEAA because they were not permitted
to fund new preservice students.

LEAA's institutional accounting problems and allocation
procedures contributed to the large unspent balances at the
- _schools at the end of each year for fiscal years 1969-73.
i The totals shown below are based on data compiled during LEAA's
4 reconciliation of the institutional accounts in August 1973.

Total

: Total ' ‘ refunded
Fiscal advanced Total Cash - and cash
year to schools refunded on hand on hand
1969 $ 5,658,597 $ 457,830 - $2,801,004 $3,258,834
1970 19,889,992 1,263,480 4,548,162 5,811,642
1971 . 25,887,846 779,055 1,684,339 2,463,394
1972 29,606,604 720,502 1,819,125 2,539,627
1973 36,656,031 4,028,444 1,204,456 5,232,900

. The Federal Government incurred a minimum of $169,000 in

't unnecessary interest costs to borrow money because of the
unused funds at many schools for fiscal years 1969-73. To com-
pute this amount, we had to use the 3-month period (June
through August) of each year for which we Xnew the exact total
of cash on hand at all institutions participating in LEEP.
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e could not use l2-month periods pecause (1) LEAA made grant
avards at different times in the various years and (2) school
terms were not uniform.

Also, LEAA did not require institutions to make uniform
or predetermined numbers of loans each term. Since~we did not
know the cash balances for all institutions at the beginning
of each term, we could not calculate how much money LEAA should
have recovered at various times during the years. No loans,
however, could have been made after the end of the program
years. Thus, each June LEAA could have recovered the amount
of cash on hand and saved the Government at least the
$169,000 in interest costs.

INSUFFICIENT PROGRAM MONITORING
AND EVALUATION

LEAA did not adequately monltor LEEP at participating
institutions and thus could not be certain schools were effec-
tively carrying out the program or that the program was favor-
ably affecting criminal justice manpower needs.

'LEAA did not monitor or evaluate the program adequately
because it did not assign sufficient staff to the task. During
fiscal years 1970 and 1971, the 8 professionals in LEAA's Of-
fice of Academic Assistance monitored about 100 schocls, or
about 11 percent of all participating LEEP institutions. They
gave priority to schools which were experiencing problems or
which had requested LEAA assistance. Generally, however,
only half a day was spent at each institution. A program re-
view guide was the primary document used by LEAA staff during
visits to institutions. Using the guide, LEAA personnel pre-
pared internal reports after the visits. The reports were
based on school administrators' responses to guestions on
various aspects of their LEEP program operations.

At the beginning of fiscal year 1973, each LEAA regional
office was given the responsibility for monitoring the institu-
ions within its region participating in LEEP. The adequacy of
the regions' monitoring varied, however, because LEAA head-
quarters had not given them sufficient guidance and because
the regions had different numbers of employees available to
do the monitoring.. For example, during fiscal year 1973,
the Philadelphia Regional Office visited about half the
schools in its region, the Chicago Regional Office visited
only about 10 percent of its schools, and the Atlanta Regional
Office visited 80 percent of its LEEP schools.
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The Philadelphia and Chicago Regional Offices' partial
monitoring was due to insufficient staff. Since the begin-
ning Jf fiscal year 1973, Chicago has had 'l person assigned
sole responsibility for about 195 LEEP institutions. Phila-
delphia, with about 95 institutions, also had one person with
a similar assignment during this time. Moreover, from May to
October 1973, the Philadelphia region had no LEEP coordinator.

Regional LEEP coordinators are primarily responsible for.
processing institutional applications and answering institu-
ions' inquiries. 1In regions such as Chicago and Philadelphia
with many LEEP institutions, fulfilling these responsibilities
consumed most of the LEEP conrdinators' time, leaving little
opportunity for monitoring institutions. :

During the early stages of a new program such as LEEP, it
is especially important to determine if schools are effectively
discharging their responsibilities and following prescribed
standards to insure accountability and efficient administration
of the program. - :

Our visits to schools and discussions with school offi-

. cials in the LEAA Chicago and Philadelphia regional office

jursidictions made apparent the results of LEAA's failure to -
adequately monitor the program. LEEP was being administered
inconsistently. For example, institutions differed in their

methods of disbursing funds to students and defining changes

in student status reported to LEAA. Some institutions gave
LEEP checks directly to students while others credited the
students' accounts for all LEEP expenses incurred. Some schools
considered a student as having withdrawn from the program if

he or she did not enroll in any classes for a single semester.
Other schools continued to classify a student as a LEEP partic-
ipant until the student failed to enroll in any classes for
several consecutive semesters. Also, financial aid officials
commented on the difficulties of keeping track of the numerous
changes in LEEP forms and guidelines. These inconsistencies
meant that it was difficult for LEAA to properly account for
students in the program and hold them accountable for repay-

'ing loans or grants if they did not meet their legal obliga-

tions regarding employment with criminal justice agencies.

