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Foreword

State of the States on Crime and Justice, 1976 is the
third report by the National Conference of State
Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. It comes
at a time when crime and criminal justice issues
have been ranked high an the list of national con-
cerns, and when many are questioning the value of
the federal assistance program under the Safe
Streets Act.

This report provides a careful, balanced view of the
program-—its progress as well as its problems—
from the perspective of the 55 States and territories
which have primary responsibitity for implementing
the program. The picture presented here is both
positive and realistic. It attempts to separate the
program from the “War on Crime” context which
surrounded ifs creation and which perhaps has
been one of its greatest handicaps. Instead, we view
the Safe Streets program as one component—but
an important one—in an extremely compiex situa-
tion.

From this perspective, it is possible to examine the
very real progress which States have achieved to-
ward the goal of responsive, efficient criminal jus-
tice systems. It is also possible to see that, given the
resources and responsibility, the States are quite
capable and willing to assume a leadership role.

The Safe Streets program was the first major federal
effort to assist States and localities in the field of
criminal justice. It was also the first major federal
bloc grant program. State of the States indicates
that the program has proved its worth in both
cases, and has established a framework in which a
vital area of government services can be continu-
ously evaluated and improved.

Our thanks is extended to Jane Roberts, consuitant
to the National Conference, who was responsible for
the preparation of this report. A special note of
appreciation is also extended t6 Charles Davoli, di-
rector of the Florida SPA, who served as chairman of
the State of the States Advisory Committee, and to
the members of his committee who generously gave
of their time during the past few months: Marlene
Haugland, formerly with the Washington SPA;
Charles Hill, director of the Wisconsin SPA; Joseph

Marshall, exegutive assistant to the director of the
Virginia SPA; Jay Sondhi, director of the Missouri
8SPA; C. L. “Skip™ Townsend, special assistant to the
director of the South Carolina SPA; and Willis What-
ley, general counsel of the Texas SPA. In addition,
the National Conference wishes to acknowledge the
cooperation of the Advisory Commission on inter-
governmental Relations, and particularly the assis-
tance of Dr. Carl Stenberg and the miembers of the
Commission’s Safe Streets Project staff.

Richard N. Harris
Chairman
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Summary of

State Planning Agencies (SPAs) are becoming
more involved in Statewide criminal justice plan-
ning and budgeting activities, and are being recog-
nized as agents of change.

A new profession of criminal justice ptanning has
emerged. New tools and techniques have been de-
veloped. Emphases are changing. Nearly one-haif of
the SPAs rate their role in influencing State criminal
justice budget requests as great or moderate. Most
SPAs draft legislative proposals, and nearly half of
these proposals have been enacted into law. These
trends will have even greater significance as eco-
nomic conditions and patterns change, and as
greater accotntability is expected from the criminal
justice system.

The capabilities of SPA staff have steadily in-
creased over the years.

Over seventy-five percent of the States rate the
change in their planning capabilities as greatly in-
creased over the past few years. An additional
twenty-three percent rate the change in their plan-
ning capability as moderately increased. Other sig-
nificant increases are cited in the areas of grant
review, monitoring, evaluation, auditing, and estab-
lishing and funding priorities.

State and local governments are assuming the
costs of projects and programs initiated with Safe
Streets monies.

One commonly used criterion of the success of the
Safe Streets Program is the degree of program “in-
stitutionalization'—aor how many projects and pro-
grams continue with support entirely from State and
local general revenues. States estimate that approx-
imately 64 percent of the projects have been as-
sumed by State and local governments.

Safe Streets apprepriations have been declining
while inflation and the range of administrative re-
sponsibilities have been on the rise.

Safe Streets appropriations have never been ap-
proved at the full authorization level. Not only are
total appropriations declining, but the proportion of

lajor Findings

funds directly available to States—those with the
majority of responsibility for program administra-
tion—has decreased steadily since FYY 1970. Contin-
uing reductions, particularly during times of eco-
nomic and social stress, will restrict or eliminate the
opportunitias to continue to improve capabilities
and experiment with new ideas.

The continuity of the bloc grant concept estab-
lished in 1968 has been eroded through legislative
and administrative categorization.

Some of the flexibility inherent in the original bloc
grant program has been diminished through legisla-

‘tive categorization in 1971 and 1974. Additionally,

administrative guidelines, promulgated by LEAA,
have placed constraints an what and how some-
thing can be done, and imposed greater manpower
requirementsto getitdone.

Safe Streets funds are encouraging a broad range
of programs to control crime and improve the ad-
ministration of justice at the State and local level
and in all sectors of the criminal justice system.

Safe Streets monies are being distributed in a bal-
anced plan. Local jurisdictions generally are receiv-
ing funds in accordance with their population and
crime rates. Additionally, distinct trends are emerg-
ing in the allocation of funds among the compo-
nents of the criminal justice system. Police funding
is declining; the percentage of funds granted to
courts has greatly increased; and correctional fund-
ing has remained relatively constant since FY 1970.

State supervisory boards are broadly representa-

© tive of State and local government, the various com-

ponents of the criminal justice system and the gen-
eral public.

The State supervisory board is the vehicle through
which the components of the criminal justice sys-
tem and non-criminal justice officials—both public
and private—come together to assess needs and
priorities, and begin to develop appropriate re-
sponses. Data indicate that no single interest domi-
nates these Doards.




e o o e s e e e e

oty

Recommenddations

THE BLOC GRANT APPROACH OF THE SAFE
STREETS PROGRAM IS FUNDAMENTALLY
SOUND, AND SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED AND
REAUTHORIZED FOR FIVE YEARS.

Seven years operation under the Safe Streets Act
has shown that there is stiil a great deal we must
learn before we can say we know how to reduce
crime, that individual State experimentation is help-
ing us learn what programs may be appropriate for
which problems and jurisdictions, and that develop-
ment of successful programs is contingent upon
States and their political subunits choosing the right
priorities and programs, and making the necessary
political and resource commitments. The States are
constitutionally in the appropriate position to coor-
dinate criminal justice programming and allocate
scarce resolirces. The bloc grant approach provides
States and their localities—those who are closer to
and have more knowledge of focal problems than
the Federal Government—with the flexibility to put
resources where those needs, probiems, and priori-
ties are. The continuaticn of the bloc grant ap-
proach is warranted based upon these factors.

Some of the flexibility which was inherent in the
original bloc grant program has been diminished
through legislative categorization and administra-
tive oversight. Without the elimination of categoriz-
ing language, the Safe Streets Act will be a bloc
grant in name only, and difficult to distinguish from
other federal categorical grant-in-aid programs.

A system of Statewide comprehensive planning is
compromised and distorted when the programs and
priorities generated by such a system must conform
to predetermined, uniform formulas. It makes little
sense to urge and support a rational decision-mak-
ing process based on the premise that State and
local characteristics, and hence problems, vary, and
then insist that each State place a certain percent-
age of funds available in a specified program area.

The continuity of the program is critical. The States
have been faced with the original enactment of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act in
1968, amendments in 1970, 1973 and again in 1976,
Put into conjunction with the passage of the Juve-

nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
and the changing federal leadership of the program,
the States have never had a stable program within
which to operate. Each time the States have com-
pleted changes required by new legislation, regula-
tions or guidelines, a new series of changes has
been initiated.

Congress should give the States and localities a firm
and stable program for a minimum of five years with
estimated yearly appropriations figures that can be
relied upon for long-term planning. Without this
long-term commitment by Congress, the States will
continue to find many local jurisdictions and State
criminal justice agencies unwilling to undertake
multi-year experimental and innovative programs,
and unwilling to make the commitments to assume
the costs of programs over time. Without a commit-
ment by the Federal Government to long-term and
stable funding, State and local governments are
unlikely to give a similar commitment.

STATES SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO PREPARE
AND SUBMIT COMPREHENSIVE PLANS COVER-
ING A MULTI-YEAR PERIOD, TOGETHER WITH AN-
NUAL UPDATE DOCUMENTATION.

The Safe Streets Act should be amended to clearly
permit States to submit comprehensive criminal jus-
tice plans which LEAA could certify as valid for
multi-year periods of time. Annual updates contain-
ing information on changing strategies and pro-
grams could be required. This would permit States
to spend less time in producing largely redundant
documents year-in and year-out and more time to
concentrate on more meaningful planning and eval-
uation.

In addition, statutory language describing the spe-
cific requirements of the comprehensive plan
should be minimized. These specific statutory re-
quirements many times result in plans being submit-
ted which, while they may meet these requirements
for plan format, do not necessarily fulfill the needs of
Federal, State and local governments for planning
purposes. Plans are often produced by the States
and reviewed by LEAA for conformance to these
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statutory and LEAA regulatory guidelines butnot for
their viability as planning documents, As a resulit,
Federal, State and local governments find them-
selves involved in a paper war to a large degree.
Specific plan requirements that are relevant to the
needs of individual jurisdictions are better devel-
oped by flexible regulations than by legisiative pro-
visions which specify the format of each State’s
plan.

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY (SPA) SHOULD
FUNCTION AS AN EXECUTIVE BRANCH AGENCY,
SUBJECT TO THE JURISDICTION OF THE GOVER-
NOR, WITH THE AUTHORITY TO PERFORM COM-
PREHENSIVE PLANNING FOR THE STATE'S CRIM-
INAL JUSTICE SYSTEM.

One of the strengths of the Safe Streets Program to
date has been that the SPAs have been created as
adjuncts to the Governors, subject to their jurisdic-
tion. This has enabled the Governors, who are the
chief planning officers of the States, to receive sys-
tem-wide criminal justice advice. As a result of this
new resource, Governors have been beiter able to
exert much more effective leadership in the criminal
justice field. The Governor is the chief executive, the
agency performs executive functions, and there-
fore, it should be subject to the jurisdiction of the
State's chief executive.

Many SPAs do more than merely plan for and allo-
cate federal funds. Some SPAs have been asked to
comprehensively plan for the integration of all re-
sources into a single planning and budgeting pro-
cess for the criminal justice system within their
States. In some States, SPAs work closely with the
State budget office; in others the SPAs have been
asked to develop critical pieces of legislation; and
still other SPAs have been asked to advise on ad-
ministrative changes. These activities should be en-
couraged in all States to more completely fulfill the
mandate set forth in the Safe Streets Act.

EACH STATE, BY 1980, SHOULD IMPLEMENT A
SET CF GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND STANDARDS
FOR CRIME REDUCTION AND THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF JUSTICE.

Standards and goals efforts have become a signifi-
cant part of SPA planning and operations. The SPAs
have participated in the efforts of the National Advi-
sory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals, as did hundreds of other State and local
officials. The products produced by the Naticnal
Advisory Commission are worthwhile, as are the
standards and goals produced by other national
groups such as the American Bar Association and
the American Correctional Association. Sometimes
the recommendations of these eminent groups co-
incide; sometimes they are at odds. The primitive
state of the art in criminal justice and the philosophi-
cal perspective of the groups result in the variance
in recommendations.
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States must be permitted and encouraged to estab-
lish their own unique processes for developing
goals, objectives and standaras, tailored to their
own needs, problems, concerns and institutions.
Specific implementation activities should be initi-
ated, with the goal of achieving positive results, by
1980. Such standards should provide a sound basis
for assessing planning priorities and establish
benchmarks of accomplishments in fulfilling the in-
tent of the Safe Streets Program.

STATES MUST RETAIN COMPLETE DISCRETION
IN DETERMINING THE REPRESENTATIVE CHAR-
ACTER OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS.

Any attempts to establish quotas for any interest
group on State supervisory boards shouid be re-
jected. To mandate specific quotas for board com-
position is to inhibit the selection of the most quali-
fied persons, and jeopardizes the retention of the
broad representative character of these boards. in
some States, a requirement for legislative or judicial
representation raises constitutional questions.

LEAA SHOULD BE CHARGED WITH IMPLEMENT-
ING A MORE RATIONAL, EFFECTIVE AND EFFI-
CIENT SYSTEM FOR DISCRETIONARY AND RE-
SEARCH ACTIVITIES.

LEAA’s discretionary grant program and research
efforts should be closely coordinated. However, this
has not appeared to be the case to date. LEAA has
not developed a long-term strategy or plan for its
discretionary and research activities. It has funded a
scattered number of projects, many of which on
review would seem to be of lower priority in light of
nationwide needs. Even where significant efforts
have been undertaken, there have been problems,
as in the case of the Impact Cities program.

LEAA also has had significant difficulty coordinat-
ing the efforts of its centralized office with its re-
gional operations. The National Institute has made
decisions on. LEAA’'s research program, while the
Office of National Priority Programs has made deci-
sions on national scope discretionary projects and
the ten LEAA regional offices have made their own
decisions as to small scale, supplementary discre-
tionary programs. in each of these cases, there has
been little coordination by the federal managers
with the key State and local personnel. It is hoped
that a recent LEAA administrative reorganization,
consolidating the functions of the Office of National
Priority Programs into the Office of Regional Opera-
tions, will help to ameliorate some of the difficulties
experienced in the past.

LEAA’s efforts should be committed to a smaller
number of concentrated programs which could
generate data from a comparison of significant new
efforts in several localities, resulting in- dissemina-
tion of valuabie data needed and wanted by State

Ll
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and local decision-makers. To date, strategies and
plans have been developed without significant Sftate
and and local involvement. LEAA should be required
to consult with State and local government prior to
developing long-term research and discretionary
strategies and plans so that results of these efforts
will be useful to the people in the field.

LEAA SH‘OULD BE REQUIRED TO CONCENTRATE
ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF MEANINGFUL TECH-
NICAL ASSISTANCE AND EVALUATION CAPABILI-

TIES.

Evaluation, monitoring, standard-setting and other
technical assistance activities are integral parts of
planning, and a high priority for SPAs. In 1872, the

National Conference adopted minimum standards

for monitoring and evaluation. Since thattime, SPAs
have been working diligently, and for the most part
successfully, to maintain those standards. The stan-
dards were established by the SPAs early in the
program because they recognized the need for in-
formation (not otherwise available) for themselves
as grant administrators and for agency heads_as
policy decision-makars. Unfortunately: evaluation
in any social science field, and specn‘xcgl}y in the
field of criminal justice, is in a rather primitive state.
Although LEAA was given a mandate to assist in
evaluation efforts in 1973, useful aid has yetto reach
the State and local level. LEAA must be called upon
to provide useful assistance in these critical areas of
need. To date, educational and training efforts have
been provided primarily by the National Conference.
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Infroduction

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators is an organization of gov-
ernmental officials who are the directors of the fifty-
five (65) State Planning Agencies (SPAs) for criminal
justice operating in each of the States and territo-
ries. These agencies have been charged with the
responsibility for comprehensive criminal justice
planning and for administering funds made avail-
able by the Federal Government to the States under
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended.

The "“Safe Streets Program,” enacted by Congress
in 1968 and administered at the federal level by
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA), was the first major bloc grant program of
federal assistance to State and local governments,
as well as the first significant federal assistance
program in the field of criminal justice. Key to the
bloc grant experiment is the recognition that crime
and the administration of justice are essentially lo-
cal problems which can be best addressed at the
State and local level. As a result, the majority -of
responsibility for implementing the program—plan-
ning, monitoring, auditing, evaluation, fund alloca-
tion, etc.—resides with.the States rather than with
the Federal Government. Each State and territory is
awarded an annual amount of bloc grant funds
based upon the development and approval of a
comprehensive plan. The States and territories then
allocate funds to State and local agencies for the
operation of projects and programs consistent with
the comprehensive plarn.

This report reviews the multitude of projects, pro-
grams and activities of the States and territories in
carrying out their responsibilities under the Safe
Streets Act. It is also areport of the various activities
of the National SPA Conference. The report pre-
sents a picture of SPA efforts to reduce crime and
improve the administration and quality of justice. It
provides an overview of common approaches
adopted by SPAs, including descriptions of many of
the efforts currently underway.

in compiling this report, the National SPA Confer-
ence, in‘conjunction with the Advisory Commission

on Intergovernmental Relations, developed and ad-
ministered a questionnaire which was sent to each
SPAdirectorinJune, 1975. This survey included 114
guestions addressing a broad range of SPA activi-
ties. Responses were received from 53 of the 55
SPAs. In addition, extensive use was made of the FY
1976 Planning Grant applications of each of the 55
jurisdictions, various project and program reports,
data from the LEAA Grants Management Informa-
tion' System (GMIS), and numerous other reports
and documents published by the SPAs and LEAA.
Information was also collected from various reports
and other documentation of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations, the Bureau of the Census,
the Office of Management and Budget, the General
Accounting Office; the National Center for State
Courts, the National Governors’ Conference, the
National League of Cities, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, the National Association of Counties, the
National Conference of State Legislatures,
Congressional committees, and other sources as
appropriate.

1965 to the Present:
Challenge and Response

Prior to 1965, there was no federal financial assis-
tance program for State and local criminal justice
agencies. Responding to a growing public concern
about the problems of crime and the administration
of justice, President Lyndon Johnson proposed and
Congress enacted a small federal assistance pro-
gram under the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of
1965. The program, under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Justice, funded demonstration and
research projects in accordance with predeter-
mined, federally-defined categories of activities.
The 1965 Act also authorized furids for the establish-
‘ment of Staté criminal justice “‘planning agencies.”
This categorical grant program, operating under the
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance with an an-
nual appropriation of slightly more than $7 million,
was an experimental attempt to promote new ideas
and research. However, this initial federal attempt to
aid the criminal justice system, while worthwhile as
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an experimental program, made no notable impact
on the system or on crime.

In 1965, President Johnson also established the
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justice (President's Crime Commission) to
examine the causes and extent of and possible solu-
tions to crime. The Crime Commission worked for
nearly two years, and documented -in detail the
problems of the Nation's criminal justice system. [n
its final report, issued in 1967, the Crime Commis-
sion described antiquated police practices and de-
plorable conditions in our jails and prisons, and
documented abuses of justice which had occurred
in some of our courts. Indeed, the 1967 Commission
cited many of the same issues and problems which
had been chronicled by the Wickersham Commis-
sion in 1931/

The Crime Commission blamed many of the difficul-
ties of our fragmented criminal justice system on its
reluctance to change old ways or, to put the same
proposition in reverse, its reluctance to try new
ones? It challenged the “system’ to confront its
problems and to begin to work toward change and
reform. The Crime Commission also called upon the
American public to give the criminal justice system
the wherewithal to “do the job it is charged with
doing.”” The Commission strongly endorsed the
concept of and need for a federal criminal justice
assistance program ‘‘totaling hundreds of millions
of dollars a year during the next decade.”” The Com-
mission also urged that State and local criminal
justice planning efforts be supported by the Federal
Government.

The Commission outlined seven objectives which, if
actively pursued, could lead to a reduction in crime:

® First, society must seek to prevent crime before it hap-
pens by assuring all Americans a stake in the benefits
and responsibilities of American life, by strengthening

law enforcement, and by reducing criminal opportuni-
ties.

® Second, society’'s aim of reducing crime would be bet-
ter served if the system of criminal justice developed a

far broader range of techniques with which to deal with
individual offenders.

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

® Fourth, the system of criminal justice must attract more
and better people—police, prosecutors, judges, de-
fense attorneys, probation and parole officers, and
correction officials with more knowledge, expertise,
initiative and integrity,

@ Fifth, there must be much more operational and basic
research into the problems of crime and criminal ad-

ministration by those within and withaut the system of
criminal justice.

® Sixth, the police, courts, and correctional agencies
must be given substantially greater amounts of money
if they are to improve their ability to control crime,
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® Seventh, individual citizens, civic and business
groups, religious institutions, and ail levels of govern-
ment must take responsibility for planning and:-imple-
menting the changes that must be made in the criminal
justice system if crimeisto bereduced.s

The Commission noted: “Many Americans take
comfortin the view that crimeisthe vice of a handful
of people. This view is inaccurate. . . . Many Ameri-
cans also think of crime as a very narrow range of
behavior. It is not. ... No single formula, no single
theory, no single generalization can explain the vast
range of behavior called crime. .. . Many Americans
think controlling crime is solely the task of the po-
lice, the courts, and correction agencies. In fact, as
the Commission's report makes clear, crime cannot
be controlled without the interest and participation
of schools, businesses, social agencies, private
groups, and individual citizens."’®

By 1967, crime rates were escalating, and were a
major concern of private citizens and public officials
alike. in February, President Johnson proposed the
“Safe Streets and Crime Control Act of 1967" as a
vehicle to implement the recommendations of the
Crime Commission. The debate in Congress ensued
for many months, much of it occurring during a time
of widespread civil disorders, riots and social up-
heaval. Final action came in June 1968, when Con-
gress approved and President Johnson signed into
law the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 (Public Law 90-351). The resultant docu-
ment, a product of heated and prolonged debate
and political rhetoric, embodied the first bloc grant
program of federal assistance in any field, and the

first major federal program to aid State and local
criminal justice.