. LEAA's failure to adequately monitor LEEP at participat-
ing institutions for, fiscal years 1970-73 prevented LEAA
from:

%—Insuring uniform compliance with LEEP guidelines.
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--Ascertaining institutions' problems in administering
LEEP.

--Assessing the overall effectiveness of LEEP at the
institutions.

Because LEAA lacked information on participé%ing LEEP

students, it could not make comprehensive studies to determine

if, and to what extent, LEEP students were benefiting from
the program. Absence of program evaluation also prevented
LEAA from determining such factors as the value of specific
criminal justice course offerings, the number of preservice
graduates obtaining jobs in the criminal justice system, and
LEEP's success in improving the inservice student's perform-
ance and standing on the job. .

Secion 402(c¢) of the Crime Control Act of 1973 requires
LEAA to evaluate criminal justice manpower needs. In early
1974 LEAA officials told us-such a study was in the early
planning stages. The findings in chapter 2 of this report
should assist LEAA in this effort.
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LEAA EFFORTS TO IMPROVE

ITS ADMINISTRATION OF LEEP

In an October 1973 letter to the Administrator, LEAA, we
pointed out certain basic deficiencies in LEAA's financial
management of LEEP and recommended that LEAA act immediately
to correct them. Because of increasing concern with problems
in LEEP, and in response to our letter, LEAA requested JFMIP's
assistance to help solve LEEP's financial problems. A
JFMIP~-LEAA task force was created in January 1974, and a
3-month review was begun. The major areas covered in the re-
view were institutional accounting and note processing and .
billings and collections.

TASK FORCE'S FINDINGS, -
CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The task force analyzed LEEP problems and reported its
findings in April 1974. The following findings and conclu-
sions are those relevant to matters discussed in this report.

--problems existed in the timely awarding and disburse-
ment of funds to the institutions. '

~-Improvements, including closer monitoring, were needed
in the use of funds to reduce unspent balances.

--The billing and collection process needed to be im-
proved. It lacked adequate staff; which caused numer-
ous backlogs both in processing LEEP employment cer-
tifications and answering LEEP correspondence.

--Improvements in note processing were needed in computer
programing support, document flow end processing, and
personnel capabilities. The current computer system
was inadequate to provide LEEP program management in-
formation to process and integrate notes into the LEEP
accounting system and to handle day-to-day operations.

The JFMIP-LEAA task force recommended that LEAA:

--Design, develop, and implement a computer program for
_processing and integrating LEEP notes into the LEAA
mainline accounting system.

--Design and document improved LEEP billing and collec-
tions systems as part of a total management system for
the LEAA manpower program and mainline accounting
system. )
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--Institute improved procedures for LEEP note processing
and filing and eliminate backlogs.

--Develop a total LEAA manpower program.

~~Establish the regional offices as the organizations
primarily responsible for operating the LEAA manpower
program. '

~-Prepare a directive on developing regional manpower
needs assessment methodology -and manpower effective-
ness evaluation methodology. :

- LEAA staff also recommehded procedures for improving al-
location of and accounting for LEEP funds, program monitoring,
and staffing.

IMPLEMENTATION OF TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

The task force presented LEAA with the recommendations
applying to LEEP and others pertaining to the development of
a total LEAA manpower program in the form of a time-phased
implementation program plan. LEAA management and the JFMIP
Executive Director approved the project report, including the
implementation plan. Implementation of the program plan began
about May 1, 1974, and was scheduled to be completed at the
end of 14 months. '

LEAA's Office of Planning and Management is responsible
for systematically implementing the improvements. The Offices
of the Comptroller, Regional Operations, the Inspector General,
and Operations Support and the National Institute ¢f Law En-
forcement and Criminal Justice are to provide all required
support.

_ Full, effective implementation of ‘the recommendations and
the addition of staff at selected LEAA regional officer should
improve the administration of LEEP, especially in note process-
ing, billing and collections, and allocating and accounting

- for funds disbursed to schocls. Although insufficient time

had elapsed for us to determine if LEAA would effectively im-
plement the recommendations, as of November 1974 LEAA had:

--Instituted improved procedures for reducing excess
balances at the schools.

~--Instituted improved procedures for LEEP note processing
and filing, thus eliminating backlogs.
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--Developed specifications for the deéign of an improved
.LEEP billing and collections system.

For example’, as-of October 1974, all'previously back-
logged student notes had been entered into the master file and
all processed notes had been filed, as had the 250,000 prior-

. year notes. Improve” document flow procedures were imple-

mented which eliminated a series, of unnecessary steps in

" LEAA's note processing, thus facilitating the transfer of em-

‘ployees to more critical areas and further reducing the back-

log of unfiled notes. A contractor edited and filed notes and

. thus éliminated the need to assign a large portion of LEEP

personnel to do the task.

The task force also believed that improved cash flow pro-
cedures reduced the level of unspent funds at the schools. :
The following is JFMIP's computation of the status of the
total unspent LEEP funds at the 'schools since the initiation
of LEAA's efforts to improve its institutional accounting.

Total funds S Total

awarded to ’ Total funds on -
schools for Total funds funds - hand and
-fiscal year refunded on_hand refunded

As of 8-31-73 $41,294,000 $4,278,522 $1,227,143 $5,505,665

- After insti- As of As of : Estimate
tution of new 2-25-T74: 2~28-74: as of
procedures 542,574,000 $2,928,571 - 8~31-74:
for fiscal Estimate as of $2,250,000
year 1974 8-31-74: : o

$43,000,000

LEAA regional office staff -members are responsible for
monitoring the unspent balances of loan funds maintained at -in-
stitutions and for initiating action so LEAA can -recover -any ex-
cess balances. To assist them, LEAA established new reporting
procedures in fiscal year 1975 to provide more current and ac-
curate information on the extent to which funds are used in
accordance with institutions' estimates.

The information on these reports is to be forwarded to the
appropriate LEAA regional staff so they can identify institu-
tions which are not making loans and grants at their estimated
rates and therefore maintaining excessive cash balances. Thus
LEAA regional office staff are expected tu take the initiative
in identifying and correcting fiscal problems which might exist
at participating institutions.
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CONCLUSIONS

The procedures discussed above appear to be a reasonable
way to control cash balances at the institutions. However, to
effectively implement these procedures, LEAA regional offices
will have to be sufficiently staffed.

. ¥ s » ' - .
Our review indicated that, before the regionu were given

additional responsibilities, LEAA did not have adeguate staff

in all of its regional offices to effectively administer LEEP:
However, LEAA does not plan to assign additional regional of-
fice staff solely to manage LEEP. This may create problems
since some regions have many more participating institutions
than others and may need more employees to effectively carry
out their old and new LEEP management responsibilities.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

We recommend that the Attorney General direct the Admin-
istrator, LEAA, to monitor the effectiveness of LEAA'S re-
gional offices in carrying out their LEEP management respon-
sibilities and determine whether some regions need additional

. stafft.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS

The Department of Justice stated in its May 12, 1975,
letter to us (see app. I) that LEAA is taking administrative
actions to restructure and clarify the LEEP financial and pro-
gram responsibilities of its regional office staffs. Bach re-
gional office must have, as a minimum, a manpower specialist
for LEEP program administration in addition to fimancial man-
agement staff.

If such positions are promptly filled, progress in over-
coming earlier LEEP proplems should be sustained. However,
it is still appropriate for LEBA to assess, on the basis of
the operations of appropriate regional office staff, whether
one program staff position is sufficient in each of its re-
gional offices. For exampls, if the proposed new fiscal year
1976 program requirements ~ . ssure that more preservice stu-
dents find employment in criminal justice jobs are adopted
(see p. 17), it will be the regional onffice’s responsibility
te monitor institutions' implementation of them. It is still
unclear as to whether one regional staff member can assure
effective implementation of all LEEP policies at the institu-
tions within tne boundaries of his LEAA regional office. The
adequacy of having one program staff position in each office
can be assessed only after exppzlenc1ng operations under the
new program policiles.
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- RECOMMENDATION-TO THE_CONGRESS

~Steps to improve law enforcement education programs
should be completed by the fall of 1975. Therefore, we rec-
ommend that the cognizant appropriations and legislative
committees discuss the results of these improvement efforts
with Department of Justice officials to determine whether ap-
ptopriate corrective actions have been taken. To facilitate
such a determinatign, the appropriate committees could request
the Attorney General to review LEAA's administration of its
law enforcement. education programs and report to the committees
by the end of fiscal year 1976.
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CHAPTER 5

DELAYS IN IMPLEMENTING THE INTERNSHIP

AND EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

LEAR management deficiencies also contributed .to problems

in admlnlstering the Internship and Educational Development Pro~—

grams, including:

--Untimely distribution of funds, resulting in delays in
" implementing the programs and 1arge unspent fund bal-
ances at the end of each year.

t

~-Insufficient monitoring of the Internship Program, pre-

venting LEAA from determining how well schools were ad-
ministering it.