The Act established the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration (LEAA) within the Department
of Justice as the administering federal agency
headed by a triumvirate administration. The Actalso
created a State Planning Agency (SPA) in each of
the States and territories (fifty-five (55) jurisdic-
tions).

The objectives of the new bloc grant program, as
enuniciated by Congress, were: “to (1) encourage
States and units of general local government to
prepare and adopt comprehensive plans based
upon theirevaluation of State and local problems of
law enforcement; (2) authorize grants to States and
units of local government in order to improve and
strengthen law enforcement; and (3) encourage re-
search and development directed toward the im-
provement of law enforcement and the development
of new methods for the prevention and reduction of
crime and the detection and apprehension of crimi-
nals."” The Act also required that initial emphasis be
given to developing techniques for combating orga-
nized crime and for preventing and controlling riots.

States were assigned the major responsibility fgr
implementing the program. Funds were made avail-
able, on a matching basis, for planning grants (Part
B) and action grants (Part C). Planning grants were
earmarked for the establishment of the State Plgn—
ning Agencies, which were oharge;d wnth developing
a comprehensive plan for red'u.c_mg crime and im-
proving criminal justice capabilities throughqut the
State. The Act required that action funds be distrib-
uted to local and State agency applicants on a 75-25
percent ratio, respectively. The Act alsp stipulated
that 40 percent of each State's planning gra_nt be
channelled to units and combinations of units of
local government to insure their par_tucupatlon in the
development of the plan. All planning grant funds
and eighty-five (85) percent ofthe action grant fur}ds
were to be distributed among the States acco'rdmg
to their relative populations. The balance (fifteen
(15) percent) of the action funds and ?”_ research
and development funds were to be administered by
LEAA.

In addition, the Act established a Natione}l Insti'tu’_ce
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice within
LEAA to conduct research, and initiated an aca-
demic assistance program to further education
among law enforcement personnel.

Thus, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 provided the basic structure for the
Nation's criminal justice assist_ance program. Al-
though this structure has remained fundamenf[ally
unchanged since the passage of 'ghg 1968 legisla-
tion, Congress has amended the orlgmal Act on tyvo
occasions and has added a new juvenile justice
program. These changes have _e'x.panded and at-
tempted to clarify the responsibilities of LEAA and
the SPAs.

1971 Amendments

Extensive Congressional hearings were initia’ged in
early 1970 to review the first two years experience
with the Safe Streets Program and to consider t.he
reauthorization of the program. Among the major
issues receiving attention were: the e_lbllgty qf the
States to administer the program, the d|str|bu’g|op of
funds to major urban areas and among crlrn_m_al
justice functional areas, and the program's adminis-
trative structure.

conclusion of hearings and floor debate, Con-
gtrézg voted to reauthorize the program for three
years and to amend several of its_ provisions. Among
the key changes were: & requirement that“State‘s
distribute action funds on a “level of effort’” basis
{based upon the State and local percentage.of over-
all criminal justice expenditures); the establishment
of a new Part E which provided funq§ for correc-
tional programs and facilities; the addition of assur-
ances that adequate funding wo_uld be provided to
units of local government with high crime rates and

high levels of criminal justic&_e activity; a provision
requiring broader representation on State and”local
supervisory boards; the expanded use of cash
match” (as opposed to credits for donated g_oods
and services); a requirement that States provide a
share of the cash match for local programs; and an
adjustment of the LEAA top management structure.
Authorization levels were increased.

In sum, the 1971 amendments—contained in the
Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1970—represented
the first attempt by special interests to change the
focus and format of the program. However, in its
response, Congress elected to retain the fund'amep-
tal structure of the bloc grant program devised in
1968 with only a few modifications.

1973 Reauthorization

The 1973 Congressional review focused on efforts
to enact an Administration (President Nixon) pro-
posal for a special revenue sharing program. How-
ever,as in 1971, Congress chose'to reauthorize the
program, in substantially its original form, for a pe-
riod of three years.

The amendments, contained in the Crime Control
Act of 1973, required that local and. re'glonal plan-
ning boards be composed of a majority of locally
elected officials. They also mandated thgf[ proce-
dures be established by SPAs whereby political s:ub-
divisions 0f 250,000 ormoreinhabitantsorcombma-
tions of such units, coutd submit compr_ehenswe
plans to SPAs rather than submit applications on a
project-by-project basis. Regional planning ur_nts
were allowed up to 100 percent federal planning
funds, and planning grants to interstate me;tropoh—
tan or regional planning boards were authorized.

Comprehensive plan requirements were maqe more
specific as well. States were called upon to include
in their plans a comprehensive program for _the im-
provement of juvenile justice, funding incentives for
the coordination or combination of law en_force-
ment activities, and the development of narcotic and
alcoholism treatment programs in correotlopal in-
stitutions. Under the amendments, S_PA review of
grant applications was limitedto a pgarlod of 90 days,
and the same 90-day “turnaround’’ time was applied
to LEAA's review of comprehensive State plans.

Matching contributions for most grants were re-
duced from 25 to 10 percent of the totgl project cost.
Match was required to be in cash, with States pro-
viding one half of the required match for local proj-
ects and programs. Construction pro;e‘cts remamed
on a 50-50 cash match basis. Authorization levels
were again increased.

Part E was amended to require Stgtes to mo.nitor
and report the progress of their entire correctional

system with respect to prisoner rehabilitation and
recidivism rates. The amendments also broadened
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and specified the responsibilities of the National
Institute of Law Enfarcement and Criminal Justice,
requiring that the Institute undertake a detailed na-
tional survey of criminal justice personnel needs
and develop guidelines for LEAA education, train-
ing, and manpower programs. Evaluation of pro-
grams was also designated as an Institute responsi-
bility, to be conducted with the assistance of the
SPAs through the submission of detailed reports
and project data.

New confidentiality provisions were added to the
legislation designed to regulate the dissemination
and usage of statistical, research and criminal his-
tory information. And the LEAA three-man (troika)
management arrangement was eliminated.

1974 Juvenile Justice Amendments

A new programmatic emphasis was added to the
Safe Streets Program upon the enactment of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. This legislation had its genesis in earlier at-
tempts to categorize the LEAA program, as well asin
efforts to improve the administration of juvenile de-
linquency prevention programs of the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) under the
authority of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
and Control Act of 1963. Much of the Congressional
debate focused on which agency would administer
the program (LEAA or HEW), programmatic empha-
sis, and appropriation levels.

Final action by Congress assigned program respon-
sibility to LEAA and created a new administrative
structure within LEAA to manage the program. Al-
though this action aided in the centralization of
federal efforts to assist the juvenile justice system,
this new responsibility also added to the further
categorization and administrative burdens of the
LEAA program,

1976 Reauthorization

In July 1975, President Ford submitted a proposal
(the “Crime Control Act of 1976"") to reauthorize the
LEAA program for a period of five years. The Presi-
dent's proposal contained no major changes which
would affect the basic structure of the existing pro-
gram. It did, however, contain several provisions
addressing  concerns voiced by many interest
groups, Congressional observers and interested cit-
izens. Among the recommended changes were pro-
visions for: an advisory committee (appointed by the
Attorrey General) to advise the LEAA administrator
on the expenditure of discretionary funds; a pro-
gram, including a $50 million annual authorization,
for programs focusing on crime reduction in heavily
populated and high criminal justice activity areas;
an added emphasis on court planning activities and
programs; greater oversight and policy direction by
the Attorney General; and the redesignation of the
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Institute as the National Institute of Law and Justice
with authority to conductresearchin the area of civil
justice under the direct authority of the Attorney
General.

Again, however, the Administration did not propose
any significant changes to alter the basic structure
of the program.

Perspectives

The Emergence of a Program

8ince 1968, the Safe Streets Program has assisted
and encouraged a wide range of projects and pro-
grams to coordinate, modernize and increase the
effectiveness and efficiency of all components of
the criminal justice system. The program has also
developed new approaches to crime reduction.
More importantly, for the first time, States and local-
ities are providing a coordinated and comprehen-
sive approach to criminal justice and crime reduc-
tion problems, and together they are developing
new methods for the prevention and reduction of
crime and the establishment of criminal justice
goals and priorities.

Over the past seven years, SPAs have developed and
supported projects in all areas of police services—
from community relations units, and training and
education programs, to crime laboratories, im-
proved telecommunications networks and special-
ized patrol techniques. Efforts to bring the services
of numerous, independent law enforcement agen-
cies into close coordination through the develop-
ment of both communication and operational sys-
tems have been of prime importance. Many pro-
grams have been implemented—and with demon-
strated- success—which have as their target the
reduction of specific crimes. These activities, in op-
eration in all parts of the country, are being closely
monitored. The evaluation of the results of these
efforts will measurably assist in the identification of
what techniques work best—and under what condi-
tions—so that other jurisdictions may benefit.

States have also become actively involved in pro-
grams to upgrade all areas of court, prosecutionand
defense operations. In addition to assisting with the
employment of specialized personnel, programs
have been initiated to expedite case flow manage-
ment and reduce court backlogs and processing
time, improve courtroom security and provide train-
ing and education programs for judges, clerks and
other court personnel. Programs have been initiated
to increase the ‘fairness’ of the administration of
justice by providing the courts with the tools to
analyze offender data. This information can then be
translated into judicial practices and guidelines to
achieve greater consistency in sentencing prac-
tices.

A major thrust of the SPAs in the field of corrections
has been the development of “community-based”
programs which seek to rehabilitate and treat of-
fenders in or near their own localities. With Safe
Streets assistance, States and localities are able to
support basic and much needed activities such as
improved probation and parole services, diagnostic
and classification programs, improved treatment of
female offenders, and expanded work-relzase and
study-release opportunities for inmates. The recidi-
vist rate—that is, the repeat-offender rate—is being
contained and even reduced in some jurisdictions
throughout the country as a result of programs initi-
ated under the Safe Streets Act. The reduction of
recidivism means that fewer offenders are engaged
in new criminal activity—and that means fewer
crimes.

A substantial amount of activity has been focused
on the juvenile justice system. As a result of recent
Congressional action (the enactment of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1974),
additional emphasis is anticipated. Among the proj-
ects supported by the Safe Streets Program are
youth service bureaus, halfway houses, group and
foster homes, and expanded counseling, diagnostic
and referral services. States have been instrumental
in establishing treatment services, emergency units,
hot lines and crisis intervention programs to help
deal with the problems of drug and alcohol abuse.
Programs have also been initiated to prevent and
detect drug-related crimes.

Many community crime prevention efforts are a re-
sult of State leadership under the Safe Streets Pro-
gram. Activities include street lighting campaigns,
architectural design innovations which reduce the
opportunity to commit crimes, rape prevention pro-
grams, anti-shoplifting and anti-burglary cam-
paigns, and numerous law-related education and
citizen involvement programs.

These efforts, and the partnership between Federal,
State and local government require continued sup-
port if this Nation is to attain its goals of a truly
responsible and responsive system of criminal jus-
tice and greater public safety. Greater demands will
be made to demonstrate positive results in combat-
ing crime. Some will challenge the program be-
cause crime has increased. But to expect crime to
go down solely because of the Safe Streets Program
isto misunderstand both the nature of crime and the
nature of the program.

Conflict and Criticism

Since 1968, the Safe Streets Program has been the
object of much controversy and criticism in the face
of rising crime rates. Only once, in 1972, did the
criticism subside briefly when crime statistics indi-
cated an actual decrease in reported crime. How-
ever, it is not appropriate to relate statistical aberra-

tions contained in'the crime statistics with a judg-
ment that the Safe Streets Program has either suc-
ceeded or failed. Likewise, it is not appropriate to
claim credit or take responsibility for failure solely
on the basis of what the crime statistics appear to
indicate. As Attorney General Edward Levi recently
noted at a meeting of Governors in Washington,
D.C., the crime statistics simply “cannot withstand
the light of day.”

In fact, over ninety-five (95) percent of the SPAs
responding to the National SPA Conference and
ACIR questionnaire indicated that bloc grant funds
have had at least some success in reducing crime or
slowing the growth in the crime rate, even though
the reported statistics portray an overall increase
(see Table1).

The short eight year history of the Safe Streets Pro-
gram has been confused at best, jn some measure
because of the constantly changing priorities and
the ever broadening purpose Congress has invoked.
During each of the two previous reauthorization
processes, Congress—in response to various criti-
cisms and pressures from special interest groups—
has frequently altered Safe Streets priorities. In
1969, emphasis was on law enforcement assistance,
and riot and organized crime control. The 1971
Amendments stressed correctional activities, and in
1973, attention was shifted to standards and goals
and crime reduction. Most recently, renewed em-
phasis was placed onjuvenile justice.

This trend can be expected to continue during the
1976 reauthorization process, given the variety of
pressures to changethe law already expressed, par-
ticularly in the area of aid to focal governments and
courts.

With each change has come a new level—or at |east
a different type—of expectation regarding accom-
plishments and results, and even more confusion
about the cverwhelmingly ambitious programmatic
goal expressed in 1968—the reduction of crime. For
although it was clearly stated and supported by the
Crime Commission in 1967 that aid directed only to
the criminal justice system was not enough, the
Administration proposed and Congress approved a
program of assistance to the criminal justice system
with every expectation that crime would decline,

Aithough the Administration and Congress ac-
cepted the Crime Commission’s findings, the pro-
gram which emerged in 1968 focused primarily on
efforts to improve the system. For example, the
“Declaration and Purpose” preamble to the 1968
legislation stated:

“Congress finds that the high incidence of crime in the
United States threatens the peace, security, and general
welfare of the Nation and its citizens. To prevent crime and
toinsure the greater safety of the people, law enforcement
efforts must be better coordinated, intensified, and made
more effective at all levels of government. . .. it is there-
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fore the declared policy of the Congress to assist State
and local governments in strengthening and improving
law enforcement at every level by national assistance. ltis
the purpose of this title to (1) encourage States and units
of general local government to prepare and adopt com-

_prehensive plans based upon their evaluation of State and

Jocal problems of law enforcement; (2) authorize grants to
States and units of local government in order to improve
and strengthen law enforcement; and . (3) encourage re-
search and development directed toward the improve-
ment of law enforcement and the development of new
methods for the prevention and reduction of crime and
the detection and apprehension of criminals.” {Underlin-
ing added for emphasis.)

Further, Section 301(a)—which authorized the use
of “‘action grant” monies—specifically stated that
It is the purpose of this part to encourage States

TABLE T,
Percent Change in United States
Index Crime Over Previous Year

and units of general local government to carry out

programs and projects to improve and strengthen

law enforcement.” (Underlining added for empha-
sis.)

The legislation was predicated on the assumption
that by promoting efforts to improve the compo-
nents of the criminal justice system, crime would be
reduced. But at the time, in 1967 and 1968 during
Congressional review, no one seriously questioned
the popular belief that the infusion of money to
improve the criminal justice system would, in fact,
automatically réduce crime. Questioning such was
not in the realm of political or popular acceptabil-
ity—particularly in the aftermath of the widespread
civil disorders and riots of the 1960's. “War on
crime’ and “law and order” were the by-words.
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Neither the 1971 nor the 1973 amendments signifi-
cantly altered this emphasis of "‘system improve-
ment.” Only recently, with the passage of the Juve-
nite Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
has the system emphasis been amended to include
the recognition of and assistance to "non-system”’
activities. The Act emphasizes the significance of
resources and institutions external to the traditional
criminal justice system in dealing with crime and
delinquency, and authorizes support for a broad
range of community-oriented activities. Specifically,
the Act stressed the need to focuson prevention and
diversion programs. This expanded purpose, how-
ever, is confined to the juvenile justice area.

The critical nature of and relationships between the
components of the criminal justice system, and non-
system entities in impacting upon crime was reiter-
ated in 1973 in the report of the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals. The twenty-two (22) member commission
was appointed in 1971 and charged with the formu-
lation—for the first time—of national criminal jus-
tice standards and goals for crime reduction and
prevention at the State and local level.

After nearly two years of study, the Commission
proposed the goal of a fifty (50) percent reduction in
“high-fear” crimes by 1983.8 The panel also pro-
posed four priority action areas in achieving this
goal:

e Juvenile Delinquency: The highest attention must be
given to preventing juvenile delinquency and to mini-
mizing the involvement of young offenders in the juve-
nile and criminal justice system, and to reintegrating
juvenile offenders into the community.

e Delivery of Social Services; Public and private service
agencies should direct their actions to improve the
delivery of all social services to citizens, particularly to
groups that contribute higher than average proportions
of their numbers to crime statistics.

e Prompt Determination of Guilt or Innocence: Delays in
the adjudication and disposition of criminal cases must
be greatly reduced.

e Citizen Action: Increased citizen participation in activi-
ties to control-crime in their community must be gener-
ated, with-active encouragement and support by crimi-
nal justice agencies.?

The Commission’s seven volume report not only
contained hundreds of standards and recommen-
dations for the improvement of the criminal justice
system, but also suggested many standards and
recommendations pertaining to the social service
delivery system,

While a number of the conditions cited by the 1967
Commission had been ameliorated, the National Ad-
visory Commission found that progress was non-
existentin other areas of the criminal justice system,
and the system was still in much need of reform. But
asintheearlier Commission’s report, the 1973 panel
stressed the need for concomitant action in non-
criminal justice areas, citing:

(1) Citizen apathy and indifference contribute to crime;

(2) Private and public agencies outside the criminal jus-
tice system influence rises and declines in crime rates;
and

(3) Community crime prevention efforts include demon-
strable benefits for existing institutions and agencies
organized toward the achievement of other primary
goals.10

Wholesale and lasting crime reduction through lim-
ited planning efforts and financial assistance con-
fined solely to the criminal justice system is an un-
realistic expectation. There is no single formula for
determining the causes of crime. There is no single
prescription for dealing with crime. There is no uni-
form manner for dealing with criminal offenders.
Rather, crime reduction and prevention can only'be
accomplished by addressing the total social, politi-
cal and economic needs and attitudes of citizens.
The elements of the criminal justice system can
contribute to efforts to help reduce crime; but tradi-
tionally the police, courts and corrections compo-
nents deal with crime and criminals after they have
become statistics. As recently noted by Samuel
Dash, Director of the Institute of Criminal Law and
Procedures at Georgetown University in Washing-
ton, D.C. and former counsel to the Senate Water-
gate Committee: “"How we handle a criminal after
he’s in the system won't cut down on crime. The
criminal administration system simply can'tdo it.”

In the short-run, improved law enforcement and
strengthened crime suppression activities may have
limited impact upon the crime problem. At best,
long-term remedies will only be approached
through concerted efforts to develop a sound econ-
omy, provide job and educational opportunities,
ameliorate social inequities, and reduce the oppor-
tunity to commit a crime—and theneed to commit a
crime. Many of the actions which must be taken to
impact upon the crime problem are not related to
the criminal justice system. The control of crime is
an intergovernmental, interfunctional, interdiscipli-
nary and interpersonal responsibility. All levels of
government must cooperate in sharing .resources
and technologies. The various components of the
criminal justice system——police, courts, correc-
tions—must function in concert to produce a viable
system' of justice. The myriad of complex social
disciplines must also work together in order to re-
duce related social ills such as poverty, unemploy-
ment and ghetto environments in order to have any
effect on crime. Citizen attitudes—distrust, aliena-
tion, apathy—toward one another and toward the
acceptance of crime as a way of life or as being
tolerable, must also be addressed. Many of these
issues are beyond the scope of the Safe Streets
Program, yet they deal directly with the root causes
of crime, and their importance cannot be under-
stated. James Vorenberg, noted Harvard law profes-
sor and executive director of the 1967 Crime Com-
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mission, in a November 1975 television interview
stated: ... "It sounds like a broken record, | sup-
pose, butlreally think thatyou can't make a big dent
in crime without doing something about the kind of
society we live in. | think the way this. country has
operated in the last eight years has been the perfect
prescription for increasing crime. 1 think if we're not
willing—on a consistent basis—to invest in the
kinds of lives people lead, if we keep people out of
schools, if we continue discrimination in schools, if
we have (high) unemployment, | think we're going to
have the same problem ten years from now (that) we
have now."”

It is understandable that the program which was
formulated in 1968 dealt with the "“basics” of the
criminal justice system. indeed, it is far easier to see
more policemen on the streets, additional judges on
the bench, and correctional institutions with im-
proved facilities than it is to determine the effective-
ness of a psychological testing program or a pre-
delinquency counseling program, or deal with the
root problems of such a complex social condition as
crime.