Because of these problems, LEAA has been slow to initiate

and carry out these programs and thus implement the intent of
the Congress. :

INTERNSHIP PROGRAM

The 1971 amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act established an Internship Program to enhance
a student's college education by combining classroom study
with practical experience gained by working for a criminal
justice agency. {

Although the legislation was enacted in the middie of
the fiscal year, funds were not available to finance the pro-
gram until the Congress passed a supplemental appropriation
in May 1971--even though interns were to be available during
the summer of 1971. 1In April 1971 LEAA publicized the pro-
gram in some of the country's largest police, courts, and
corrections agencies to encourage them to consider hiring
interns. The first set of program guidelines were mailed

in May 1971 to

--all police departments serving cities with popula—
tions of over 25,000,

~-the 350 largest correctional institutions,
--275 iudges in the largest cities,

--the State criminal justice planning agencies,
~-~LEAA regional offices, and

~--LEED participating institutions.
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These guidelines explained how the program would operate and
who would be eligible for participation, In July 1971, the

supplemental appropriation of $500,000 was applied to the
first internship awards.

Applications for participation in the Internship Pro-
gram were mailed to LEEP institutions in May 1971-~about the
same time guidelines were issued. Because institutions need
advance notification of internship awards so that they can
place - studentg’ in programs with criminal justice agencies, only
52 schools applied for and were granted a total of $11%,000

. during the summer of 1971. Most of these schools did not

spend the full amount of their internship award and volun-
tarily refunded the balance to LEAA. .

The LEAA regional offices were given responsibility
for selecting schools and awarding funds for the Internship
Program for the summer of 1972. However, processing of
institutional applications was delayed due to late issuance
of revised program guidelines, irsufficient staff to ad-
minister the program at some of the LEAA regional offices,
and LEAA's failure to promote the program at the schools. As
a result, a large portion of th: available funds was not uced.
In the summer of 1972, 68 schocls representing 595 students
applied for funds. In 1973 the number increased to 136 schools
and 1,101 students.

Even though administra:’on uvf the Internship Program
improved in fiscal year 1977 large unspent balances still
remained. According to an LEAA official, the primary rea-
son for this was LEAA's continued failure to promote the
program adequately and to “ndicate to the schools early
enough what funds would he¢ available. The following sum-
marizes funding for the program for fiscal years 1971-74.

Unliguidated
Fiscal Funds “unds yearend
year appropriated spent balance
1971 $500,000 $ - $500,000
1972 - 294,000 206,000
1973 : " 500,000 331,000 375,000
1974 , 500,000 800,000 -75,000

LEAA also did not adequately monitor the program to
determine school compliance with %EAA requirements. The
extent of monitoring varied amcuy the regions, but gen-
erally little or none occurred. For example, through fiscal
year 1974 the Chicago Regional Office monitored the program
at only one institution and only in conjunction with LEEP
monitoring visits--although from fiscal years 1972 to 1974,
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13, 30, and 24 schools, respectively, participated in the
program. The Philadelphia Regional Office monitored 1 of 12°
schools in fiscal year 1973 and 1 of 13 in fiscal year 1974.
Without proper monitoring, LEAA has had to rely almost ex-
clusively on the schools and students for informatidn on

its Internship Program and, consequently, has failed to
maintain adegquate control over the schools' adminiztration

of the program. :

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

The 1971 amendments also authorized LEAA to make
grants to or enter into contracts with institutions of higher
education, or combinations of such institutions, to help them
plan, develop, strengthen, or carry out programs or projects
for developing or demonstrating improved methods of law en-
forcement education. Although funds had been available for
this purpose since fiscal year 1971, LEAA awarded unly a small
portion of them for educational development before fiscal year
1974, primarily because of management indecision.

LEAA sent applications for participation in the Educa-
tional Development Program to approximately 1,000 institu-
tions in 1971. About 300 institutions responded by submitting
"concept papers." LEAA assigned one staff member and three
consultants to evaluate these papers. They recommended to
the LEAA Administrator that nine schools be considered for
funding.

After reviewing the recommendations, the LEAA Adminis-
trator did not award funds to any schools but directed the
staff to develop a new approach for determining the most ef-
ficient use of the funds.

The revised approach was called the centers of excel-
lence concept. LEAA defined a "center of excellence" as a
university or a consortium of academic institutions which |
offered doctoral degrees in the social sciences and was af-
filiated with an accredited medical school and law school.
Institutions which conformed to this definition were con-
sidered for centers of excellence funding.

The centers of excellence concept was developed be-
cause LEAA believed it could best use the available Educa-
tional Development funds by awarding the funds to a limited
number- of universities. This was LEAA's first attempt to
define a concept which would, when implemented, fulfill the
purposes of the educational development amendment. After
considerable debate within LEAA regarding institutions to
be funded, LEAA's Associate Administrators, who were then
awaiting the appointment of a new Administrator, vetoed im-
plementation of the centers of excellence program.
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During fiscal year 1973, a new LEAA Administrator was
appointed and another attempt was made to use the educational
development funds by forming a. consortium of schools to
strengthen graduate research and doctoral programs in criminal
justice. 1In effect, this was a new version of the centers of
excellence concept. The same criteria used to select schools
under the centers of excellence program was used to choose
consortium members. LEAA employees made site visits to examine
the criminal justice programs at 25 institutions. Each insti-
tution was given a numerical rating, which was submitted to LEAA
 +to help in selecting institutions to participate in the consor-

tium.