The only misconception—born of hope—was to ex-
pectanimmediate and wholesale reduction of crime
as a result of a limited expenditure of federal funds
to improve the criminal justice system.

In addition, and most importantly, however, the pro-
gram which did emerge in 1968 was absolutely es-
sential because the criminal justice system lacked
resources, manpower and imaginative leadership.
As cited by the Crime Commission:

Every part of the system is undernourished. There is too
little manpower and what there is is not enough trained or
well enough paid. Facilities and equipment are inade-
quate. Fesearch programs that could lead to greater
knowledge about crime and justice, and therefore to more
effective operations, are almost non-existent. To lament
the increase in crime and at the same time to starve the
agencies of law enforcement and justice is to whistle in
thewind 1

The establishment of the Safe Streets Program in
1968 was a realistic attempt to begin to provide
desperately needed resources to improve a highly
fragmented, inefficient, and at times ineffective sys-
tem of criminal justice, and to begin to identify
methods to reduce crime. In this regard, the pro-
gram has fulfilled its statutory mandate. All compo-
nents of ‘the criminal justice system are better
trained and equipped today, and some progress has
been made in formulating and testing crime reduc-
tion strategies. Although the staunchest critics do
continue to evaluate the Nation's crime control ef-
forts purely in the context of its ‘‘failure to reduce
crime,” policymakers, law enforcement and crimi-
nal justice officials, academicians, sociologists and
the like are far more realistic in their appraisal of
success and failure. A recent article in U.S. News
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and World Report which dealt with crime in America
found: “On one point authorities agree: No quick
solutions can be expected.”

An additional problem inherent to the evaluation of
success or failure of crime reduction programs is
the determination of what kinds and how many
crimes are committed. In measuring crime, most
observers look first to the reported crime rate com-
piled and published annually as the Uniform Crime
Reports (UCRs) by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. These reports are developed in conjunction
with the Committee on Uniform Crime Records of
the International Association of Chiefs of Police
(IACP). However, two fyundamental factors must be
recognized when utilizing these statistics. First, dur-
ing the past five years when reported crime ex-
hibited an increase, the Nation’'s economic health
began to suffer. Such key indices as inflation and
unemployment skyrocketed. Historically, studies
have shown that crime increases during periods of
economic change and stress,

Second, crime statistics are themselves controver-
sial." Analysts challenge the validity and complete-
ness of the UCRs. because they are compiled
through a voluntary, erratic and non-uniform system
of collection. These statistics have been utilized pri-
marily because nothing more reliable exists. Much
of the initial and on-going State and local expendi-
tures in the Safe Streets Program have supporied
the development of a more valid data base and im-
proving the capability of criminal justice agencies to
produce crime information on a complete, uniform
and quality basis. As a result, these statistics are
becoming more complete each year, although they
are still farfrom perfection. More and more agencies
are participating, and the data being generated are
more reliable. Inevitably, this increased participa-
tion and completeness has had an impact on the
numbers represented by the statistics. They have
increased. A recent study in Pennsylvania, for exam-
ple, confirmed that a great portion of a recent in-
crease in the UCRs for that State was as a result of
increased reporting efficiency rather than an in-
crease in crimes beirtg committed. Alabama may
also experience a dramatic increase in crime statis-
tics—at least on paper, according to officials in that
State. The statistics will be inflated beyond a real
increase or decrease in crime because of a manda-
tory crime reporting system which went into effect
last year. Only 37 percent of the law enforcement
agencies were reporting data at the beginning of
1975. By the end of the year, the percentage of
reporting agencies had increased to 70 percent.
These findings exemplify that the UCR statistics are
not a clear indication of the seriousness of crime.
The real question is not the method of estimation,
but whether the yardstick at the present time is too
changeable to allow significant trend comparisons
to be made atthe national level.12
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Additional reporting problems occur when, as the
Wickersham Commission pointed out, agencies
“use these reports in order to advertise their free-
dom from crime as compared with other municipali-
ties.” While public sensitivity to and greater aware-
ness of the crime problem serve as a check to this
situation, itis possible that political pressures exter-
nal to the reporting agency (the police department)
or perhaps the desire of the police department to
advance the proposition that crime is not a serious
problem locally have an effect on reporting results.
Deficient or defective reporting practices also skew
the statistical outcome. Clearly, all of the problems
which do exist in the compilation of data serve to
prevent an accurate picture of the crime situation in
communities throughout the country from receiving
the public scrutiny it justly deserves. In the final
analysis, itis a violation of the public trust.

Another weakness of the existing crime reporting
system is that there is no base comparison against
which measurements of crime control and preven-
tion efforts can be made. As a result of these and
other problems experienced with crime reporting, a
new measurement technique—victimization sur-
veys—is being developed to obtain a more accurate
gauge of the scope of unreported crime. The first
national survey of unreported crime (National Opin-
ion Research Center Field Survey ll, Criminal Vic-
timization in the United States) was undertaken in
1967 as part of the comprehensive work of the Presi-
dent's Crime Commission. A recent victimization
survey completed in Portland, Oregon, and released
in February 1975, showed a16% drop in the burglary
rate during the previous two years. This finding is in
direct contradiction to FBI statistics which reflected
an increase in burglaries during the same period.
Through the use of household interviews, research-
ers discovered that while fewer persons had been
victims of burglaries, a greater proportion had re-
ported the crimes to the police. As a result, the study
attributed the FBI data to an increase in the citizen
reporting rate, rather than to an actual increase in
crime. The report concluded: “Official crime statis-
tics reflect only the crimes which residents report to
the police orwhich the police uncoverin progress. If
residents begin reporting a greater percentage of all
crimes to the police, the official crime rates will be
increased even though the total amount of crime
could be the same or even declining.”

Current national victimization survey work is being
conducted by the National Crime Panel of LEAA.
Within the next several years, the States will have
data which will aid them in determining whether the
actual rate of crime victimization has been chang-
ing. These surveys, while not reputed as being the
final answer, do in fact, present a clearer, more
precise picture of the character and magnitude of
the Nation's crime problem. For example, recent
surveys have revealed that fifty-five percent (55%) of

offenses are committed against persons, forty-one
percent (41%) of offenses involve households, and
four percent (4%) of offenses are against busi-
nesses. Low income families are more likely to be
victims of violent crime, while more affluent persons
are more victimized by burglaries, other larcenies.
Teenagers are the most frequent crime victims, and
persons over 65 are the least affected. Men are more
often targets of crime than women; blacks fall victim
more often than whites. Single ‘persons who rent,.
rather than own their own houses, are high on the
victirn list.

From the criminal justice system perspective, these
are the kinds of data—together with offender profile
data-——which are necessary to the development of an
effective plan to deal with crime. How can one treat
an ailment unless one can analyze the symptoms
and diagnose the cause?

Looking Ahead

In 1976, Congress once again will consider the Safe
Streets Program. During this process, the Congress
and the public must not only examine the program'’s
deficiencies, but also recognize its limitations. More
importantly, Congress and the public must review
the positive results that have been achieved over the
past seven years, and weigh the costs and benefits
of continuing the program against the human, eco-
nomic and social costs of crime.

The development of the program has been an evolu-
tionary process. SPAs, iocal criminal justice plan-
ning agencies and the federal administrative struc-
ture did not appear overnight. There was no cadre of
trained and experienced "“criminal justice planners”
waiting to staff and direct the program. There were
no set procedures to operate the the program in the
critical areas of auditing, monitoring and evalua-
tion. There were no precedents for the Nation’s first
bloc.grant program of federal assistance. Little was
known about the causes, extent and nature of crime.

In a recent article, Joseph L. White, Fellow at the
Academy for Contemporary Problems noted: “Con-
gress must give up its unrealistic notion that by
contributing funds to the improvement of criminal
justice crime rates and recidivism will go down. . ..
LEAA is an agency primarily charged with the man-
agement of a grant-in-aid program. lts failure to
reduce crime should not obscure what the agency
has accomplished. Nor should it obscure the fact
that when Congress directed LEAA to reduce and
control crime, it asked for too much. ... The
Congressional interest in the quality of law, order
and justice in° America should be more positively
focused on increasing the capability of the system to
be efficient and humane, and not demand, as aquid
pro quo, a reduction in crime for every dollar. Con-
gress should continue to express its concern about
the quality of criminal justice for the same reasons
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that it justifies expenditures for other, large social
systems. It does not require the health field to eradi-
cate cancer as a condition precedent to funding, nor
does it require the educational system to maintain
an intellectual level of excellence in America. It does
so because those services are the stuff of govern-
ment, what the people want to collectively provide to
themselves.”

The system of justice in America today is fundamen-
tally sound, and is substantially superior to that
which existed only seven years ago. Safe Streets
monies represent almost the only funds available to
criminal justice for experimentation. These re-
sources have permitted system-wide criminal jus-
tice planning, directing responses ta crime in urban
areas, establishing standards for criminal justice
personnel and operations, drafting major legislative
changes including criminal code revisions, and in-
troducing innovative programming. Without the in-
fusion of federal funds under the Safe Streets Act,
States and localities would be abie to do little more
than maintain their existing operations.

The Safe Streets Program has demonstrated its abil-
ity to increase the efficiency, effectiveness and fair-
ness of the Nation's criminal justice system.
Whether or not these improvements and the devel-
oping crime reduction efforts have helped stem the
rise in crime is impossible to assess at this time; but
these efforts represent worthwhile and not incon-
siderable goals unto themselves.

The 1967 Crime Commission aptly observed:

... this report has emphasized again and again that im-
proved law enforcement and criminal administration is
more than a matter of giving additional resources to po-
lice departments, courts, and correctional systems. Re-
sources are not ends. They .are the means, the means
through which the agencies of criminal justice can seek
solutions to the problem of preventing and controlling
ctime. Many of those solutions have not yet been found.
We need to know much more about crime. A national
strategy against crime must be in large part a strategy of
search.’?

In 1973, this call for a strategy was echoed when the
National Advisory Commission issued its compre-
hensive standards and goals report (entitled A Na-
tional Strategy to Reduce Crime'"), and noted:
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... We have sought to expand their (previous commis-
sions’) work and build upon it by developing a clear state-
ment of priorities, goals, and standards to help set a
national strategy to reduce crime through the timely and
equitable administration of justice; the protection of life,
liberty and property; and the efficient mobilization of re-
sources.” 4

The remaining portions of this report review the
myriac activities, methods and programs which
constitute the Nation's search to reduce crime and
to improve the quality of the criminal justice system.

FOOTNOTES

1. The National Commission on Law Observance and Enforce-
ment, appointed by President Herbert Hoover in 1928, and
popularly known as the Wickersham Commission, was an
eleven member panel chaired by former Attorney General
Georg- Wickersham. The Commission filed fourteen reports
during 1930 and 1931: one each on prosecution, criminal
procedui:, the federal courts, lawiessness in taw enforce-
ment, police, criminal statistics, cost of crime and the foreign
born, enforcement of the deportation laws, and the child
offender in the federr justice system; and two on prohibi-
tion.

2. President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis-

tration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society,

(Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., February

1967), p. 14.

. Ibid., p."15.

. Ibid., p. xi.

. Ibid., p. vi.

. Ibid., p. v.

. Public Law 90-351, Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets

Act of 1868—Declaration and Purpose.

8. The “high-fear’ crimes are murder, rape, robbery, aggra-
vated assault and burglary, when committed by strangers.

9. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stan-
dards and Goals; A National Strategy to Reduce Crime, {Gov-
ernment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., January 1973). p.
XVi.

10. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stan-
dards and Goals, Community Crime Prevention, (Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., January 1973), p. 1.

11. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis-
tration of Justice, op. cit., p. 15.

12. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis-
tration of Justice, op. cit., p. 27.

13. Ibid., p. 278.

14. National Advisory Caommission on Criminal Justice Stan-
dards and Goals, op. cit., Foreword.
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Administrative Strategies

and Relationships

During the past seven years, the SPA has been a
new, relatively untested and fluid component of
State government. Throughout this short span of
time, each of the fifty-five (65) SPAs has not only
embarked upon its role to perform comprehensive
criminal justice planning and the many functions
associated with grant administration, but has also
sought to establish itself as a viable participant in
the dynamics of intergovernmental and inter-
agency relations at all levels.

The challenges offered to the SPAs, as well as to
their local and federal counterparts to a great ex-
tent, have been formidable. As previously noted,
there was no cadre of ttained and experienced crim-
inal justice planners available to staff and direct the
program. As with any emerging discipline, theories
abounded as to the most effective and appropriate
planning philosophy and process. Administratively,
application forms and procedures had to be devel-
oped and budget and program review functions de-
vised. Grant award standards had to be established,
and fund disbursement schedules for thousands of
projects formulated. And monitoring guidelines, au-
diting policies and evaluation strategies had to be
prepared. Additionally, each unit had to adapt—
indeed conform—to the traditional governmental
patterns within which it was to.function.

Given the opportunity and the forum to plan and to
act together, many elements of the criminal justice
system, general government and the public sector
have engaged in cooperative efforts never before
known. Their goal is thé development of initiatives
to help control crime and bring about a fairer system
of criminal justice.

Organization and Responsibilities

Congress authorized that each SPA be created or
designated by the Governor and be subject to his
jurisdiction. As of May 1975, twenty (20) SPAs had
been established by State statute and thirty-five (35)
were operating under a gubernatorial executive or-
der. (See Appendix Table 1.)

Although there is wide diversity among SPAs in
terms of their structural organization and location

within State government, each shares common
traits and responsibilities. Every SPA has a profes-
sional staff. In 1969, slightly more tham 400 persons
(professional) were employed by SPAs to administer
a $24.6 million program. As of May 1975, 1,425 pro-
fessionals were responsibie for the administration
of a $536.5 million State action program. (See Table
2.) Staff complements have increased by approxi-
mately 350 percent, while total appropriations have
risen by over 1300 percent.' Professional staff levels
range from alow of 4in American Samoato a high of
66 in California.2 While it is practically impossible to
establish a uniform staff classification pattern,
budget data indicate that greater staff emphasis is
being placed on evaluation, auditing, planning and
grant administration.

The overwhelming majority of SPA directors are
appointed by the Governor. In some States, legisla-
tive confirmation is required. In two States (Montana
and Maine), the supervisory board is the appointing
authority, while in three others (Kentucky, Missouri
and South Dakota), the head of the “umbrella”
agency, in which the SPA is located, appoints the
SPA director.

It is estimated that the average tenure of an SPA
director is approximately two years. Thirty SPAs
experienced a change of directors during the gigh-
teen month period commencing in October 1974,
This turnover for the most part has been a result of
changes in State administrations and normal occu-
pational mobility. Many SPA directors have been
appointed to head other State agencies. Several
were named to oversee the standards and goals
efforts in their States, while others have selected to
return to private law practice or to teach. Some have
assumed positions with local or federal agencies.

Every SPA has a supervisory board which is respon-
sible for reviewing and approving the State Plan.
Over 1400 persons are members of State supervi-
sory boards. These bodies are comprised of State
and local government and criminal justice members
and are representative of citizen and comrunity
interests. In 1975, approximately 37 percent repre-
sented State government, 40 percent represented
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TABLE 2.

Full-Time SPA Staff Levels

Professianal Clerical

State Actual Authorized Actual Authorized
Alabama 27 27 8 8
Alaska 8 8 2 25
American Samoa 4 4 3 6
Arizona 18 18 5 5
Arkansas 22 22 8 9
California* 66 80. 48 57.5
Colorado 16 19 6 7
Connecticut 23 29 12 14
Delaware 17 17 4 4
District of Columbia 29 35 11 11
Florida 42 43 23 26
Georgia 24 27 11 11
Guam 12 12 4 4
Hawaii 6 8 4 4
Idaho 13 15 6 6
lllinois 58 58 24 26
Indiana 23 24 14 14
lowa 20 20 5 5
Kansas 15 16 8 8
Kentucky 30 37 10 13
Louisiana 26 27 12 12
Maine 25 27 8 8
Maryland 29 29 9 9
Massachusetts 52 53 18 18
Michigan 42 45 15 15
Minnesota 28 29 7 7
Mississippi 17 20 14 14
Missouri 23 23 8 8
Montana 12 16 2 6
Nebraska 18 19 5 6
Nevada 12 12 6 8
New Hampshire 10 10 6 6
New Jersey 45 50 22 25
New Mexico 13 13 10 11
New York 44 49 23 24
North Carolina 35 37 13 18
North Dakota 11 i 6 6
Qhio 55 66 28 35
Oktahoma 20 21 10 13
Oregon 26 28 4 5
Pennsylvania 58 59 28 34
Puerto Rico 47 47 22 22
Rhode Istand 22 24 6 9
South Carolina 19.75 23.75 9 14
South Dakota 10 10 3 3.6
Tennessee 29 29 9 9
Texas 56 61 17 22
Utah 18 24 5 6
Vermont 14 14 5 5.5
Virginia 37 37 19 19
Virgin Islands 7 11 2 3
Washington 25 25 8 8
West Virginia 29 32 9 12
Wisconsin 28 29 12 13.5
Wyoming 9 10 3 3
United States, Total 1,424.75 1,539.75 - 599 676.6

*Prior to major reorganization.

SOURCE: FY 1976 Planning Grants
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local government, and 23 percent the general pub-
lic. (See Appendix Table 2.) These data can be com-
pared to a 1970 ACIR survey which showed that the
State accounted for 37 percent, local governments
46 percent and the general public 17 percent of the
board membership. These changes suggest an in-
creasing role for citizen interests and the absence of
what has been termed by some critics as *State
domination.”

Data also reveal that State boards are no longer
“dominated"” by criminal justice officials. Member-
ship data compiled in 1970 by ACIR revealed that
approximately 60 percent of State board member-
ship was comprised of criminal justice system offi-
cials. Howeverthe 1975 survey revealed that, of total
board composition, police account for 20 percent,
courts for 21 percent, corrections for 8 percent and
juvenile justice for 7 percent.® These figures include
both State and local officials. (See Appendix Table
3)

Local officials account for approximately 40 percent
of State board membership. This amount is divided
between criminal justice representatives (judges,
prosecutors, sheriffs, etc.), and non-criminal justice
officials (city and county executives, administrators,
legislators, etc.). (See Appendix Table 4.) Compared
to 1970 data, local non-criminal justice membership
has increased from 11 percent to nearly 13 percent
of total board composition.

State legislators are members of supervisory boards
in thirty-six States.4 Additionally, State legislators
serve on advisory committees to supervisory boards
in many States. In one State (California), although
there are no legislative members, both houses of the
State legislature appoint over 40 percent of the
board membership (11 of 27 members).

State and local courts, according to the strictest
definition, are represented on every supervisory
board except one. The State supreme court is repre-
sented by either asupreme court justice or the State
court administrator (or both) in at least 85 percent of
the States. Additionally, judges serve on advisory
committees to the supervisory board in several
States. Other States have formed subcommittees of
the supervisory board (with judicial representation)
to address court-related issues. When the definition
of “courts” is expanded to include State and local
prosecution and defense functions, and probation
and parole responsibilities where appropriate,
“courts” representation increases significantly.

The average size of a supervisory board is 26 mem-
bers; the smallest board is in Guam (8 members) and
the largest in Michigan (75 members). The majority
of members are appointed directly by the Governor.
However, as noted above, the State legislature also
is responsible for appointments in some areas, and
some members—primarily State criminal justice of-
ficials—serve in an ex-officio capacity. The chair-
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man of the board is appointed by the Governor in
most States. The Governor actually serves as chair-
man of the supervisory board in six States; the attor-
ney general is designated ex-officio chairman in
nine States. Members serve an average term of 2-4
years. Most boards have established by-laws.

Nearly eighty percent of the board members regu-
larly attend meetings. Many States permit members
to send representatives to meetings; however, only
about half of these "proxies’’ are allowed to vote.
Less than twenty percent of the locally elected offi-
cials send criminal justice officials to represent
them in their absence.

These data show that no single interest dominates
the State supervisory boards and that they do main-
tain a "'representative character.” Queried about the
effect that board membership has on funding deci-
sions, nearly 90 percent uf the responding States
indicated that representation was of little or no im-
portance. The majority of respondents also indi-
cated that no agencies, jurisdictions or groups were
either over-represented or under-represented. In
addition, although over 60 percent of the respond-
ing SPAs indicated that the Governor (or his repre-
sentative) sometimes made recommendations to
the SPA for support of certain projects and pro-
grams, 30 percent characterized the board’s rela-
tionship with the Governor as very independent, and
an additional 46 percent characterized it as one of
occasional communication and consultation.
Seemingly, dominance is more a product of individ-
ual personalities than of special interest groups.

The breadth of supervisory board involvemert in
planning and funding activities is great. While seven
States indicated that the board only sets broad poli-
cies and priorities, most State boards review and
approve both general and specific activities in the
plan based upon staff recommendations. No State
board automatically accepts the recommendation
of its staff.

Five responding States have delegated all grant ap-
proval and disapproval to the SPA staff; several have
authorized the staff to act on smaller grants, usually
those under $5,000. However, tha vast majority of
State supervisory boards are actively involved in the
review and approval of action grant applications. In
addition, approximately 70 percent of the respon-
dents indicated that the supervisory board also re-
views and approves Part B allocations.

The forum which the Safe Streets Program provides
is essential. It is the vehicle through which the com-
ponents of the criminal justice system and non-
criminal justice officials—both public and private—
can come together to assess needs and priorities,
and begin to develop appropriate responses. In-
deed, all responding States indicated that SPA staff
and monies have had a role in encouraging and
promoting a more systematic and coordinated ap-

proach to criminal justice problems. Over 95 per-
cent acknowledge this role as crucial or important.
Additionally, States indicated that the various com-
ponents of the criminal justice system have begun to
view themselves and to function as part of an inter-
dependent and integrated system. The notable, but
not unexpected, exception is the court system. As
recently noted by Patrick Murphy, President of the
Police Foundation: " The courts in particular tend to
refrain from cooperating with other criminal justice
agencies. The courts, of course, have traditionally
considered themselves independent, and this atti-
tude persists. All too often, judges are a 'law unto
themselves, interested neither in the gathering of
information by which they could be held account-
able for their work, nor'in cooperating with state
planning agencies on ways to improve their opera-
tions.” :

Although not totally successful in bringing together
all the elements on all occasions, the potential ex-
ists. In States where a greater degree of cooperation
has been developed, the Safe Streets Program has
been in large part, responsible.

Responsibilities

Part B funds support the planning and adminis-
trative functions of the States. A base amount of
$200,000 is made availableto each SPA; the remain-
der of funds is distributed on the basis of their rela-
tive populations. Appendix Table 5 itemizes the Part
B allocation foreach SPA{orFY 1976. Amaximum of
60 percent of the 'allocation may be retained by the
State for planning and administration unless a
waiver is granted; the remainder must be allocated
to regional and local planning units. The States must
also provide a 10 percent cash match for those Part
B funds retained for State purposes. Table 3 lists
these FY 1976 match percentages.

Over the past several years—through statutory, reg-
ulatory and administrative changes—SPAs have
been required to perform a large number of addi-
tional functions, some of which were once the re-
sponsibility of LEAA and others of which are not
directly related to the Safe Streets program (i.e.
relocation assistance, civil rights compliance, etc.).
Inflation also has taken its toll. One study recently
conducted.in Rhode Island indicated that the mini-
mum amount of planning funds necessary for that
SPA to perform its duties was over $500,000. Some
adjustment to the allocation process for Part B
funds, such as raising the base amount, appears
warranted to enable the smaller States to perform
the planning and administrative duties imposed
upon them, and to permit the larger States to con-
tinue to perform at least at their present financial
level.

Prior to the enactment of the Safe Streets Act in
1968, little planning was being conducted in the
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TABLE 3.
Part B Match

(% of State match for State activities)'

State Percentage State Percentage
*Alabama 13.76 *Nevada 31.26
*Alaska 46,05 New Hampshire 10.00
*Arizona 16.57 New Jersey 10.00
Arkansas 10.00 ‘New Mexico 35.66
California 10.00 New York 10.00
Colorado 10.00 North Carolina 10.00
Connecticut 10.00 *North Dakota 20.68
*Delaware 28.97 Chio 10.00
*Dist. of Columbia  11.41 Oklahoma 10.00
Florida 10.00 *Oregon 10.50
Georgia 10.00 *Pennsylvania 44.30
*Hawaii 20.99 *Rhode Island 11.14
*ldaho 4471 South Carolina 10.00
“lllinois 32.17 *South Dakota 13.60
indiana 10.00 Tennessee 10.00
lowa 10.00 Texas 10.00
Kansas 10.00 *Utah 17.18
*Kentucky 40,30 Vermont 10.00
*Louisiana 16.03 *Virginia 25.16
*Maine 12.41 Washington 10.00
Maryland 10.00 West Virginia 10.00
*Massachusetits 30.01 Wisconsin 10.00
Michigan 10.00 Wyoming 10.00
Minnesota 10.00 *American Samoa  11.00
Mississippi 10.00 *Guam 13.68
*Missouri 11.89 *Puerto Rico 10.16
*Montana 11.01 Virgin islands 10.00
‘Nebraska 10.28

'Statutory minimum is 10%: amounts in excess of 10% constitute “overmatch.”
Twenty-seven (27) States ovarmatch. An asterisk (*) identifies those States.

SOURCE: FY 1976 State Planmng Grants

area of criminal justice. A significant outgrowth of
the program, one which will have long-term bene-
fits, has been the development of a planning capa-
bility for criminal justice at the State and local tevel.

The development of most SPAs has followed a
course from project planning, programming and
grant administration, to auditing, monitoring, evalu-
ation and the refinement of planning techniques. A
realistic assessment of the program will acknowi-
edge that although agencies—State and local
alike—were established to ‘‘plan,” very little in
quantity or worth was accomplished in the begin-
ning stages of the program.

At the outset of the program, the appointment of the
LEAA administration was delayed, guidelines were
incomplete and hurriedly issued. The initial empha-
sis was to “‘get the money moving." As a result, the
initial State “plans” were little more than compli-
ance documents. Planning, per se, was the excep-
tion and not the rule. Unfortunately, the vestige of
the early desire to get the money moving (which now
has a more scientific term of “fund flow”) still
haunts the efforts of State and local agencies re-
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sponsible for the Safe Streets Program. So long as
guideline requirements and demands continue to
focus on the management of resources rather than
on the processes of allocating those resources (i.e.
planning) the full potential of the Safe Streets Pro-
gram will not be realized.

That is not to say, however, that a planning capabil-
ity is not developing. It is. A new profession of crimi-
nal justice planning has emerged. New tools and
techniques have been developed. Emphases are
changing, slowly but positively. Over seventy-five
percent of the SPAs believe that their planning ca-
pabilities have greatly increased over the past six
years. An additional twenty-three percent rate the
change in their planning capability as moderately
increased. Other significant advances are cited in
the areas of grant review, monitoring, evaluation,
auditing, and establishing funding priorities.

All SPAs are responsible for developing an annual
State plan which must include a description of: gen-
eral needs and problems; existing systems; avail-
able resources; organizational systems and admin-
istrative machinery for implementing the plan; the
direction, 'scope, and general types of improve-
ments {o be made in the future; and to the extent
appropriate, the relationshiip of the plan to other
relevant State or local law enforcement and criminal
justice, plans and systems? In most cases planning
and programming decisions are made after a review
of: data relating to crime and the activity of the
criminal justice system (number of police officers,
prabation officer caseloads, court backlogs, jail ca-
pacities, etc.); an assessment of needs; an analysis
of past performance; amounts of funds available;
State and local priority requests; and an evaluation
of goals and objectives to be addressed.

There are three major types of planning utilized by
the SPAs: system improvement; standards and
goals; and specific crime reduction. The focus of
system improvement planning is to develop pro-
grams to upgrade the operations of criminal justice
agencies. [t is probably the most dominant ap-
proach because it deals with efforts with the most
easily identifiable results.

The standards and goals approach has received
increasing attention, particularly since 1973 and the
publication of the report of the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals. The focus of this technique is to encourage
jurisdictions to adopt and implement standards of
practice, and short-term and long-range goals of
achievement, including those offered by the Na-
tional Advisory Commission, the States, or some
other recognized institution.

Planning related to actual crime reduction achieved
prominence and added importance as crime rates
began to rise. Known in trade jargon as “crime spe-
cific planning,” a target crime is identified and all

programs and activities are designed to help reduce
the incidence of that particular offense within a
given period of time. This approach was utilized in
the LEAA Impact Cities program begun in 1972 in
eight cities (Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas,
Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis).

In practice, most States use a combination of these
three approaches.

Auditing, Monitoring, Evaluation

In 1969, States faced not only the challenge of devel-
oping a criminal justice planning capability, butalso
the responsibility of administering the first bloc
grant program of federal assistance. There were no
precedents, and the availability of technical assis-
tance was limited. Clearly, had technical and finan-
cial management assistance been available, many
difficulties could have been avoided or minimized.

States have the primary responsibility for auditing,
monitoring and evaluatiing the Safe Streets Pro-
gram. The States’ capacity to perform these neces-
sary functions has grown appreciably over the
years.

Most SPAs now have an in-house auditing capabil-
ity. A few States rely on limited consultant services.
In others, such as Indiana, auditing services are
performed by a State audit agency. Most audits are
not performed until projects are well underway or
are terminated. As a result, statistics for current year
monies are either unavailable or grossly incomplete.
On the average, SPAs indicated that approximately
60 percent of FY 1970 funds, 51 percent of FY 1971
funds, and 36 percent of FY 1972 funds had been
audited by mid-1975.

Monitoring and ‘evaluation activities provide the
means by which SPAs can determine whether a
project or program is achieving its objectives. As
such, these activities are crucial to SPA planning
and programming decisions. Over 90 percent of the
States have developed a State evaluation strategy
outlining a program for assessing the impact and
results of funded projects and programs.

However, only half of the States consider the re-
sources available to them to implement theirevalua-
tion strategies as being adequate. Another handicap
which has slowed the development of evaluation
capabilities has been the limited amount of techni-
cal assistance and expertise available to SPAs.

On the average, 30 percent of all projects are evaiu-
ated each year. (This figure is over and above moni-
toring activities.) This accounts for approximately
35 percent of the total bloc grant funds on the aver-
age. Sixty percent of the SPAs indicated that their
evaluation efforts have significantly increased since
1973, an additional 28 percent rate their efforts as
moderately increased.

All States monitor their projects. However, due to
financial constraints and limited staff and time, only
slightly more than 70 percent of the SPAs view their
efforts as generating adequate information in a reg-
ular and timely fashion.

Funding for evaluation and monitoring is a major
difficulty for most SPAs. Nearly every SPA director
considers evaluation and monitoring activities as
the two most endangered SPA activities, if appropri-
ations were to be reduced. They also review existing
appropriation levels as inadequate to meet their
evaluation and other planning and management
needs.

Beyond Administrivia

A few SPAs confine their activities strictly to the
administration and implementation of the Safe
Streets Program. Most SPAs, however, have be-
come involved—to varying degrees—in planning,
budgeting and programming responsibilities be-
yond those required for Safe Streets. The Kentucky
SPA, for example, is part of that State’s Department
of Justice, created through the reorganization of all
criminal justice agencies under one cabinet secre-
tary. Most of the traditional SPA functions have been
combined with the Department’s overall planning,
budgeting, research and evaluation activities—an
approach intended to permit the SPA eventually to
plan for the entire criminal justice system at the
State level and to integrate the budgeting process
into a comprehensive planning process statewide.

While 98 percent of the respondents indicated that
some type of action has been taken in the area of
criminal justice standards -and goals, almost half
said that State standards and goals had actually
been established. Most SPAs; such as Florida, Mich-
igan, Oregon, ldaho and Utah, have been actively
involved with or directly responsible for the devel-
opment and implementation processes.

Of those States responding to the survey, approxi-
mately 43 percent indicated a ‘‘great’ or “‘moder-
ate” roleininfluencing State criminal justice agency
budget requests. In South Carolina and Virginia, for
example, the SPA plays an active part in the devel-
opment of the Governor's proposals for criminal
justice.

The Michigan SPA, by executive order, has been
restructured to oversee the development of a com-
prehensive State criminal justice policy. The direc-
tor has been named as the Governor's chief advisor
for criminal justice problems, and the supervisory
board has been reconstituted. The budget review
and andlysis functions of executive branch criminal
justice agencies are being merged with the LEAA
grant approval function to create a single policy
development office for all State criminal justice pro-
grams.
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The North Dakota SPA has an unusually broad man-
date to make recommendations on matters affect-
ing law enforcement: to prescribe rules for and con-
duct law enforcement training programs; to recom-
mend selection standards for the hiring of police
officers; to recommend rules for the operation and

' maintenance of local jails and for the treatment and
care of inmates; and to conduct training programs
for every newly elected or appointed judge, sheriff,
police officer and prosecuting attorney.

Thus, increasingly, the planning and budgeting ac-
tivities of the SPAs are impacting upon the goals and
budgets developed by State criminal justice agen-
cies. This trend will have even greater significance
as economic conditions and patterns change, and
as grzater accountability is expected from the com-
ponents of the criminal justice system in the perfor-
mance of their duties.

SPAs are also developing strong relationships with
State legislatures. As previously noted, legislators
serve on supervisory boards in thirty-six States. In
other States, they frequently are members of SPA
advisory.committees. Arizona characterizes the ac-
tivities of the SPA as a forum for providing policy
input to the Governor and the legislature. The Ne-
braska SPA submits an annual report to the Gover-
nor and legislature. A significant policy relationship
exists between the SPA and legislature in North
Dakota, and the SPA frequently testifies on pending
criminal justice legislation.

Over 80 percent of the SPAs have developed or
proposed criminal justice legislation, while over 60
percent have actually drafted bills. The majority of
the fegislation has dealt with court reorganization
(unification), criminal code revision, training and
standards, public defender services, and juvenile
justice and carrectional reform. Nearly half of the
measures proposed by SPAs have been enacted into
law. In addition, eighty percent of the SPAs identify
and track legislation during the legislative process,
and over 90 percent advise the legislature on pend-
ing proposals. SPAs, such as Virginia, North Dakota,
Kentucky and others, work with appropriations
committees to better integrate bloc grant funds into
State budgetary processes. And many agencies
have performed specizalized studies and analyses
related to the crimunal justice system.

Only slightly more than 13 percent of the responding
SPAs have experienced great difficulty in obtaining
legislative approval of buy-in' and matching funds.
Twenty-six percent indicated that SPAs sometimes
must assume the cost of programs which did not
receive funds in the legislative and executive budget
processes, and less than 5 percent responded that
the legisiature (or budget office) often had to as-
sume the cost of criminal justice projects which
were omitted or rejected in the SPA planning pro-
cess.
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The Local Scene

The essential local perspective to criminal justice
planning and programming is provided by regional
and local planning units. In some jurisdictions, city
and/or county planning functions are performed by
single jurisdiction coordinating councils funded by
the SPA. These councils are normally in the large
metropolitan areas. Generally though, regional
planning units (RPUs) have been funded by the SPA
to assist with planning, program development and
various administrative duties. A State is required by
law to pass through at a'minimum, 40 percent of its
planning funds to local units (including regional
units) unless a special waiver is obtained. (See Table
4.)

Surveyed States indicated that the following
amounts of planning funds were passed through to
the local level: 28.5 percent to RPUs, 0.8 percent to
coordinating councils, 2 percent to cities over
250,000 population, 1.2 percent to cities under
250,000 popuiation, 1.3 percent to counties over
500,000 population, and 0.3 percent to counties
under 500,000 population.

TABLE 4.

Part B Funds
fo Units of Local Government

% of State Part % of State Part
State “B" Allocation* State “B" Allocation*
Alabama 46.69 Nevada 40.00
Alaska 22.50** New Hampshire . 40.00
Arizona 40.00 New Jersey 40.00
Arkansas 40.00 New Mexico 40.00
California 46.43 New York 45.65
Colorado 40.00 North Carolina 41.89
Connecticut 40.00 Nerth Dakota 40.00
Delaware 5.19** Ohio 40.00
Dist. of Columbia NA Qklahoma 40.00
Fioiida 46.48 Oregon 45,10
Georgia 43.80 Pennsylvania 45.64
Hawaii 40.00 Rhode Island 6.07**
Idaho 40.00 South Carolina 40.00
inais 44,00 South Dakota 46,20
Indiana 45.06 Tennessee 40.00
lowa 46.46 Texas 48.51
Kansas 44,46 Utah 41.66
Kentucky 48.39 Vermont 0o
Louisiana 40.00 Virginia 40.81
Maine 40,00 Washington 40.25
Maryland 37.00*" West Virginia o
Massachusetts 40.00 Wisconsin 40.00
Michigan 40.00 Wyoming 35.00**
Minnesota 50.00 Guam NA
Mississippi o* American Samoa NA
Missouri 53.27 Virgin Islands NA
Montana 0* Puerto Rico NA
Nebraska 40.00

*15 Month Budget
“*Waiver

SOURCE: FY 1976 State Planning Grants
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Currently, 456 RPUs are funded in 44 States (see
Table 5), with a total complement of 861 profes-
sional staff. The number of regions in a State range
from a low of three {ldaho and Nevada) to a high of
twenty-four (Texas). Eleven SPAs do not have a re-
gional structure because of the size of the State (or
territory), the centralized nature of crlmma}l justice
services, and/or the distribution of population.

The majority of RPUs were initially established for
the purposes of the Safe Streets Program. However,
approximately half of these units have assumed ad-
ditional manpower, economic development, water
and air quality control, health, and compre_hgr;sgve
regional planning (701" program) responsublllpes.
Nearly three-fourths of these multi-purpose regions
also serve as the A-95 clearinghouse for various
federal programs as required by the Office of Man-
agementand Budget (OMB).

Various shifts in the areas served by RPUs have
occurred during the past few years. Thest_e changes
have been a result of such factors as regional con-

TABLE 5.

Criminal Justice
Planning Regions

State 1975 State 1975
United States, Total 456

Alabama 7 Montana 0
Alaska 0 Neb aska 19
American Samoa 0 Nevada 3
Arizona 6 New Hampshire 5
Arkansas 8 New Jersey 0
California 21 New Mexico 7
Colorado 13 New York 7
Connecticut 7 North Carolina 17
Delaware 0 North Dakota 6
Dist. of Columbia 0 Ohio 6
Florida 10 Oklahoma 11
Georgia 18 Oregon 14
Guam 0 Pennsylvania 8
Hawaii 4 Puerto Rico 0
Idaho 3 Rhode Island 0
Illinois 19 South Carolina 10
Indiana 8 South Dakota S
lowa 7 Tennessee 9
Kansas 7 Texas 24
Kentucky 16 Utah 8
Louisiana 9 Vermont 0
Maine 7 Virginia 22
Maryland 5 Virgin islands 0
Massachusetts 7 Washingtor] 19
Michigan 14 West Virginia 11
Minnesota 7 Wisconsin 10
Mississippi 5 Wyoming 7
Missouri 19

SOURGCE: FY 1976 State Planning Grants

solidations, demographic shifts and efforts to
achieve geographic balance.

Surveyed States responded that over 90 percent q'f
the RPUs perform criminal justice planning for their
areas, coordinate planning by units of local govern-
ment within their region, and review applications
from units of local government prior to submission
to the SPA. Only a third of the RPUs expend action
funds as the ultimate grantee, and approximately
one-fourth of the RPUs review applications upon
referral by the SPA or after receiving an information
copy directly from the applicant.

States also report that RPUs have great involvement
in the review and approval of annual plans., the A-95
review process, coordinating and assemb!mg plans,
and assisting local agencies in developing plans.
Other primary areas of involvement inclugie es'(ab—
lishing policies and priorities, and analyzing crime
and criminal justice data.

By statute, RPU supervisory boards must be repre-
sentative of criminal justice agencies, and consist of
a majority of locally elected officials.? The average
board size is 26 members. Over 50 percent of the
members are appointed by local governments; ap-
proximately 10 percent are appointed by the Gover-
nor; and the remainder by some other means. The
average term of office is four years.

Many RPUs (over half) also have ad\_/isory co_mmit-
tees or councils. Their primary role is to advise on
grants or review plans.

Results of an ACIR survey of regional and Iocgl
officials indicate that no single interest group Is
over-represented on regional boards. ﬁoyvever, over
40 percent of the surveyed officials indicated that
police and elected county officials did exercise the
most influence over board decisions.

According to planning grant data, 28 cfties and'29
counties which are eligible for planning monies
have received such funds to establish coordinating
councils. Nine city/county coordinating councils
have also been funded. On the other hand, eleven
cities, 18 counties and 17 city/county units have
waived their rights to planning funds. Tyventy-sevgn
jurisdictions who qualify as coordinating councils
receive action funds for planning purposes. Addi-
tionally, ACIR survey data also indicate that 242
cities and 149 counties have received action funds
for criminal justice planning efforts.