; The institutions presently in the consortium are Arizona
% State University, Eastern Kentucky University, Michigan State
{ University, Northeastern University, Portland State University,
the University of Nebraska, and the University of Maryland.
The consortium agreement provides for the exchange of faculty
and graduate students among the participating schonols and for
the strengthening of research activities and graduate pro-
grams in criminal justice. The consortium became operational
in fiscal year 1974 when the schools were awarded a total of
about $5 million. The grant period extends through fiscal
year 1976.

Before fiscal year 1974, only $5,000 of funds appro-
priated for educational development had been spent. The
funding for fiscal years 1971-74 is shown below.

Funds Unliquidated
Fiscal Funds provided yearend
year . appropriated to schools balance
1971 . $ 250,000 $ - $§ 250,000
1972 1,000,000 - ' 1,250,000
1873 2,000,000 5,000 3,245,000
1974 a/2,000,000 2,500,000 2,329,000

a/$416,000 was unobligated in fiscal year 1974.

CAUSES OF PROBLEMS

The causes of the problems in the Internship and Educa-
tional Development Programs were similar to those in LEEP.

For fiscal years 1969-74 one office administered the
programs. Although the designation of the office changed
periodically, it maintained overall program responsibility.
| However, it d4id not adequately define what it hoped to ac-

" complish with the programs in terms of determining and
satisfying the manpower and educational needs of the criminal
justice system. In addition, the office underwent at least
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four major staff and administrative chénges between 1968 and
1973; each time, a different person was given overall respon-
sibility for the programs.

Another basic problem has been the lack of staff. To
administer all educational programs at headquarters, LEAA had
designated only 3 full-time professional employees as of
November 1974--a drop from 10 in February 1970. As of then
8 full-time employees were to handle the programs' financial
matters with the assistance of 21 part-time workers.

These problems are very similar to those addressed by
the LEAA-JFMIP task force and, if the task force's recommenda-
tions are followed, they should be corrected. Therefore, we .
do not believe it is necessary to make separate recommehda-
tions on steps to improve management of these programs.
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CHAPTER 6

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We sent questionnaires on LEEP to 550 recent college

ﬂ graduates who had received LEEP assistance. Eighty-five

.~ percent of those sampled responded. (See p. 51 for details
of sampling method and statistical analysis.) '

To determine how effectively LEAA has administered LEEP
and the Internship and Educational Development Programs, we
reviewed appropriate LEAA documents and interviewed LEAA of-
ficials at LEAA headquarters and at the Philadelphia and
Chicago Regional Offices. We also visited and held discus-
sions with officials at Northern Virginia Community College,
Annandal:, Virginia; Catonsville Community College, Catons=+
ville, Haryland; the University of Maryland; Virginia Common- -
wealth University; Southern Illinois University; and Michigan
State University to determine what problems institutions were
experiencing in administering LEEP and the irternship and
Educational Development Programs.
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APPENDIX I ~ APPENDIX I

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

\ddress Reply 10 the
Division Indicated

?Tit(cr to Initials and Number
i

Mr. Victor L. Lowe

Director

1 General Gevernment Division :
i U.S. General Accounting Office

U Washington, D.C. 20548

n Dear Mr. Lowe: -
Pt
This letter is in response to your request for comments
on the draft report titled "Problems in Administering Programs
to Improve Law Enforcement Education."

Generally, we agree with the report and its recommendations
and share GAO's concern regarding the need to address the problems
in administering programs to improve low enforcement education.

We also wish to thank GAO for its excellent work. The overall
' validity of GAO's review and the methodological techniques
used to formulate conclusions were highly sophisticated and
reflected a true sense of professionalism.

Many of the problems and recommendations contained in the
repcrt are timely and will help guide both the Law Enforcement
, Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the Department in taking
i corrective actions to improve the administration and management
- of LEAA's Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP). We also
consider GAO's observations and comments on the problems
mentioned in the report to be relatively fair and objective.

LEAA recognized most of the problems cited in the report
before GAO made its review and, in many cases, LEAA had
initiated corrective actions. The GAO report acknowledges
that LEAA had taken steps to make improvements and that, indeed,
significant elements of past problems have already been resolved.
This letter comments on LEAA's most recent actions and plans for
dealing with the recommendations and problems contained in the

draft report.