SPAs have developed procedures for the submis-
sion and review of plans by local governments, or
combinations of units, with a population of 250,000
or more as required by statute—the so-called Ken-
nedy Amendment.” In some cases, these proc_:edu res
have altered the existing planning and funding pro-
cesses of the SPA. In a few instances, States' h_ave
established special procedures; however, eligible
jurisdictions have elected notto participate.
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For example, South Carolina has developed special
procedures which would permit newly formed com-
binations of local governments in excess of 250,000
population to function as separate and independent
districts. These new ‘"'metro” units (as yet to be
formed) would have all of the rights, responsibilities
and obligations of the ten existing planning dis-
tricts. While the metro units would have a #irect
relationship with the SPA, they would be encour-
aged to work with existing task forces and councils
of government. The metro units would participate in
the planning process, and be subject to all regula-
tions, procedures and guidelines applicable to the
existing planning districts.

in Hawalii, submission and review procedures for
comprehensive plans are the same for all four coun-
ties (regions)—Honolulu, Kauai, Maui and Hawalii.
County coordinators have been appointed by the
mayor of each county and local committees have
been established to insure active local involvement.
County comprehensive plans are prepared after an
evaluation of current programs is completed and a
prioritized listing of programs is submitted to the
SPA. The priorities are reviewed by SPA staff, after
consultation with county coordinators, and a con-
solidated priority list is forwarded to the State super-
visory board for its approval.

Virginia has implemented the Kennedy Amendment
by developing procedures to permit the two eligible
jurisdictions (Fairfax County and the City of Norfolk)
to submit local plans prepared in conjunction with
their annual budgeting processes. After approval by
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their governing boards, these plans are submitted to
the appropriate planning district commission (RPU)
for review and comment. The plans and all com-
ments are then forwarded to the SPA for staff review.
The plans, regional comments and State staff rec-
ommendations are submitted to the State supervi-
sory board for action. Once approved by the board,
the localities submit project application and sup-
porting budget materials directly to the SPA in order
to receive funding. No furtheraction is necessary, as
approval of the plans (or parts of the plans) consti-
tutes a funding committment.

It should also be noted that several SPAs are not
required to develop procedures because there are
no eligible jurisdictions within the State or territory.

FOOTNOTES

1. FY 1969—FY 1976 comparison.

2. Data obtained from FY 1976 Planning Grant Applications and
indicate actual staff employed at the time of application sub-
mission.

3. Courts is broadly defined to include judicial, prosecutorial,
defense and related personnel.

4. As aresult of recent legislation, the Colorado SPA has recon-
stituted its supervisory board, which inciudes three legisla-
tors, and should be included in the list, raising the number to
thirty-seven.

5. Section 303(a){5), Public Law 93-83, Crime Control Act of
19783.

6. “Local official” may include iocally elected sheriffs, judges,
prosecutors, etc,

7. Section 303(a)(4), Public Law 93-83, Crime Control Act of
1973.
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The Program

The Safe Streets Program has had a positive impact
on the criminal justice system and on developing
techniques to help reduce crime despite the fact
that resources available under the Act constitute
only about 6.7 percent of State and local criminal
justice expenditures. The comparatively small size

TABLE 6.

of the program cannot be overlooked in any evalua-
tion of the total program. Nevertheless, these funds
represent almost the oniy resources available to
institute new programs and approaches to help re-
duce crime and improve the administration of jus-
tice.

Part C&E Appropriations, FY 1969-1977

(in thousands)
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Appropriations History

An analysis of appropriations for the Safe Streets
Pr_og'ram reveals several significant factors.1 Appro-
priations have never been approved at the full au-
thorization level. In addition, total appropriations
are now decreasing. The President's proposed
budget for LEAA for FY 1977 is equivalent to the FY
1972 level. Further, the suggested amount of FY
1877 Part C bloc funds, whicii support the bulk of
Sta'te and local action projects, is equivalent to that
Wth'h was appropriated in FY 1971. While Part B
monies have steadily increased, or remained the
same, Part C and Part E funds (bloc grants to States)
dgcreased by approximately 15.5% in FY 1976 and
will continue to decline by an additional 15% in FY
1977 if the proposed budget is approved. (See Table
6.) Discretionary funds have also been reduced by
the same amounts. The result of these cutbacks, if
they are sustained, will probably be the elimination
ofsqme on-going projectsand an almosttotal haitin
the implementation of new programs.

Other budget categories have also been affected in
recent years. Technical assistance funds were cut
by over 7% in FY 1976, with no change anticipated in
FY 1977. Manpower development monies were re-
duced by 1.11% in FY 1975: 2.81% in FY 1976; and
88.44% in FY 1977. The proposed FY 1977 funding
level represents an amount 23% less than that alio-
cated in FY 19689.

TABLE 7.

Research, evaluation and technology transfer funds
were reduced by nearly 24% in FY 1976; an addi-
tional cutback is proposed for FY 1977. Data sys-
tems funds were reduced by 1.45% in FY 1976, and
an additional 4.57% decrease is recommended by
the President for FY 1977.

Ironically, the only budget item which has been in-
creased consistently each year since FY 1969 is
“mgnagement and operations”—the LEAA adminis-
trative budget. This category was increased by
20.50% in FY 1975; 12.53% in FY 1976; and an addi-
ional 7.75% increase is proposed for FY 1977. (See
Table 7.) The proportion of the total appropriations
directly available to the States (i.e. Part B, PartC and
Part E bloc funds) has decreased steadily since FY
1970, from a high of approximately 76% to a low of
nearly 64% (proposed for FY 1977). A summary of

appropriations is provided in Appendix Tables 6
through 8.

Alth'ough the National SPA Conference recognizes
the important role to be played by LEAA in the Safe
Streets Program, it strongly feels that an increase in
federal administrative costs—particularly where the
Statgs have the bulk of administrative responsibil-
ity—is unwarranted when it comes at the expense of
the legitimate and urgent needs of State and local
government. Continuing reductions in appropria-
tions—particularly in those areas directly affecting
State and local programming, and during times of
economic and social stress—will restrict or elimi-

LEAA Appropriations Annual Percent Changes

FY 1969-FY 1977

Budget Activity 69-70 70-71 71-72 7273 73-74 74-75 7576 76-77 69-77*
PartB ...... ... ....... ... 10.53 23.81 34.62 42.86 -0- 10.00 9.09 -0- 215.79
Part C
Bloc ...... ... . ., ..
I N+ P T G O L
high Crime Ares . . . 21.57 -0- (5.35) (14.83) (14.74) 1,302.30
**Newin FY77
Part £
Bloc ..., .. ... ..
Diseratianary 105.26 15.80 -0- -0- (15.51) (14.81) 71.23 “*FY 71-77
............. 105.26 15.90 -0- -0- (15.51) (14.82) 71.23 “FY 71-77
Juvenile Justice ... .. ... . .
X §7.20 74.55 (60.00) **FY 75-77
Technical Assistance ......., 233.33 50.00 66.67 20.00 16.67 (7.14) -0- 983.33 *FY 70-77
Res.. Eval. & Tech. Trans. .... 150.00 -0- 180.00 50.47 26.90 5.89 (23.76) (1.15) 967.63
Manpower Development ... ., 176.92 25.00 37.78 45.16 -0- (1.11) (2.81) (88.44) {23.08)
Data Systems & Analysis . .... 300.00 142.50 118,56 13.21 8.33 (1.45) (4.57) 2,345.20 **FY 70-77
Management & Qperations .. 79.48 66.12 58.61 31.68 11.95 20.50 12.53 7.75 918.56
T 24
OTAL ........oooov ...t 246.56 97.42 32.10 22.42 1.77 3.96 (10.54) {12.56)

“Excludes FY 1976 transition quarter.
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nate the opportunities to continue to adjust pro-
grams, improve capabilities and experiment with
new ideas.

It is interesting to note that the public is concerned
about existing government spending priorities in
the area of criminal justice. A recent poll by the
Roper Organization indicates that 64 percent be-
lieve that too little is being spent to deal with crime,
and 56 percent see too little being spent to combat
drug addiction.

Distribution of Funds

Action program funds are provided to the States
under Part C and Part E (corrections) of the Safe
Streets Act, and under the Juvenile Justice and De-
linqguency Prevention Act of 1974, Each State has
unique problems and needs, and these factors are
reflected in the programming contained in the an-
nual comprehensive plans.

Under the Constitution, police powers and the local
administration of criminal justice are reserved to the
States. Thus, it is important that the Safe Streets
Program continue to provide the States and their
local jurisdictions with the flexibility to utilize the
federal funds made available in a way consistent
with the objectives and priorities. set and the prob-
fems identified at the State and local level. The
States and their political subdivisions are the juris-
dictions closest to the problems, and the jurisdic-
tions best able to determine how federal money
should be applied to achieve the overall objectives
of strengthening criminal justice and reducing crim-
inal activity. According to survey results, all SPAs
believe that they currently have at least some pro-
grammatic and administrative discretion and flexi-
bility in the control and use of funds, and establish-
ing action grant priorities.

Every categorization of funds shifts the decision-
making from the State to the Federal Government
and restricts how the money can be spent. Such
limitations force an artificial and standardized divi-
sion of resources unrelated to a State's unique
problems, and relevant planning and programming
is inhibited. Thus, it is the National Conference’s
position that any requirements for percentage ex-
penditures in a particular substantive or functional
area should be eliminated, and suggestions for fur-
ther. categorization should be resisted.

" Every SPA takes action on all applications for funds

within the statutorily mandated ninety-day period,
thus ensuring the timely processing of all requests.
Most SPAs (approximately one half) award grants
on a monthly basis, and for an average grant period
of one year.

Approximately 90 percent of the States establish
funding policies and priorities, either emphasizing a

particular program area, or restricting or excluding
other areas. The most common of these policies
limit or prohibit the use of funds for construction
projects and equipment purchases, reflecting the
decision by the SPAs to emphasize programs as
opposed to “hardware.” Many SPAs also establish
eligibility criteria, particutarly by setting minimum
standards of population or performance. Some
SPAs also give priority to regional programs and
other multi-jurisdictional activities. This is particu-
larly evident in the areas of jail construction, law
enforcement communications systems and training
programs.

Nearly one half of the States with a regional plan-
ning structure utilize a formula, or other system, to
allocate Part C funds among their regions. (See
Table 8.) Although the allocation formulas vary, the
basic factors are population and crime rates in' some
combination. Many of the States which do not dis-
tribute action monies by a formula cite unrealiable
crime statistics and out-of-date census data as ma-
jor obstacles in using such an approach.. These
States generally allocate funds after an assessment
of “‘need" and a project-by-project review.

By Level of Government

Bloc grants awarded to each State must be divided
between State and local governments according to
the ratio of State to local criminal justice expendi-
tures. Intergovernmental transfers are not included
in calculating the total amounts. This allocation ra-
tio is known as the variable pass-through, and was
contained in the 1971 amendments to the Safe
Streets Act. Prior to 1971, States were required to
pass-through 75 percent of their bloc grant funds to
local governments. The pass-through requirement
does not apply to Part E funds.

Table 9 shows the required pass-through percent-
age for each State, as well as the percentage ac-
tually allocated for local activities in State plans for
FY 1975 and FY 1976. On the average, the required

TABLE 8.

States Utilizing Formula
for Allocation of Part C Funds

Arizona Missouri
California Nevada
Colorado Ohio

Florida Oregon

ldaho Pennsylvania
indiana South Carolina
lowa Texas
Louisiana Utah

Michigan Virginia
Minnesota Washington
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TABLE 9.

Percentage of Part C
Funds Passed Through to
Local Government

for FY 1975 and FY 1976

FY 1975 FY 1976
Required  Planned Required Planned
Alabama 67.2% 67.2% 64.6% 64.8%
Alaska 18.4 25.0 184 26.0
American Samoa NA NA NA NA
Arizona 68.6 70.0 £9.9 70.0
Arkansas 67.3 72.2 72.2 73.8
California 74.8 76.5 76.4 78.0
Colorado 56.5 56.5 55.3 56.5
Connecticut 51.2 521 521 52.0
Delaware 34.6 37.0 28.2 48.0
Dist. of Columbia 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Florida 72.7 £8.8 68.8 68.8
Georgia 68.7 65.8 65.8 66.9
Guam NA NA NA NA
Hawaii 70.3 68.4 69.3 70.0
Idaho 54.6 75.0 55.4 75.0
linois 74.7 75.2 74.9 75.6
Indiana 69.5 74.0 69.2 69.5
lowa 65.5 67.8 67.8 67.8
Kansas 55.2 57.2 57.2 57.2
Kentucky 52.7 64.0 53.5 61.0
Louisiana 63.6 63.6 65.9 70.0
Maine 48.5 57.4 48.5 50.3
Maryland 43.2 69.5 44.9 69.5
Massachusetts 73.7 7.7 71.7 70.7
Michigan 75.9 75.8 75.8 75.8
Minnesota 72.6 74,0 74.0 71.8
Mississippi 56.7 66.4 57.9 66.5
Missouri 77.8 76.1 76.1 76.1
Montana 57.5 56.0 56.0 56.0
Nebraska 69.1 64,9 64.9 64.9
Nevada 73.8 75.0 73.9 75.0
New Hampshire 66.2 65.3 65.3 63.5
New Jersey 75.5 74.9 74.8 73.9
New Mexico 50.4 51.8 46.8 46.9
New York 80.3 81.0 81.0 81.0
North Carolina 43,7 54.0 45.9 51.1
North Dakota 68.9 71.5 71.5 71.5
Ohio 68.7 75.0 68.8 75.0
Okighoma 54.5 79.8 63.3 84.0
Oregon 60.1 76.0 61.3 75.0
Pennsylvania 72.2 80.0 68.4 80.0
Puerto Rico NA NA NA NA
Rhode Istand 54.6 53.7 53.7 55.8
South Carolina 58.6 60.0 57.5° 60.0
South Dakota 58.0 66.9 56.1 76.0
Tennessee 65.0 68,0 67.9 67.9
Texas 72.0 73.8 7341 73.1
Utah 58.9 59.0 58.5 58.5
Vermont 20.6 44.0 24.9 45.5
Virginia 51.3 60.1 52.5 55.0
Virgin Islands NA NA NA NA
Washington 66.0 61.3 61.3 61.3
West Virginia 57.1 57.1 56.7 52.2
Wisconsin 66.5 74.3 67.9 81.5
Wyoming 54.6 87.0 54.3 87.0
United States,
Average** 61.9% 66.6% 62.0% 66.3%

‘NOTE: Section 303{a)(2) requires that: "Per centumadeterminations . . . shalibe based
upon the most accurate and complete data available for such fiscal year or for
the last liscat year tor which such data are available " Expenditure data for FY
1972 and FY. 1973 are generally accepted for the FY 1975 and FY 1976 State
Pians, respectively. However, the planning schedule for several States is such
thal more recent data are available. When the mare recent data indicate a
decrease 10 the required pass through, and a State does not exceed that
amount, then it will appear that a State 15 not passing thraugh the required
funds. However, this 1s not the case. All Sfates are in compliance.

**Exciudes American Samou, Guam, Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands.
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pass-through for FY 1975 was 61.9 percent, al-
though States actually allocated 66.6 percent of
their Part C funds for local activities. In FY 1976, the
average pass-through requirement was 62.0 per-
cent, but States actually allocated. 66.3 percent for
local activities in their comprehensive plans. Thus, it
is apparent that States are more than responsive to
local needs.

The distribution of Part C bloc awarded by level of
government is depicted in Table 10. (Statistics for
FY 1975 funds are not included because only a rela-
tively small number of awards are contained in the
Grants Management Information System (GMIS).)
State and local government criminal justice expen-
diture data is contained in Table 11.

As these tables show, various changes have oc-
curred in the past few years, and several factors
must be considered when comparing the data. For
example, the 1971 change in the pass-through re-
quirement resulted in more funds being available to
State agencies. Also, in some instances grants are
made to various State agencies, butare counted as
part of the local pass-through. These awards, made
to such State agencies as a unified court or correc-
tion system, benefit localities which have waived
theirrightsto the funds. These awards appearonthe
GMIS as “county grants.” In addition, declining em-
phasis on police programs has had the obvious
effect of decreasing the “‘city share” over the past
few years. Further, in comparing Safe Streets fund-
ing to criminal justice expenditures, it should be
noted that a significant portion of the expenditure
data for cities can be attributed to very small munici-
palities, many of which are unwilling, or ineligible to
apply for funds.

Funds to Urban Areas

Accerding to GMIS data for FY 1969-75, cities of
100,000 population or more have. received approxi-
mately 57 percent of the Part C bloc monies awarded
to cities. These jurisdictions represent 45 percent of
the population and approximately 57 percent of the
total index crimes. Additional data for other popula-
tion categories can be found in Table 12. These
figures appear to substantiate that funds have been
distributed to the most populous cities in amounts
nearly equal to their share of crime and slightly more
than their proportion of population, and counter
local claims that major cities are not receiving their
“fair share.”

An additional issue raised by city interests concerns
the distribution of local funds between city and
county jurisdictions. Data contained in Tables 13
and 14 reveal that counties have been receiving
proportionately more of the local share of funds
than their population or crime statistics warrant.
However, several factors must be considered when
comparing these statistics.

|

First, city crime reports, particularly from larger ju-
risdictions, are frequently more complete than
those of the counties. Secondly, as previously
noted, funding for police activities has been re-
duced over the years. This has no doubt had an
effect on funds granted to cities since the vast ma-
jority of municipal criminal justice activity is in'the
police area. Thirdly, counties have substar)t_la_lly
more responsibility for criminal justice activities
than do cities, but they also have judicial and correc-
tional (county jail) responsibilities. In many in-
stances, county government must also provide ser-
vices to smaller jurisdictions within their boun_d-
aries. Finally, many services and programs—partic-
ularly training, communijcations and correctional
activities—are being consolidated at a county or
regional level. While all of these projects are being
credited to the counties’ share, they are also of
direct benefit to the cities.

Combined totals for cities and counties with popula-
tions of 100,000 or more reveal that these jurisdic-
tions account for 41 percent of the population and
receive 50 percent of the funds awarded to local
government.

TABLE 10.

Distribution of
Part C (Bloc) Funds

Non-Profit
FY State City County Agencies
1969 28% 48% 23% 1%
1970 28% 42% 28% 2%
1971 32% 37% 29% 2%
1972 36% 31% 31% 2%
1973 36% 31% 31% 3%
1974 36% 29% 30% 5%

SOURCE: GMIS data.

TABLE 1.

Criminal Justice Direct
Expenditures Percentage
Distribution

State City County
FY 70-71 29% 48% 23%
FY 71-72 29% 47% 24%
FY 72-73 29% 46% 25%
FYy 73-74 30% 45% 25%

SOURCGE:; Expenditure’ & Employment Data, U.S. GPO, Wash.,
D.C, 1970-71, 71-72, 72-73, 74.

TABLE 12.

Percent Distribution of Safe
Streets Funds by Population and
Crime Rate of Cities

Part C Bloc Grant Funds 1969-75

Funds**
) % of Total Safe Streets
Population* Crime* Streets Part C Bloc
% of 1973 %of Total 1873 Grant Funds Awarded

Population Population index Crimes  To Cities, (FY 69-75)
QOver 1,000,000 15 18 20
500,000-1,000,000 11 14 - 1"
250,000-500,000 8 11 10
100,000-250,000 11 14 18
50,000-100,000 14 14 12
25,000-50,000 14 12 9
10,000-25,000 16 11 8
1-10,000 11 7 2

tnknown _— —

“U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation. U.S. Department of Justice. uUnifor n Cnme
Reports, Washington. D.C.. US. Government Pnnting Office. 1973. Table 10. pp

104-5.

**SOURCE: GMIS Data

TABLE 13.
Safe Streets Funds for Cities
1069-1975

% of U.S. % of All % of Total
Reporting Reported City-County
population  U.S.Crimes Bloc Grant

Living in Reported Funds Awarded

Population Cities* by Cities* to Cities*
Over 1,000,000 10 14 10
500,000-1,000,000 8 12 6
250,000-500,000 6 9 5
100,000-250,000 8 11 8
50,000-100,000 10 12 6
25,000-50,000 10 10 5
10,000-25,000 11 10 4
1-10,000 7 5 4
Unknown 0 0 2
Total % 70 83 52

“U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department ol Justice. Uniforn Gring
Reports, Washington, D.C.. U.S. Governmnent Printing Office. Table 10, pp. 104-7.
1973.

+SQURCE: GMIS Data

41




Fomik

TABLE 14,

Safe Streets Part C Funding of
Suburban and Non-Suburban
Counties Over 100,000 Population
by Crime and Population
1969-1975

% of Total
% of U.8, Reported
Reporting Crime % of Total City/
Population Reported County Bloc Grant
Living in by Funds Awarded to
Population Counties” Counties* Counties**
Over 100,000 9 8 21
25,000-100,000 12 6 9
under 25,000 9 3 15
Unknown 0 0 2
Total % 30 17 48***

*U.5. Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Depart nent of Justice, Uniform Crime
Reports, Washington, D.C . U.8. Government Printing Office, Table 10, pp. 104-7,
1973 NOTE: These popuiation and crime percentages relate only to county popula-
tion living outsicdh - f cities and the crimes reported by jurisdictions other than cities.

**SOURCE: 3MIS Daa

***This columa does not sum up to 48 percent due to rounding errors

Continuation Funding
and Assumption of Costs

A recent National SPA Conference survey revealed
that 51 of the 55 SPAs have established policies
concerning the number of years projectsare eligible
to receive some level of Safe Streets funds. These
policies range from a high of eight years (Alabama)
to a low of two years (Alaska and Nevada). Georgia
establishes funding poticies according to program
areas, and New Jersey establishes policy on a proj-
ect-by-project basis. Guam, Hawaii, Kansas and
Puerto Rico do not have ¢ontinuation policies.

The majority of States (33) fund projects for a maxi-
mum of three years. Grantees normally assume a
greater share of the project cost each successive
year..Many States have various exceptions to their
general funding policies, most notably for training,
research, technical assistance and equipment pur-
chases.

One purpose of a continuation policy is to aid in
controlling the percentage of bloc funds committed
10 on-going activities at the expense of funding new
projects and programs. This concernis particularly
important in light of decreasing appropriations, as
discussed earlier. Many States which have had more
liberal continuation policies (i.e. longer funding pe-~
riods) have, by necessity, altered their policies in
recent years to provide for greater funding flexibii-
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ity. For example in FY 1974, seven States were con-
fronted with a continuation commitment of 80 per-
cent or more. The average continuation rate rose
from approximately 40 percentin FY 1971 to over 58
percent in FY 1974. The rate is expected to remain
near 60 percent for FY 1975.

Many observers. rightly or wrongly, equate the de-
gree of program “institutionalization” with how
many projects and programs—initially funded with
Safe Streets monies—continue operation with sup-
port entirely from State and local general revenues.
Nearly 90 percent of the SPAs responded that they
had either moderate or great success in having
States assume the costs of their projects. Approxi-
mately 80 percent responded they had had moder-
ate or great success at the |ocal level.

The most frequently cited factors in determining
whether or not a project or program would be as-
sumed by the State or local government were: ability
of the governmental unit to support the activity;
proven success of the project; and political appeal
of or support for the program.

Onthe average, States estimated that approximately
64 percent of the projects initiated with Safe Streets
monies have been assumed by State and local gov-
ernments. Assumption rates ranged from a high of
99 percent to a low of 20 percent. Although these
figures are only estimates from the States, ACIR field
work in their case study States found the estimates
to be substantially accurate during the conduct of a
grant sample analysis. In addition, the ACIR survey
of regional and local units found that local officials
estimated that approximately 83 percent of city pro-
grams and 78 percent of county programs are con-
tinuing without Safe Streets monies.

For example, a New Jersey study of all bloc grants
awarded in that State between 1969 and June 1975,
revealed that22 percent of all grants (accounting for
140 projects and $23,576,878, or nearly a third of all
such SPA expenditures) had been continued with
State, local or private revenues. Only 3 percent (rep-
resenting $2,643,455) of the grants were terminated
when SPA funding was discontinued. These statis-
tics take on added significance when compared to
the status of the remaining grants: 40 percent (232
projects totaling $37,791,943) are currently being
funded by the SPA; and 34 percent (accounting for
$9,280,274) were "one time’ awards for equipment
purchases, training programs or research projects.

Similarly, the Florida SPA estimates that 90 percent
of the youth-related projects funded at the State
level over the past seven years have beenintegrated
totally into the State general revenue budget. These
projects have included such activities as Statewide
intake services, staff development and training,
group foster homes, community-based halfway
houses and counseling services.

And in Missouri, the development of a Statewide
probation and parole system is adirect outgrowth of
the SPA bloc grant program. By 1973, .the State
legislature appropriated funds to egtablush a net-
work of regional offices. A Statewide public de-
fender program was also initiated in Missouri with
bloc monies in 1970. The State legislature began
providing partial support in 19'_/2. By 1974, State
support had incregsed to $2.2 million. The program

is funded now primarily through State appropria-
tions.

An Elkhart Youth Services Bureau project inifriglly
funded by the Indiana SPA in 1970 was receiving
100% community support by January 1974. Recog-
nizing the importance of the bureau's counseling
and referral services, the county government now
supplies about 60 percent of the bureau's budget;
private contributions and a contractual arrange-
ment with the local comprehensive mental health
center provide the remainder of support.

Fund Flow

As previously noted, the early thrust of the program
was to "‘get the money moving.” This emphasis has
continued throughout the years and is now more
formally called “'fund flow.” However, the problems
inherent to fund flow have persisted from the very
first year of operation.

The rapid increase of appropriations during the first
few years caused great difficuities for State gnd
local governments in planning for an_d expend!ng
funds. Indeed, the pre-occupation with spending
funds diverted attention and manpower from plan-
ning and evaluation activities. in response to a ques-
tion about program growth, approximately 60 per-
cent of the States rated it as “‘too rapid” in the early
years.

Today, all SPAs have financial and pro.grammatlc
staffs to monitor the status of expenditures. The
tasks are formidable, and complicated by the fact
that at any given point in time, an SPA could con-
ceivably be administering at least three different
fiscal year funds of varying types (i.e. Parts B, C, E,
DF, etc.) One technique used in helping to alleviate
the problem of unexpended funds'is reallocating
monies among program categories. in many cases,
State and local governments will submit plans for
activities which do not materialize or do not get
underway on schedule. This occurs for anumber of
reasons: changing priorities, budget reductions,
delay of equipment deliveries and personr]el author-
izations, etc. As a result, funds are shifted from
those categories with a “surplus” to those areas
which may require additional montes. The a}mount
of funds reallocated in annual plans remained at
about 17 percent for the years FY 1 971, FY 1972 and

FY 1973, the most current data available, with a
slightly decreasing trend.

The rate of reverted funds (i.e. unexpended monies
returned to the Federal Governmentat the end of?he
grant period) has, on the average, remained fairly
constant at approximately 2 percent from FY1 969 to
FY 1972. There are, of course, disparate var}gtlons
among the States as a result of varying abilities to
utilize funds. This is particularly true for PartE {cor-
rections) funds because of special requirements at-
tached to the use of these monies.

Nearly 95 percent of the SPAs stated the}t project
underspending was a primary or contributing cause
of fund flow difficulties. Approximately 90 percent
cited the slow start of projects as afactor,‘while over
77 percent indicated that the two year life span of
grantfundswasa problem. Over 63 percent salc} the
slow development of applications was a cqr}tnbut-
ing or primary reason. Only 25 percent identified the
lack of applicants for funds as an jssue, and about18
percent mentioned delays in the award process.

Part E Funds

Part E funds are used exclusively for corrections
activities. One half of the funds are distributed to the
States according to population; the other half are
retained by LEAA for discretionary grants. Specnal
requirements are imposed on the utilization of
funds, such as minimum construction stand.a.rQS,
the development of special programs in facilities
receiving funds, and the collection of recidivism
data. Part E funds constitute approximately 11 per-
cent of LEAA appropriations currently.

The overwhelming percentage of PartE funds (both
bloc and discretionary) have been awarded to S@ate
and county governments. This is not surprising,
however, as State and county governments accgunt
for nearly 90 percent of all State and _|ocql direct
expenditures for corrections. Table 15 itemizes thfa
Part E funds received by grantees in relation to their
share of correctional outlays.

Discretionary Funds

Discretionary funds account for 15 percent of PartG
allocations and 50 percent of the Part E funds. These
monies are directly and totally administered at the
vdiscretion” of LEAXA. Data reveal that these funds
have been awarded to the smaller and more rgral
States. These States, of course, receive proportiop-
ately less bloc grant funds. For example, included in
the data are the small State supplement awards
which help bolster the bloc awards of the fifteen
smailest SPAs.

According to State responses, appfoximately 42
percent of discretionary funds in their States have
peen used for innovative programs. An additional 29
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percent have been used to “'fill gaps’ in bloc fund-
ing, while approximately 27 percent of the funds
ha‘ve supported research, demonstration and
“pilot” programs. Less than 10 percent of the funds
have been utilized to continue support for existing
programs or to build Jocal support for the LEAA
program.

Table 16 compares the distribution of Parts Cand E
discretionary funds to bloc funds by levei of govern-
ment. GMIS data also reveal that functionally, Part C
gilscretionary funds have been distributed accord-
ing to the following approximations: police, 38 per-
cent; courts, 17 percent; corrections, 11 percent;
pombined activities, 26 percent; and non-criminal
justice agencies, 5 percent.

Functional Distribution

In addition to the question of which level of govern-
ment receives how much money, another key con-
cern relates to the distribution of funds among the
components of the criminal justice system. How-
ever, any analysis of the distribution of funds is
dependent upon what definitions of categories are
utilized. This is a particularly significant factor when
addressing the courts area. There are currently a
n_umber of efforts underway to help clarify defini-
tional problems. Another factor to be considered is
the classification of grants. Again, how an activity is
classified has direct and significant bearing on any
distributional analysis. Variances of up to 10-15 per-
cent can be attributed to these two factors.

TABLE 15,
Part E Funds FY 1971-FY 1975
State City County Non-Profit

Bloc 74% 4% 19% 1%
Discretionary 60% 20% 16% 2%
Total 65% 15% 18% 2%
Expenditures for

Corrections 60% 11% 29% 0%

SOURCE: GMIS Data

TABLE 16.

Fund Allocation by
Government Level Parts C & E

State City County Non-Profit
B!oc ‘ 37% 30% 29% 2%
Discretionary 42% = 28% 17% 11%

SOURCE: GMIS Data
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Attention must also be given to differing definitions
of functional components within the States. Forex-
gmplg, “‘courts” in one State may only include the
judiciary, while in an adjoining State ""courts™ may
alsc_> encompass defense, prosecution, and/or pro-
bation and parole services.

The most common comparison of functional com-
ponent funding is made with levels of criminal jus-
tice expenditures. However, there is no reason to
rgquire that funding patterns should parallel expen-
diture patterns. In fact, given the special emphasis
placed on such areas as corrections, juvenile delin-
guency and innovative programs contained in the
Safe Streets Act, it would be impossible for funding
patterns to follow precisely expenditure patterns.
Indeed, one reason for citing these special areas in
the Act was to direct funds to areas of need and
where not enough money was being spent.

Data in Table 17 provide aggregate GMIS statistics
for the distribution of Safe Streets monies among
the components of the criminal justice system since
FY 1969. While these data are incomplete for recent
years (specifically 1974 and 1975), and definitional,
classification and reporting problems do exist,
tlelse statistics are the most reliable currently avail-
able.

Pespitetheinadequacy of the GMIS data, the figures
in Taple 17, even allowing for awide margin of error,
do pointoutsome distinct trends in the allocation of
action funds. It is apparent that the level of police
supportis declining, although it remains significant.
Conversely, the percentage of funds granted to
courts has greatly increased. Correctional funding,
after an initial jump in FY 1970, has remained rela-
tively constant, perhaps as a result of the Part E
amendment in 1971 which not only provided addi-

TABLE 17,

Part C Bloc Funds to
Functional Components —
1965-75

Fiscal Non-Criminal

Year' Police Courts Corrections - Combinations Justice Agencies
% % %o % %
1969 66 6 10 11 4
1970 49 6 22 15 6
1971 40 9 28 14 6
1972 42 15 24 7 10
1973 43 14 24 10 8
1974 36 17 22 13 9
1975 43 17 21 11 5
1969-
75 42 13 24 11 8

*SOURCE: GMIS Data
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tional corrections monies, but also reguired a
“maintenance of effort’” of Part C correctional sup-

port.

Achievements

Overview

The products of Safe Streets Program and the
changes which have resulted are too numerous {o
be adequately represented in one docu ment. Impact
on the executive planning and budgetary decision-
making process at both State and local evels has
been one of the most important products of the
program. The executive branch of State government
has oriented itself toward, and in numerous in-
stances reorganized itself for, a total resources and
system-wide planning and development program
for criminal justice. In Kentucky, where the SPA is
also the planning and budgetary arm of the State's
consolidated Department of Justice, in Michigan
where the SPA is that portion of the State’s planning
and budgetary office which deals with all elements
of the State’s justice program, in South Carolina and
Virginia where the established planning and bud-
getary process includes coordination and review by
the SPA of all justice budgets on behalf of the Gover-
nor. . .inthese States and in many others, aswell as
in analogous local operations, those efforts and re-
sources expended at a given level of government,
regardless of their source, are being subjected to a
process of coordination and focus which is unique
to this decade.

As significant as the changes in planning and bud-
geting activities within the executive branchitseH, is
the growing interface between the executive and
legisiative branches of government in the promo-
tion of stronger and equal justice. Over ninety per-
cent (90%) of the SPAs have as an element of their
work program legislative involvement; and tha past
eight.years have witnessed an unprecedented vol-
iime of enabling and reform legisiation for criminal
justice. SPAs have provided staff and financial sup-
port to legislative study commissions which have
contributed to modifications in the criminal codes
of no less than forty-nine (49) of the fifty-five (55)
jurisdictions, and a total renovation of the codes in
North Carolina and Arkansas, among others.

Involvement in law and regulatory reform is per-
haps one of the most lasting contributions that an
SPA can make to improve the basic structure of the
justice system. For example, in Wyoming, where a
limited population base affords only modest Safe
Streets Act funding, much has been undertaken in
the legislative arena. Since 1871, the Governor's
Planning Committee in Wyoming has drafted and
successfully supported the passage of legisiation

requiring appropriate records keeping and report-
ing*by local law enforcement agencies, requiring
certification—through the Peace Officers Stan-
dards and Training Act—of full-time peace officers,
amending existing statutes to allow the utilization of
volunteer probation programs, authorizing the use
of public defender programs and mandatory com-
pensation for assigned counsel when defender pro-
grams are not used, providing State-paid liability
insurance for local peace officers, authorizing a sys-
tem of full-time county attorneys, and establishing a
jail standards advisory committee to promulgate
standards and provide for inspection of local jails.

In concert with efforts of operational agencies and
fegisiative committees, the Florida SPA, as another
example, provided leadership in Statewide judicial
reform, the strengthening of protective regulations
for Florida's Indian tribes, the consolidation of the
Division of Corrections and the Probation and Pa-
role Commission into a Department of Offender Re-
habilitation, the deinstitutionalization of status of-
fenders (initiated priorto the passage of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974),
establishment of a Statewide juvenile probation and
aftercare function, development of specdy trial reg-
ulations, passage of legislation providing a manda-
tory sentence for any crime committed with a hand-
gun, establishment of strict regulations for licensing
of all drug rehabilitation and treatment programs,
and the development of a Statewide crime labora-
tory system. Similar results can be identified
throughout the country.

Perhaps the most developed and fully-implemented
thrust of the Safe Streets program has been in the
area of improved training and educational opportu-
nities for employees of the criminal justice system.
Recognized at the outset by all jurisdictions as one
of the most neglected areas and obvious deficien-
cies of the criminal justice system, almost every
State has implemented minimum education and
training standards and comprehensive academic
curricula for law enforcement personnel. Bloc
grant funds were used to establish the Arizona Law
Enforcement Officers’ Advisory Council which de-
veloped a basic training program for all peace offi-
cers in that State. Over 4,000 Arizona law enforce-
ment personnel have been trained in basic law en-
forcement requirements since the program'’s begin-
ning. This effort, as in the case of many programs of
this type, is now totally supported by State and local
funds and is a recognized element of the Arizona
criminal justice system.

Another important long-term effort fostered by the
Safe Streets program has been the modernization of
criminal justice telecommunications. Any effort
within the criminal justice community to coordinate
and cooperate has been hampered by the patch-
work development of fragmented communications
systems. There was early recognition that more so-
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phisticated steps toward intergovernmental coop-
eration, including the transmission of computer-
based criminal justice information and the function-
ing of inter-agency operational enforcement units,
would have to be premised on the ability of agencies
to effectively communicate with one another. As a
result, every State and most localities have under-
taken the study and implementation of area-wide
telecommunication plans designed for technologi-
cal compatibility, economy and the efficient utiliza-
tion of available transmission frequencies and other
resources. As part of the lowa telecommunications
plan for example, the State Division of Communica-
tions is providing technical expertise to local agen-
cies in developing communication plans and speci-
fications in conformance with the Statewide plan.
Services available from the Division include system
evaluation, development of acceptance test proce-
dures, and technical assistance in the conduct and
evaluation of bidders’ conferences and vendors'
proposals. Through Texas SPA efforts, all of the
State’s 1,800 law enforcement agencies now have
direct and effective radio communication; and, al-
though the implementation of this project cost
nearly $26 million, it has been estimated that imple-
mentation of the system by individual local agen-
cies, without the SPA's planning and coordination
services, would have cost approximately $40 million
and would probably have omitted numerous essen-
tial elements. This significant cost savings'is impor-
tant during periods of decreasirg revenues, infla-
tion and tight budgets.

Building upon the growth of effective voice commu-
nications, States and localities have introduced
criminal justice information systems to provide the
criminal justice community accurate and instanta-
neous retrieval of pertinent data elements concern-
ing its clients and the management of its operations.
In Missouri, for example, the police response early
warning system combines the knowledge and skills
of police science, social research and city planning
in a multi-dimensional approach to crime preven-
tion. The system anticipates the requirements for
police service long before they appear on the police
switchboards as calls for assistance. On the county
level in Nevada, the serious problem of trial court
overload and delay is being addressed through the
establishment of the automated cross-reference
and retrieval system as a part of 2 modern court
management and information system. This auto-
mated system provides instant access to docket in-
formation and is utilized in drafting a trial calendar
and monitoring the progress of civil, juvenile, and
criminal proceedings. As in numerous other States,
the New Jersey State crime information system is
providing instantaneous access to criminal records
for state and local enforcement personnel, usually
within three to seven seconds after the inquiry. Data
from New Jersey indicate that one out of every forty
inquiries made through the system produces infor-
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mation leading to an arrest or the recovery of stolen
property. The timely acquisition of precise and ana-
lyzed data will be of continuous advantage to plan-
ners, managers and operators in every aspect of
criminal justice.

Coordination among the “sub-systems’ of criminal
justice is possible today because those su b-systems
themselves are less fragmented. Judicial reorgani-
zation and the introduction of modern management
techniques has enhanced both the efficiency and
equity of court proceedings. In Georgia, a constitu-
tional amendment was adopted authorizing court
unification; and the Administrative Office of the
Courts was established by statute. in this and many
other States, unified court systems have emerged
with an administrative, management and planning
capability. In Indiana, Utah and numerous other
States, county and district attorneys. formerly with-
out an institution for information exchange, train-
ing, technical assistance or liaison, have, with SPA
assistance, organized Statewide prosecution coor-
dination agencies, some of which have developed
into legislatively-recognized and supported opera-
tions. Through such programs, an on-going curricu-
lum of training seminars and conferences, a capa-
bility for legal research and case assistance, the
publication of legal briefs and case studies, and the
development of prospective prosecutors through
internships and work-study subsidies have all con-
stituted a boon to the prosecution function. Devel-
oping systems of equal justice, States have estab-
lished or enhanced indigent defense capabilities. In
New Jersey, for example, SPA funds have provided
the Office of the Public Defender with adeqguace staff
to reduce its case backlog. North Dakota has estab-
lished a Statewide regional public defender system.
Over 90% of the States have similarly enhanced both
their prosecution and defense capabilities.

Unification efforts have been perhaps most badly
needed in the corrections field to afford a compre-
hensive battery of rehabilitation alternatives. In Mis-
souri, the evolution and operation of a Statewide
probation and parole system is a direct outgrowth of
the SPA bloc grant program. SPA funding on a trial
basis proved the worth of satellite probation and
parole offices; and in 1973 the State legislature ap-
propriated funds to establish a network of regional
offices. The availability of probation and parole su-
pervision in every criminal circuit court has ex-
panded the sentencing alternatives for judges. In
Texas, expansion of the State’s probation capability
through SPA-funded programs has provided alter-
natives to incarceration or unsupervised release.
Before undertaking the program in 1970, only 72
counties had probation departments. Today, that
number has more than tripled; 232 counties have
such departments.