. GAO note: The numbers in brackets refer to page numbers in
the final report.
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(17]
On page 36 of the report, GAO recommends that LEAA:

Provide information on employment opportunities
to LEEP participants and determine what factors
are precluding many LEEP graduates with no
criminal justice work experience from finding
criminal justice employment.

Consider how career counseling and placement
services might be afforded to LELP participants
to insure that criminal justice agencies will
benefit from their knowledge and training.

The need to provide employment information to LEEP :
recipients was recognized by the LEAA-Joint Financial Management
Improvement Program task force, which was established in
January 1974 to help improve LEEP management and operations.
The task force recommended the establishment of criminal
justice manpower information exchange centers in each state
and the natinnwide exchange of information concerning manpower
needs through regional and national information summaries.

To achieve this goal, a long-range effort will be required.

The congressionally mandated national manpower survey

(P.L. 953-83, Section 402(c)) will identify ways of matching
students with available job opportunities. As the first phase,
LEAA has initiated a national manpower survey to identify ways
of reducing the number of students who do not find criminal
Jjustice jobs. Survey results will be available at the end of
fiscal year 1976, at which cime LEAA will issue appropriate
guidelines as required by the Act.

About 85 percent of the students participating in LEEP are
already in the criminal justice system and are participating
in the in-service portion of the program. However, in
recognition of the problems encountered by preservice students
in obtaining information on employment opportunities and finding
criminal justice employment, LEAA has prepared policy revisions
for implementation in fiscal year 1976, which prescribe new
program requirements for both preservice programs and selection
of preservice students. Program requirements are designed to
assure that the student will (a) learn about criminal justice
principles, standards, and concepts in the classroom; (b) obtain
practical experience in the field; and (c¢) receive assistance
in obtaining employment. These policy changes will require
institutions participating in the LEAA preservice loan program
to:

1. Offer a criminil Justice degree.
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2. Employ a full-time criminal justice program
director.

3. Develop and sponsor internship arrangements with
criminal justice agencies so students may obtain
criminal justice work experience.

4. Provide placement services for criminal Jjustice
preservice students.

Under an educational development grant authorized by
Section 406(e) of the Act, a consortium of seven schools is
now devising model counseling services to address the needs
0f both criminal justice agencies and the students.

The Internship Program, authorized under Section 406(f)
of the Act, provides preservice students with valuable on-the-
job experience which will assist them in making career choices
and increase opportunities for employment by relating conceptual
education to job performance. The past level of funding at
$500,000 per year, however, has limited participation to less
than 1,000 students per year.

In addition, new criteria has been developed which is

designed to aid school officials in identifying and selecting

preservice students with a greater degree of commitment to a
criminal justice career than students have shown in the past.
The criteria requires the student to be enrolled in a criminal
justice degree program and to be at least a sophomore. In
selecting preservice students, school officials will be expected
to consider the student's dcocmonstrated ability and” familiarity
with the criminal justice field. 1In addition, the guideline
criteria will clearly set forth the requirements for
counseling preservice students. B8pecifically, school officials
must discuss with the student his potential for successful
service in the criminal justice system.
(19]
On page 38 of the draft report, GAO states that:

LEAA, at various times, could not identify
students who owed LEAA for loans or grants
received because they had not met certain
legal obligations to pursue or continue
criminal justice careers.

Since the time GAO made its audit, LEAA has faken
significant steps to correct the deficiencies cited in the
draft report. By using improved processing techniques and
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additional staff, LEAA has been able to eliminate serious
backlogs in the processing and filing of LEEP notes and is
now operating in a timely manner. Actions taken by LEAA
include: .

1. Reorganizing LEAA's Billing and Collection Division
into teams with specific areas of responsibility.

2. Developing an operating procedures manual and a
training manual to assist the Billing and Collection
Division.

3. Developing specifications for a new computer system.

4. Modifying the current billing and collection system
to enhance document processing and eliminate the
correspondence backlog.

5. Dividing quarterly billings into.monthly cycles
to make the workload more manageable.

6. Processing and updating billing statements within
30 to 60 days of receipt.
[22]
GAO states, on page. 44 of the report, that:

LEAA did not have adequate information on the
“amount of individual institutional expenditures, |
or the amount of unexpended funds on hand at |
institutions at the end of the fiscal year.

The use of a new LELP grant award document has made it
easier for LEAA to identify the status of funds at individual
institutions participating under LEEP. Furthermore, LEAA
recently began assigning grant numbers to all LEEP grant .
award documents. The grant numbers will be included in the
main line accounting system and will be used in all subsequent
fiscal years. This procedure will ensure fiscal year integrity
as well as maintain the status of each grant.