There are other significant developments in the cor-
rections field, as States and localities develop and

]

SN

introduce expanded treatment alternatives, com-
munity-based services and diver_sion from tradi-
tional institutional settings. A major program sup-
ported by the lllinois SPA has placed over.1 ,960 ex-
offenders into jobs after release from prison, and
has experienced less than a 7% failure rate—7% of
program participants being reincarcgrate_d. In Ngw
York City, the SPA has funded a residential facility
for boys, ages 16-18, who have been released from
Riker's Island. This project, operated by New York
City Independence House, has providec! compre-
hensive counseling, education, training, job plac}e-
mentand recreation services to over 200 youths with
less than a 20 percent failure rate.

As funds provided through the Safe Streets program
do constitute the only resources available to most
jurisdictions for experimentation, one should not
overlook the experimental aspect of State and local
efforts. New techniques in crime prevention and
crime specific planning have characterized SPA
programming. Efforts are undervyay t'o marshal the
citizenry to compliment the criminal justice sys_tem
in order to make the citizen more cognizant_of his or
her potential contribution to the realizat'lon of a
safer and more secure society. New planmng tegh-
niques have been developed to focus the .u_tihza’glon
of resources on crime- or offender-specific pbjec-
tives. The Minnesota Crime Watch program, imple-
mented through more than 200 local law enforce-
ment agencies, informed citizens of steps to r'educ.:e
their risk of becoming crime victims, especially in
several key criminal activities. The Quayle Survqy,
used to evaluate the program, revealed asubstaqtlal
success in increasing citizen awareness ofthecrlme
problem and of means of self protection and in
generating citizen action to undertake some of
these measures.

A crime-specific program funded by t_he California
SPA, focusing on burglaries which, in that State,
account for more than half of all major crimes com-
mitted, has witnessed a decrease of over 50% in the
burglary rate per 1,000 for the six_target areas ser-
viced by the program during its flrst four_months.
The program employs a variety of intervention tech—
nigues, including community invo!vemept, public
education, home security inspections, increased
patrol, property identification, and improved sur-
veillance and investigative techniques to reduce the
incidence of burglary and determine the most effec-
tive strategies and techniques for burglary interven-
tion.

Juvenile Justice

In addition to responsibilities under the Safe Streets
Act, States have also been charged with the imple-
mentation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. However, the Act ha§ hgd
limited programmatic impact in the States during its
first year and one half of operation.

Generally, the programmatic requirements that sta-
tus.offenders be deinstitutionalized and incarcer-
ated youthful offenders be segregated from adulit
offenders are supported in principle. However, the
timeframe in which these two objectives are to be
achieved and the absence of sufficient resources to
bting about compliance with the provisions of the
Act are posing serious problems for the States. As a
result of these questions, and due to the delays and
uncertainties experienced in the funding process,
several States have decided not to participate—or
limit their participation—in the program.

For FY 1975, nine States and one territory have
decided not to participate in the first phase of the
program: Alabama, American Samoa, Colorado, Ha-
waii, Kansas, Oklahoma, Rhode lsland, Utah, West
Virginiaand Wyoming. For FY 1876, eight Sta}tes arjd
two territories will not parficipate in the juvenile
justice program: Alabama, American Samog, Quam,
Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, West Virginia and
Wyoming.

In addition, neither Oregon nor Nevada has subrr)it—
ted juvenile justice plans for FY 1976. Nor_th Carol]na
has deferred participation until outstanding fupdlnlg
questions for FY 1977 are resolved. And Maine is
recansidering its decision to participate.

Projects and
Programs

The following sections present a reprgsentative
sampling of the many thousands of projects and
programs initiated under the Safe Streets Program.

Police

In Rhode Island, the Pawtucket Police Commgnity
Relations Project distributes educational ma}terlal to
homes, schools, and community organizations, re-
sponds to citizen complaints regar'ding neighbor or
police activities, and teaches res;den_ts about the
police role in the community. The project reported
that crime declined citywide during the first year of
operation. The Maryland SPA has providec_i funds to
expand and upgrade pre-service and in-service
training of police personnel by establishing a re-
source center which offers new curricula, tech-
niques, equipment, and testing methods. Surveys of
police departments throughout the State were con-
ducted to determine which training services were
most needed. Requests for specific training aids
number approximately 500 per month.

The South Carolina SPA is assisting qrimiqal just’ice
agencies in the implementation of affirmative action
programs through the establishment of a training
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and technical assistance unit within the State Com-
mission on Human Affairs. The unit works with 45
police departments, 46 sheriff's departments, and
nine State agencies. After conducting training
workshops, the training staff follow up their activi-
ties with technical assistance to agencies on affir-
mative action plans. The Tennessee SPA has funded
that State's Law Enforcement Training Academy to
provide training for elected sheriffs. Qver 1,500
sheriffs and deputies have participated in the pro-
gram. Arid the Arkansas Law Enforcement Training
Academy has provided training to over 5,000 offi-
cets in 184 courses. The program utilizes a mobile
classroom in order to reach officers, who, because
of the size or workload of their departments, would
otherwise be unable to take advantage of the pro-
gram.

In -Omaha, Nebraska, the quality of police service
has been improved as a result of the establishment
of an information crime analysis unit within the po-
'te department. Record-keeping has been auto-
mated, and a user survey showed 80% were ‘“'satis-
fied" with the system. In Wheat Ridge, Colorado,
police have created a special unit to help reduce
commercial and residential burglaries. They have
reduced response time to one minute, their burglary
clearance rate is up, and reported burglaries have
been reduced. And the West Fargo, North Dakota
police department has established a detective divi-
sion to improve departmental organization, man-
agement, and operations for a more efficient use of
available manpower. A'more accurate records sys-
tem has been established, providing easy access to
the number of crimes reported and arrests made,
and the public has been made aware of crime pre-
vention measures through the inspection of busi-
nesses and dissemination of information regarding
crime prevention methods.

in Hawaii, the Statewide Law Enforcement Intelii-
gence Unit maintains, criminal intelligence units in
four counties of Hawaii, with the Honolulu unit serv-
ing as coordinator. Tha unit collects, analyzes, and
disseminates vital information on organized crime
activities in the State. Hillsboro, Oregon has acted to

anticipate, recognize, appraise, and combat bur-
glary problems in the county by using two crime
prevention officers who specialize in burglary pre-
vention methods. The project clears 26% of reported
cases. And Washington saved over $17,000 in the
first year of a project identifying and eliminating
proposed equipment expenditures which were un-
necessary or excessive in the State. The project’s
equipment evaluation services are provided to user
agencies free of charge.

lowa has established a narcotics squad to detect
and investigate narcotics and drug violations occur-
ring in the Des Moines/Polk County area. More seri-
ous drug cases have been brought to trial and the
conviction rate has been increased. The Virginia
High Incidence Target (HIT) program has been im-
plemented in 11 jurisdictions throughout the State.
Clearance rates are up in all areas, and a downward
trend for target crimes (burglary or robbery) is evi-
dent in each locality. And a saturation patrol is at-
tacking crime in San Juan, Puerto Rico by deploying
specially trained officers on foot patrol and in mo-
bile units. Decreases in robbery, burgtary and auto
theft have been recorded.

Connecticut has improved the operations of five
Regional Crime Squads that investigate narcotics
trafficking through the development and implemen-
tation of uniform policies. The regional squads now
account for 85% of all drug sale arrests in Connecti-
cut, with an overall conviction rate of 90% and an
incarceration rate of 45% of those convicted. Bur-
glaries have reportedly decreased in one low-in-
come, high-crime area of Phoenix, Arizona by edu-
cating residents in home security measures and by
providing locks and other security devices to those
who cannotafford them. The Shreveport, Louisiana
Burglary Strike Force is a 24-hour operation to de-
tect and prevent burgtaries. The unit has a staff of 13
for surveillance and investigative work in five identi-
fied target areas. On-site arrests have increased,
and reported burglaries in a target area selected for
its high previous incidence have declined. A neigh-
borhood police unit in Albany, New York has re-
ported that violent and property crimes have been
reduced since project implementation. Additionally,
it is reported that a higher number of arrests have
been made for incidents reported.

A net reduction in reported burglaries has been
achieved by the Saginaw, Michigan Crime Preven-
tion Unit within a target area where 66% of the city’'s
robberies occur. The 15-person unit has received
approximately 919 hours of training in basic crime
prevention. A Vallejo, California program is suc-
cessfully diverting citizens involved in personal fam-
ily crisis from the criminat justice system to more
appropriate social agencies. Families are seeking
professional help and the number of arrests are
being reduced. To enhance the practice of forensic
science among State and local police departments,

the Massachusetts Comprehensive Criminal Inves-
tigation Program is providing training for police offi-
cers in the analysis of crime-scene evidence anq in
basic investigative techniques. Since its inception,
the project has provided an average of 80 hou_rs of
training to each of the 950 law enforcement officers
trained in crime-scene search techniques, and 40
hours each to 250 additional officers. A reduction in
residential burglaries has been reported by the EI{(»
ins Park, Pennsylvania Community Relations Unit.
The unit is responsible for 15 programs designed to
increase citizen awareness of crime prevention tac-
tics.

The quality of police services in the Virgin Islqnds
has been upgraded through basic and speoiallged
training of police personnel and by psychological
screening of all new recruits. Basic training has
been increased in duration from two weeks to 14
weeks. Public housing is being made safer for resi-
dents in Trenton, New Jersey as a result of the work
of the Public Housing Police Unit. Before the unit
went into operation, men, women and children
could not safely walk, sit or use recreation facilities.
That is no longer the case. And, the Property Crime
Reduction Program was established to reverse the
increasing property crime rate in Albuquerque, New
Mexico. Over 1,500 arrests were made and $100,000
in property recovered in 21 months.

Courts

Tennessee does not require its judges to be lawyers.
Therefore, the Judicial System Training program
has been especially important in insuring that an
adequate level of training and education is made
available to court personnel. New Hampshire estab-
lished a Governor's study committee to review
methods aimed at improving court operations. Rec-
ommendations formed by the committee were pre-
sented to the State legislature for consideration.
The Maine Law Enforcement Planning and Assis—
tance Agency recruits interns from the University qf
Maine Law School and State universities with crimi-
nal justice programs. Student interns are placeq in
jobs with courts, correctional institutions, police,
and juveniles on State and local levels.

Ogden, Utah has employed a city court coordinator
to lessen the non-judicial workload of every judge in
that city. Case backlogs have been reduced sub-
stantially. A Consumer Fraud Prosecutlon_Umt in
Vermont is drafting legislation and establishing effi-
cient means of achieving consumer redresses. Pros-
ecutions have reportedly recovered over $3§),000
per year in penalties and restitution. The efficiency
of the Newark, New Jersey Municipal Court has
been increased. Specific improvements include
the creation of a central complaint center, introduc-
tion of an automatic filing system, installation of a
microfilm library, and improvement of the sound
recording system. A pretrial release program in Del-

aware has reduced the number of persons who re-
main. in that State’s correctional center due to the
lack of bail. It is estimated that each release saves
$15 per day compared to the cost of detention.

The West Virginia Criminal Justice Legal Resource
Center offers a toll-free telephone service which
provides judges and prosecutors with unlimited ac-
cess to a legal research team. In Tallahassee, Flot-
ida, a program has provided individuals temporarily
diverted from the criminal justice system with ap-
propriate services while awaiting trial. And, a county
in Georgia is developing a monetarily nondiscrimi-
natory pretrial release system to serve indigent de-
fendants who would otherwise qualify for release on
bail.
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Alocal Indiana release on recagnizance (ROR) proj-
ect releases 90 percent of its candidates; only 2
percent fail to appear. The Polk County fowa Of-
fender Advocate project provides an efficient, cost-
effective alternative to court-appointed private
counsel for indigent defendants. Indigents served
by the program have been processed in 61 .9days as
compared with 73.6 days for court-appointed coun-
sel. The incarceration rate was also less for the
project. The average cost of a felony defen.se under
the offender advocate system has been estlmat.ed at
$127, compared with $211 under court-appomted
counsel. Nebraska is improving legal services by
supporting the activities of the county attorneys
through research assistance. The project provides a
full-time director and secretary for the county attor-
neys association to act as liaisons for the‘93 county
attorneys and their deputies. And, the Regional Pub-
lic Defender Project in Bismarck, North Dako}a pro-
vides a public defender and assistant, supervised by
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a five-member board of trustees, who give legal
representation to indigent defendants in a 10-
county region. Eligibility for services is determined
by the judge in each individual county.

Last year, the South Dakota court system was reor-
ganized, and a court personnel officer was hired.
Stronger central administration, from the Supreme
Court and a Council of Presiding Judges, has per-
mitted shifting judges and cases to match resources
to workloads, improvements in judicial training,
sentencing conferences, publication of uniform fine
and bond schedules, standardization of clerk proce-
dures, publication of local court rules, and more
efficient forms and records management. in Alaska,
the Public Defender’'s Agency is improving the qual-
ity of representation given to indigent clients. Law
student interns assist public defenders, who in turn
provide the interns with a working knowledge of the
court system through their handling of individual
cases. The ldaho court system is now unified and
integrated under the administration and supervision
of the State supreme court. Caseload reports have
been revised for district courts and instituted for the
magistrates in the district courts. A Statewide uni-
form bail bond schedule has been promulgated, as
have new rules of standards for withholding judg-
ments and guidelines for pre-sentence investiga-
tions. And the Seattle, Washington Consumer Crime
Prevention project is detecting and preventing con-
sumer crime by investigating and prosecuting indi-
vidual consumer complaints and by disseminating
information to the public. Staff efforts have focused
on such potentially fraudulent activities as door-to-
door selling, false advertising, and home repair.

Texas is working to decrease the backlog of cases in
the Court of Criminal Appeals by hiring additional
legal assistance personnel and supplementary
judges to sit as temporary commissioners. The Cali-
fornia Center for Judicial Education and Research is
providing a comprehensive program of professional
education and training for California judges by of-
fering courses at a center for continuing education.
in addition to the training, the project publishes a
monthly newslietter for all judges and has published
a benchbook manual on evidence and objections.
The Mississippi Judicial College is the State's judi-
cial education and training unit and is operated by
the University of Mississippi School of Law. The unit
is working to improve the delivery of judicial service
by upgrading the State’s court system through in-
tensive training and education of‘all court-related
nersonnel., And in Missouri, the Pre-Trial Release
Program has expanded from a single-city operation
staffed by one bond investigator to a statewide pro-
gram that provides drug and alcohol treatment as
well as bond assistance. Many more felony defen-
dants are being released before trial without in-
crease in revocation of bond or failure to appear for
trial.
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The correctional program in Marion, Polk, and Yan-
hill counties in Oregon works principally with ac-
cused misdemeanants (but has expanded its ser-
vices to accused felons). Pretrial release screening,
a major program service, is provided by five release
assistance officers. The Marion County, Indiana
Criminal -Court Pre-Recorded Videotaped Testi-
mony Model Unit project is studying the application
of pre-recorded video tapes in actual trial situations
in orderto determine the impact which their use may
have on the administration of justice in that State.
Both total trial taping and pre-recorded testimony
taping are being used in selected felony cases in
order to review the use of videotape as an official
transcript of proceedings for the purpases of appeal
and to give the judges the opportunity to evaluate
the application of such technology to the appellate
process. And Cuyahoga County, Ohio is working to
reduce docket delay and improve the process of
planning, allocating, and controlling the resources
of the judicial systems by assisting the courts in the
development of modern management techniques.
The project has developed information systems and
has completed systems studies for various divisions
within the courts. These court management systems
permit the tracking of cases and specific court-re-
lated projects.

The Washoe County, Nevada Consumer Fraud Unit
evaluates all complaints brought to its attention by
the public and initiates action in those cases where
investigation reveals a violation of existing statutes.
In an attempt to analyze the adequacy of existing
State consumer protection laws, the unit collects,
categorizes, and correlates relevant data to demon-
strate to the legislature the need fcr additional laws.
The Wisconsin Judicial Education Program pro-
vides training and educational programs for judges,
family court commissioners, registers of probate,
court reporters, and juvenile court officers. The pro-
gram conducts conferences throtighout the year at
various locations using judges, law professors, and
other experts as instructors. In addition, the pro-
gram coordinates participation of Wisconsin judges
in various national programs. Nassau County, New
York has established a diversionary program for
adjudicated young adults ranging in age from 16 to
25 who have been indicted in adult court and are
referred by the judge for rehabilitative services.
Treatment includes testing, office and home visits,
psychological counseling, and group activity. And
in Minnesota, a voluntary employment and counsel-
ing program works with defendants at the pretrial
stage of adjudication. The prosecution of individual
cases is postponed for approximately 90 days for
juveniles, 100 for misdemeanor cases, and 360 for
felony cases. During that period, ctients are offered
a range of supportive services including one-to-one
counseling, often delivered by ex-offender counsel-
ors. Sessions vary from daily to monthly based on
the individual case.

i

Corrections .

New Hampshire is working to reduce recidivism by
establishing a halfway house with treatment pro-
grams designed to enable pre-parole State prison
inmates to become self-supporting upon release.
The inmates contribute to their own support and to
their families. Because of the program’s success,
the State is establishing additional houses. Rhode
Island is extending and improving educational pro-
grams at the adult correctional institutions by pro-
viding individualized educational experiences to in-
carcerated persons, ex-offenders, and correctional
officers. The Adult Correctional Program is one of
several higher education programs offered by the
University Without Walls. Bridge, Inc. is a commu-
nity-based rehabilitation and referral project serving
parolees, probationers, and those offenders re-
ferred by the courts and police d.epartme_nts
throughout Vermont. Bridge provides mformatton
on educational and rehabilitative opportunities and
makes referrals to appropriate State and federal
agencies. The Districtof Columbia SPA hasfunded a
program to reduce recidivism and combat asocial
attitudes among institutionalized offenders by pro-
viding volunteers to assist in handling per_songl con-
cerns and responsibilities. Two hundred fifty inmate
requests are answered each month.

The Richmond, Virginia city jail operates a projectto
advance the leve! of education of inmates. The in-
structors often employ qualified inmates to assist
them in teaching basic procedures and grading pa-
pers. Mississippi has funded a program to dgvelop
an interdisciplinary undergraduate program in cor-
rections to improve the quality of corrections ser-
vices and to increase the availability of trained per-
sonnel. The South Carolina Youthful Offender Divi-
sion is assisting in the institutional assignment, pa-
role, and aftercare of young adult offenders by
offering a support system which includes a network
of lay volunteers. Many services are being provided
to young adult felons.

To improve communication between staff and in-
mates and insure due process, Minnesota has es-
tablished an ombudsman for the State Department
of Corrections with authority 1o investiggte com-
plaints and propose solutions to correctional au-
thorities. A Wisconsin pilot project has been found
feasible in helping to decrease the average length qf
stay in correctional institutions and rgduce recidi-
vism by negotiating a parole date with inmates con-
tingent on their satisfactory performance:Arigansas
has employed a systems analyst to maintain and
expand the existing computer information system,
within the Department of Corrections. One result
has been the improved efficiency of the parole re-
view board. And the Defender Intern program in
Montana is providing additonal legal serviAces.to in-
mates and indigent defendants by the utilization of

second-year law students in public defender offices
and the Montana Prison,

Utah has established a computerized information
system to upgrade Utah's prison operations. A com-
prehensive data base on inmate characteristics and
demography has been developed and disseminated
throughout the State correctional system, anq has
been used for several correctional reform projects.
Michigan has upgraded that State's correctional
personnel to higher levels of effectiveness .th‘rough a
comprehensive centralized in-service training and
staff development program. And in New Yprk, the
Minority Group Manpower Program is actively re-
cruiting minority individuals for departmgnt of cor-
rections security and professional positions. Rfa-
cruitment is conducted in minority communities in
cooperation with community agencies, local grass-
roots organizations, neighborhood manpower cen-
ters, and housing authority projects. The percent-
age of minority employees in the State's correc-
tional work force has significantly increased.