[23] ,
On page 46 of the report, GAO states that:

LEAA also did not have adequate information

on LEEP participants, did not maintain adequate
records and could not hold individuals respon-
sible for having received LEEP assistance.
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LEAA has taken considerable action to correct these
weaknesses since the GAO audit. Many of LEAA's problems were
caused by sheer volume of documents. received at one time.
LEAA now has a system of scheduling and monitoring student
notes to assure timely submission. The system is designed to
distribute the workload more evenly which, in turn, improves
the movement of the documents through the processing
operation. Additional staff has also been made available to
assist in this activity. In addition, a contract recently
awarded for manually editing student notes has contributed
significantly to the timely processing of grant award documents.

In the past, the LEAA staff attempted to correct
" incomplete or inaccurate student notes. Now, LEAA's accounting
system will not accept improperly completed notes until they
are corrected by the responsible institution. These procedures
have decreased note processing time from an indefinite time
period ranging from 3 months to over 1 year to an average of
less than 60 days. Moreover, LEAA has improved the processing
of LEEP data by working closely with its contractor in
programming and using the computer. LEAA is presently
working on an improvement which will ultimately reduce the
total processing time for LEEP notes to less than 30 days.
[25]
GAO states, on page 48 of the draft report, that:

Problems encountered by LEAA in allocating
LEEP funds to schools were due, in part,
to the lack of information available to
review panels for the first 4 years of the
program,

In response to this problem, LEAA has initiated policy
and procedural changes to bring more objectivity into the
process of determining institutional allocations.. The program
guidelines for fiscal year 1976 state.that the purpose of
LEEP is to '"provide financial assistance for higher education
which will contribute to the development of human resources
needed by the criminal justice system to reduce crime and
delinquency." These guidelines also establish criteria for
evaluating applications from institutions for funds.

Recently developed guidelines establishing minimum

qualifications for institutions to participate in LEEP will
provide evaluation criteria regarding the nature of academic
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programs, qualifications of faculty, and quality of past
program management. Furthermore, insofar as LEEP being
defined as a manpower development program, institutional LEEP
applicétions will be evaluated in relation to overall criminal
justice manpower needs as detérmined in LEAA and State plans
and programs. ‘ .

When reviewers begin the application evaluation process
for fiscal year 1976, they will have detailed information
showing prior year expenditures for each school. Copies of
all "Summary and Certification Sheet' forms submitted to LEAA
in fiscal year 1975 will be attached to the fiscal year 1976
applications from institutions. This form shows executed
student notes classified according to funding priorities and
summarized by number and dollar amounts.

LEAA regional offices responsible for award determination
will be provided with copies of Note Control Log sheets
processed by the LEAA's Headquarters Office. These sheets
verify institutional LEEP expenditures, represented by fiscal
year 1975 student notes, accepted into the central accounting
system. :

On page [28]

On pages 54 and 55 of the report, GAO states that:

School administrators had difficulty each

term determining how many students to fund

and how much to allow each because they

could not be certain of the amount and timing
of LEEP disbursements to be received from LEAA.

During fiscal years 1974 and 1975, LEAA revised its
internal procedures to ensure timely fund disbursements to
institutions participating under LEEP. Currently, fund
disbursements are approved and initiated by LEAA's regional
offices on the basis of their assessment ¢f each institution's
(a) need for funds, (b) expenditure documents for student
notes, and (c¢) compliance with procedures established for
reconciling the institution's account for the previous fiscal
vear. It is now policy to delay disbursements only when the

" school does not follow established fiscal management procedures.

Beginning with fiscal year 1975, LEAA regional offices
have been assigned responsibility for monitoring the closeout
of institutional LEEP'accounts at the end of each fiscal year.
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[36]
On* page 68 of the report, GAO recommends that LEAA:

Monitor the effectiveness of LEAA's regional
offices' staff in carrying out their respon-
sibilities to determine whether additional
staffing may be necessary in some regions

to effectively administer the LEEP progranm.

Currently, LEAA's Office of the Comptroller and Office
of Regional Operations are taking administrative action to

‘restructure and clarify the financial and program responsi-
. bilities assigned to regional office staffs who carry out

LEEP management functions. Staffing guidelines for regional
offices have been issued. As a minimum, the guidelines
require each regional office to have a manpower specialist
for LEEP administration in addition to the personnel assigned
to the regional office's financial management division.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft
report. Please feel free to contact us if you have any
further questions.

Sincerely,

<:T ) erening
Assistant Attorne§:Gz%ff&%

for Administratiod

N

—

—
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SAMPLING METHOD AND

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF LEEP QUESTIONNAIRE

We developed a questionnaire to obtain the opinions and
experiences of former program participants. We obtained lists
of students from ‘'school years 1972 and 1973 who had success-
fully completed the program ¢f instruction (i.e., obtained a
degree or certificate) at 50 randomly selected schools. These
institutions geographically represented all participating
schools and also included schools with both large and small
LEEP programs. From these lists, 550 names were randomly se-
lected to receive a questionnaire. Because schools eligible

"to provide LEEP grants include 2-year as well as 4-year :

colleges,  the term "successfully completed" means that the
student received either a certificate or an associate, a
bachelor, or more advanced degree. In many instances students
completed a lower level program (e.g., an associate degree)
and then, with LEEP assistance, continued their education to
achieve a higher degree.

Following is a breakdown of responses to our question-
naire:

Number Percent
In'sample 550
Questionnaires returned 465 85
o response 60 11
Address unknown 25 4

Chi-square tests of independence

and_goodness of fit

Our chi~-square test of independence was made to establish
whether an association (dependency relationship) existed be-
tween the variables being tested and to determine the
strengths of identified associations.

For example, as shown in the tables below, a higher pro-
portion of respondents who were working in agencies which had
educational reward programs attributed their pay increases to
LEEP courses.

Educational reward

programs

Pay increases Yes No Total
Yes/probably yes < 84 56 140

No/probably no 24 153 177

ot et ——

Total 108 209 317
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The chi-square test of independence can be used to determine
whether the difference in proportions is significant or is
merely the result of chance variations of our sample selection.
¥

Using a chi-square statistic and chi-square table, we
determined the significance of the association bhetween the
variables tested and a confidence level which represents the
probability that the association was not a product of chance
related to our sample selection. .

We interpreted tHe confidence levels with the chi-square
test of independence and goodness of fit as follows.

Confidence that o

observed association Definition

is not a product of chance of association
95 percent or greater Highly significant
90 to 94 percent Significant
Less than 90 percent Insignificant

Tests of independence:

Table A

Association Between Prior Criminal Justice
Experience and Professional Area

Professional area

Prior criminal Other
justice experience Police (note a) Total
Yes 256 41 297
No 36 23 59
Total 292 64 356

D : —a— L el

a/ Includes probation and parole, courts, and corrections.
Significance of assocation: Highly siénificant

Degrees of freedom: 1

Corrected chi-square value: 19.489

Confidence level: ' 0.99+

Phi: 0.23397

U
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Table B
Association Between Bducational Reward Program
and Promotion

Educational reward

program
Promotion Yes No Total
Yes/probably yes 56 71 127
No/probably no - _47 126 173
Total 103 197 300

[UIEEIN

Significance of association: Highly significant

i, Degrees of freedom: 1

Corrected chi-square value: 8.572

Confidence level: 0.99+
Phi: 0.16903
Table C

Association Between Educational Reward Program
and Pay Increase

Educational reward

program
Pay increase Yes No Total
Yes/probably yes 84 56 140
No/probably no 24 153 177
Total 108 209 317

Degrees of freedom:
Corrected chi-square value:
Confidence level:

Phi:

i Significance of association: Highly significant

1
73.003
0.99+

0.47989
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§ Table D

i

f Relationship Between Sex and Difficulty

| ' in Finding Criminal Justice Jobs

I Could not

i Sex Got a job find a job Total

.; —— T T T S ——

R Male 50 24" ‘ 74

% Female -1 13 . 20

t

| Total a/51 37 94
Significance of association: Highly significant :
Degrees of freedomn: 1
Corrected chi-square value: 6.419
Confidence level:. 0.9887
Phi: 0.25724

. .a/ Two additional respondents did not identify their sex

f and therefore are not included in-the table.

i\‘,
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND HUMAN RELATIONS AREAS

Community relations '

Prevention and suppression‘of riots and disturbances

Preparing inmates for parole

First aid treatment

Current issues in court reform

Crowd dispersal ' ' .

Preparation of records and reports

Control of coﬁtraband

Familiarity with black ghetto language and customs
Familiarity with other ethnic attitudes and customs
Recognizing and'dealing with deviant behavior

Legal aspects of sex offenses

Legal aspects of arrest, escape, detainment, search, etc.
Dealing with conflictsvand @ensions in a>neighborhood
Recognizing and déaling with evidence df’déug.dependenéy

Legal definitions of crime and participants in crime

Methods of restraint

Use and care of firearms

Ability to communicate with supervisors and coworkers

Good human relations principles
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PRINCIPAL DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED' IN THIS REPORT

Tenure %f office .
From To
ATTORNEY GENERAL: ’
Edward H. Levi - . Feb. 1975 Present
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. :1973
.Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May 1973
Richard G. Kleindienst
(acting) . Mar. 1972 June 1972
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972
ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: .
Richard W. Velde Sept. 1974 Present
bonald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974
Jerris Leonard May 1971  Mar. 1973
Vacant June 1970 May 1971
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 1969 June 1970
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