Louisiana is working to reduce crime and recidivism
rates by providing community-based rehabilitative
services for ex-offenders, #nd by creating an aware-
ness within the community of the special problems
faced by ex-offenders in their attempts to reenter
society. The Community Service Center' provides
nlients with such services as job orientation, voca-
tional guidance and counseling, job placement, ?nd
follow-up through group and individual counsellqg.
The Center also works with carrectional agencies
and prison rehabilitation programs in an effort to
coordinate activities, Geotrgia offers a work-.relea.se
program to help provide job stability for prison in-
mates reentering the work force. The program pro-
vides employment and vocational training opportu-
nities for preparole inmates. In addition to directly
assisting the inmates, the program has also‘sa\{ed
the State a substantial amount in institutionalization
costs. Puerto Rico is increasing the availability of
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counsel for adult indigent defendants and inmates
by expanding Legal Aid Society services. The Soci-
ety’s appeals division handles cases at the supreme
court, juvenile court, and parole board levels, and
provides counseling and orientation to inmates. Re-
ferrals come from the gourts and the defendants
themselves, for whom poverty is the only eligibility
criterion. Ohio is reducing the rate of reincarcera-
tion of technical parole and probation violators by
establishing community-based reintegration cen-
ters which provide comprehensive rehabilitation
services. The project operates three community-
based treatment and rehabilitation centers for tech-
nical parole violators, heavily-dependent residents
of halfway houses, and selected probation violators.
Each center offers alcohol treatment, family and
employment counseling, and an array of community
services designed to alleviate the clients’ reintegra-
tion difficulties.

Seven residential and nonresidential community
service centers have been established in Pennsylva-
nia to serve as halfway houses for men and women
who have had prolonged incarcerations and are
becoming eligible for parole. The centers use out-
side community agencies for such services as voca-
tional training and drug and alcohol programs. An
inmate's termination from a center is concurrent
with issuance of parole and must be approved by the
parole board. Oklahoma has established six halfway
houses in the State, staffed by specially trained per-
sonnel. Programs are designed to assist nonviolent
felons classified as minimum-security risks within
90 days of release. The programs include work-
study release, individual and group counseling,
family counseling, drug therapy, referrals to com-
munity services, recreation, and supervised interac-
tion with the community. Texas is working to reduce
the likelihood of subsequent criminal activity
among clients released to halfway houses by provid-
ing a wide range of in-house and contracted ser-
vices. The program draws on the services offered by
existing agencies in the community, inciuding Alco-
holics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous, Texas
Rehabilitation Commission, and local colleges and
universities which provide educational training and
development. Each of the nine houses is staffed by a
mixture of ex-convicts and professional counseling
staff. Supervision and peer group counseling are
provided within the facility by program staff. In Cali-
fornia, the Sacramento Valley Community Correc-
tional Center assists parolees on work furloughs.
The community-based halfway house provides them
an opportunity to earn release monies and receive
specialized counseling during the pre-parole stage.
The program also provides 24-hour assistance to
parolees who evidenced need for supervision. And
Delaware has established a work and education re-
lease program in order to develop marketable skills
and provide support services for offenders. The
project provides three types of work-education re-
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lease programs which enable eligible inmates to
hold full-time jobs in the community. Work-educa-
tion participants attend Alcoholics Anonymous,
drug clinics, mental hygiene clinics, and educa-
tional programs as needed.

Juvenile Justice

in Albuquerque, New Mexico, a program to alleviate
juveniledelinquency by providing public and private
agencies with a centralized organization that coor-
dinates programs, services, funding, and account-
ability, has been funded. As a result, legislation on
juveniles has been adopted, youth services systems
have been set up, and an information center has
been established. Lakewood, Colorado is diverting
juvenile delinquents and status offenders from the
juvenile justice system and traditional institutional
facilities by using community social service agen-
cies and resources. Court petitions, truancy, youth
commitments, and police time have been reduced.
In Connecticut, the Central Group Home Coordinat-
ing Unit of the Department of Children and Youth
Services coordinates a comprehensive rehabilita-
tion program for juveniles, aged 11 to 18, who are
either adjudicated delinquents or identified as ne-
glected and homeless. More adjudicated youths are
being served at 40% of cost of atraining school. And
Maryland is providing rapid and effective defense
counsel for all indigent juvenile offenders. The
backlog of juvenile court cases has been reduced
and defense services have been increased.

Mississippi has funded a program to provide an
alternative to incarceration and reduce recidivism of
juveniles by establishing comprehensive evaluation
and counseling programs. Massachusetts has re-
duced the institutionalization of female adolescents
and has provided constructive placement experi-
ence to adolescent female offenders th rough foster
homes, and has minimized the probability of future
courtappearances. To help reduce deviant behavior
of students, and to prevent juvenile court referrals,
Indianapolis, Indiana has estabiished an alternative
school rehabilitation and treatment program. Par-
ents and students alike give the alternative school
high marks. Youth have been diverted from the
juvenile justice system in lllinois as a result of the
Omni House Youth Bureau. Volunteers from the
community aid the counselors and psychologists by
providing them with the resources for hotline, peer
counseling, and tutoring projects.

In Missouri, the Providence Educational Center isa
nonresidential center sponsored by the Providence
Inn-City Corporation. An evaluation reported me-
dian gains in students’ reading achievement of ;10
years per month, and median gains in math of .20
years per month. California has reduced the number
of youths involved in the criminal justice system
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through a probation diversion program. The project
operatesfrom 7 a.m. to midnight, seven days a wegk,
for crisis counseling. And Nevada is offering delin-
qguent youth the alternative of a survival program to
help them develop self reliance and a sense of re-
sponsibility.

In North Carolina, juvenile care services have been

extended to those court districts not already served

through aone-to-one volunteer programto meetthe

needs of juveniles before, during, and after court
involvement. The project uses 100 community vol-

unteers who serve as counselor/friends to help trou-
bled youth overcome basic personality and environ-
ment problems. New Mexico is providing a commu-
nity-based sentencing alternative to t.he juvenile
probation office which serves as an adjunct to the
present services provided in the criminal justice sys-
tem. The program is a cooperative effort of 'the De-
partment of Hospitals and Institutions and eighteen
local communities. The program has been estab-
lished in nine judicial districts. In Wyoming, the
Cheyenne Volunteer Juvenile Probation prOJec? is
designed to utilize volunteers to supplement exist-
ing staff in providing services to pre- and post-adju-
dicated youth. Volunteers receive accredited train-
ing from a local community college, and are se-
fected on the basis of counseling experience, per-
sonal recommendations, and personality traits.
Volunteers are officially sworn in by the court. and
are considered of equal status as probation officers
whom they assist in providing one-to-one c_ounsel—
ing for juvenile probationers. And to hel'p.lmprove
services for resident youths and their families, Mon-
tana is coordinating the training of all personnel,
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including aftercare workers, at three youth correc-
tions institutions. Courses are given in such-areas as
basic interviewing skills, psychological testing, rec-
reational photography, social work practice in spe-
cial settings, behaviora! problems of adolescent
girls, intensive treatment programs and ethnic stud-
ies.

In Grady County, Oklahoma, the youth service bu-
reau is being expanded to serve as an altemative. to
processing juveniles through the juvenile justu_qe
system, and as a means of coordinating the rehabili-
tative and treatment services available to troubled
youth. In cases where a criminal offense is involved,
the project is responsible for providing the court
with predispositional hearing reports and -recom-
mendations and with postadjudicatory status re-
ports. The project provides individual and f_amﬂy
counseling, and a clinical psychologist is available
for consultation and testing. The “Youth Enabling
Program” in Charleston, West Virginia provides an
alternative to detention by offering counseling, tem-
porary shelter, and employment assistance to pre-
delinqguent and adjudicated youth. Youth are placed
in part- or full-time work, and counselors carry out
three-, six-, and nine-month follow-ups of these
youths. There is alsoa special counseling program
for runaway youth. A halfway house has been estab-
lished on the Island of St. Johns, Virgin Islands: The
resident youths participate in a family-style llvmg
situation, attend school, and take partin community
activities. Tutoring services are provided at the
home, and the staff works closely with school per-
sonnel. The Rhode Island Family Center offers
counseling services to youths referred by.the Rhode
Island Family Court. The juvenile division of the
family court screens juveniles and refers only those
who are first-time : fenders, and whose offense
does not involve a serious felony, is not drug-re-
fated, did not result in personal injury, nor myolve a
large sum of money. A total of more than 17 different
community agencies have been called upon by the
program to assist in providing needed services. And
in Alabama, the Juvenile Rehabilitation Erogram
provides a community-based, non-regidentlal inter-
vention program for adjudicated delinquent youth
in Tuscaloosa. The program gives the youth a disci-
plined, non-hostile environment in wh.ich tp func-
tion. The project has reported academic gains and
low recidivism for the participating youths, as well
as lower costs than State training schoois.

Florida has implemernied a program to rec{qqe the
number of juveniles in secure detention fagnhhes b_y
implementing a statewide minimum security deten-
tion and counseling program for youth. The pro-
gram is staffed by community people from va'rled
occupational backgrounds who are not strictly
professional counselors or social workers. Some of
the volunteers in the program are ex-offenders who
see the necessity of alternative juvenile care. The
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child in either program is placed for no longer than
30days, is advised where he is going, and asked if he
wants to be placed there. After he is taken back to
the court, the program no longer has any contact
with the child.

in Lewiston, Maine, the “Paradise Lost” program is
a highly structured treatment program offering edu-
cational and vocational curricula to juveniles (aged
14-17). The boys and girls are referred to the pro-
gram by the school systems, the Division of Voca-
tional Rehabilitation, and the court as an aiternative
to incarceration. Youths assigned to Paradise Lost
are given a four-week probationary period during
which their interest and motivation are evaluated by
two teachers and a social worker. And, the Juvenile
Service Training Council in Lansing, Michigan is
working to upgrade the training of juvenile service
workers by identifying training gaps, eliminating du-
plication of training, coordinating training efforts,
and supporting training projects technically and fi-
nancially. The council acts as a central clearing-
house, providing a communications link and coor-
dinating and directing the efforts of youth service
organizations throughout the State.

Community Service
and System-Wide Activities

Pennsylvania is working to increase the quantity
and improve the quality of law-related education in
the elementary and secondary schools of the Com-
monwealth. The positive feedback from school and
criminal justice personnel is very encouraging. Edu-
cation in law enforcement and criminal justice is
made available to the citizens of lllinois, The pro-
gram is administered by. the lllinois' League of
Women Voters and is designed to improve citizen
understanding of the criminal system. North Dakoia
has funded a project to reduce the incidence of
repeated alcohol-related offenses by providing the
courts an education ‘and treatment resource for
dealing with individuals convicted while intoxi-
cated. And Maine funded a stop-action, hour-long
television program on the sentencing process, one
of several programs prepared for Law Awareness
Week.

A Florida Victim Advocate Project assists crime vic-
tims and helps reduce further victimization by pro-
viding advocates who counsel and refer victims to
appropriate community resources. The project has
received broad community support. In Connecticut,
the Institute of Criminal and Social Justice repre-
sents a continuing effort to implement in Hartford
the 1967 Katzenbach Commission recommendation
to establish in every city an agency with the goal "of
planning and encouraging improvement in criminal
justice” through a “coordinated” approacn to
change. And Massachusetts provides a treatment
alternative for public drunkenness offenders by uti-
lizing a mobile rescue team to transport inebriates
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to a detoxification center. The result has been a
decrease in the number of referrals to court for
those being found drunk in public view.

The District of Columbia SPA funded a project to
recommend appropriate revisions in the existing
procedures and law of the District of Columbia by
comparing them with each of the 18 volumes of the
American Bar Association Standaras. The commit-
tee findings on ABA Standards and D.C. Procedures
has been published and disseminated. In Socuth Da-
kota, the Victim Assistance Program is designed to
provide assistance to the victims of juvenile crimes.
Restitution is made to victims of juvenile-offender
crimes. The Hilo, Hawaii Multi-Purpose Community
Center coordinates efforts of all agencies providing
rehabilitative treatment for both juvenile and adult
offenders as an alternative to incarceration. The 21
criminal justice agencies on the Island have a firm
agreement with the center to work together in the
development and implementation of treatment pro-
grams. And in ldaho, the CARES project is a central
evaluation, referral, and treatment source for alco-
holics referred from the criminal justice system. Ser-
vices include: AA referral, detoxification and hospi-
talization, therapy, halfway house referral, psycho-
logical testing, and mental health, vocational, and
financial counseling.

The Santa Clara County, California Detoxification
and Rehabilitation Planning Center works with pub-
lic inebriates picked up by police in the Model City
and surrounding areas. Seven full-time and ten part-
time public and mental health personnel staff the
project’s 50-bed, hospital-based detoxification unit
and work to coordinate the community alcohol ser-
vices delivery system to provide comprehensive
care for alcoholics. Wichita State University in Kan-
sas is receiving funds to upgrade the educational
background of criminal justice personnel presently
in the system and those persons interested in crimi-
nal justice careers. Both pre-service and in-service
training is provided by the University’s Administra-
tion of Justice Department. Currently, about 50% of
the enroliment is pre-service and 50% of the enroll-
ment is voluntary in-service. The Hennepin County
Minnesota Sexual Assault Services program is a
unique project in which police, doctors and legal
authorities work together to aid victims of rape. The
program is designed so it can be directed by a part-
time prosecutor in-a small community or a team of
attorneys in a large jurisdiction. The project has
been expanded to include not only rape cases, but
also the so-called *'closet” crimes such as incest,
and child-and wife battering. The county project is
part of a statewide rape treatment program. The
Maricopa County Alcohol Reception Center in
Arizona was developed to redirect the life styles
ofindividuals with heavy drinking problems, particu-
larly those livingin Phoenix's “'skid row.” The project
depends to a great extent on the cooperation of the
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Phoenix police, who may nowexercise the option,
under a new Arizona law which abolishes the crime
of public drunkenness, of bringing public inebruate_s
to the center. Additional centers will offer local resi-
dents detoxification, diagnosis, evaluation, short-
term rehabilitation, referrals, and follow-up ser-
vices. And in North Carolina, the Criminal JUST‘ICG
Education and Training System is working to im-
prove the State criminal justice system by educating
and training criminal justice officers through

courses, seminars, and innovative training designs.
The program has developed curricula.fora variety of
technical and management topics in all compo-
nents of the criminal justice system.

FOOTNOTES

1. Unless otherwise noted, appropriations statistics will refer
only to those funds available directly undef the Safe Streets
Act. Although juvenile justice funds are administered by LEAA
and the SPAs, they are appropriated under a geparate author-
ity (Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974).
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of State Criminal Justice

Planning

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators is an affiliation of State
governmental officials who are the directors of State
criminal justice planning agencies (SPAs). Collec-
tively representing SPA directors across the country
is not a simple task. The diversity among the States
in terms of population, geography, and relative sta-
tus of criminal justice system problems and priori-
ties, must be carefully weighed when the Confer-
ence convenes.

Only those issues and concerns which can be ad-
dressed to the satisfaction of the majority of the 55
States and territories represented are supported by
the Conference. While the Conference bylaws en-
sure that . .. "“'no action of a committee or the Con-
ference as a whole prohibits individual administra-
tors from taking a stand at variance therewith ... ..,”
the consensus viewpoint and joint actions of these
key criminal justice system executives must be
given prominent consideration when local, State
and federal criminal justice system policies are
made.

Specifically in the past, the Conference has focused
its attention on improving the administrative ma-
chinery of the LEAA program which each SPA ad-
ministers. Minimum standards have been set for
improving management operations at the State
level, training for SPA staff has been provided, and a
means has been established for providing formally
structured input to LEAA concerning SPA financial
reporting and related federal requirements. The lat-
ter activity, which has been conducted primarily
through joint efforts between SPA representatives
and LEAA, has played an especially importantrolein
channeling concerns of the States to LEAA.

But while this framework of Conference objectives
served a viable purpose in establishing the ground
rules for this unique partnership of governments,
the SPA directors, in July 1975, determined that the
Conference must exert more encompassing leader-
ship in identifying and resolving substantive crime
and criminal justice system issues.

The direction now set for the Conference continues
to recognize the importance of dealing with admin-

Administrators

istrative matters related to the Safe Streets Act, but
the Conference has determined that its primary con-
cern must be a greatly increased emphasis on the
institutionalization of the planning techniques and
coordination of State and local criminal justice ser-
vices which have been developed during the last
several years under the leadership of the SPAs. With
this changed emphasis, the Conference is address-
ing a broader range of legislative matters; is broad-
ening its external associations with federal agencies
and professional and public interest groups in the
law enforcement and criminal justice sector; and is
strengthening existing relationships, such as those
with the National Governors' Conference, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures, the Na-
tional League of Cities, the U.S. Conference of May-
ors, and the National Association of Counties.

Organization

Conference activities are directed by a 13-member
Executive Committee composed of the Chairman,
Vice Chairman, Immediate Past Chairman and 10
Regional Chairmen representing States within the
federal regions across the country. The Executive
Committee is charged with the management of the
Conference and the direction of the organization’s
policies and affairs between semi-annual meetings
of the general membership.

Work programs of the Conference are conducted
through a standing and an ad hoc committee struc-
ture ‘which serves in an advisory cdpacity to the
Executive Committee. Advisory group members are
appointed by the Conference Chairman; in addition
to SPA directors, SPA staff specialists serve on
these committees.

Prior to December 1973, Conference activities were
conducted without fulltime staff services. Staff sup-
port for the Conference is now provided through an
Executive Secretariat which is funded by two tech-
nical assistance grants from LEAA.

The Conference is engaged in a number of activities
on behalf of the SPAs. Some of these SPA services
and ongoing efforts include:
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Legislation

Specific recommendations for the reauthorization
of the Safe Streets Act have been a key concern. In
addition, attention has been directed to the enact-
ment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974, security and privacy legislation
in 1974 and 1975, and LEAA appropriations for all
fiscal years since 1972. Testimony in these areas has
been provided to Congress upon request.

Studies of other significant legislative proposals
have been conducted on a regular basis, with spe-
cial attention to legislation affecting security and
privacy and juvenile justice. Legislative highlights,
updates and analyses are distributed to the Confer-
ence membership on a regular basis.

Public Information

The Conference has published two major reports
(1973 and 1974) on the progress and activities of the
SPAs. This is the third such report to be published
which examines SPA operations and weighs the
success of the Nation’s criminal justice program.

A Bulletin newsletter is also published to keep SPA
directors abreast of Conference activities and other
issues of mutual concern.

Management Information System Project

fn 1974, the Conference embarked on a major tech-
nical assistance effort aimed at improving SPA man-
agement operations. Previously, a prototype Man-
agement Information System (MIS)—previously re-
ferred to as the Grants Management Information
System, or GMIS—was conceived and developed
with the characteristics of transferability from State
to State. Now, well into its implementation phase,
the project promises’ increased capability for im-
proved SPA performance in the areas of financial
management, planning, application tracking, moni-
toring, auditing and evaluation.

Additionally, system implementation within each
SPA will ensure speedy and efficient access to data
regarding grant awards, expenditures and program
implementation status, and will facilitate—for the
first time—an exchange of uniform program infor-
mation on a nationwide basis. Currently, over a
dozen States are in various stages of implementa-
tion ranging from work plan development to a
“check-out” phase preparing to drop their former
systems and begin exclusive utilization of the Con-
ference's automated MIS. Manual management in-
formation systems are now operational in eight
SPAs.

SPA Development and Mutual Assistance

Minimum standards for SPA operations were estab-
lished in 1972 covering the twelve areas of: plan-

60

ning, auditing, monitoring, evaluation, grants man-
agement information systems, grant administration,
fund flow, organizational structure, training and
staff development, public information, affirmative
action, and technical assistance. Specific leveis of
performance are promoted in each of these areas as
an impetus forimprovement.

A mutual assistance program also has been estab-
lished under which an SPA may seek on-site assis-
tance from SPA staff specialists in other States.
Costs of this “staff lending” program are reim-
bursed by the Conference: A “Catalog of Mutual
Assistance Capabilities,” listing SPA staff special-
ists in over 50 areas of SPA concern, has been com-
piled and is updated annually.

Finally, an assessment program has been developed
for the voluntary evaluation of SPA operations by a
Conference-assembled team. of knowledgeable
staff specialists. The end product of such assess-
ments, which to date have been conducted in three
States, is a set of recommendations relating to tech-
nical assistance needs and improvements in SPA
operations. Each assessment is conducted accord-
ing to a definitive procedures manual developed by
the Conference which covers a checklist of all areas
of SPA operation.

Federal Liaison

A significant Conierance activity is contributing to
the development of administrative regulations ema-
nating from the Federal Government pursuant to
provisions of the Safe Streets Act. Over the years,
the role of the Conference has shifted from one of
reacting to draft guidelines, to one of active involve-
ment in and influence during the developmental
stages of potential guidelines. The Conference now
has early and meaningful input on such policy sub-
jects as: development of planning grant and com-
prehensive plan guidelines; integration of program
activities under the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
guency Prevention Act with those of the Safe Streets
Act; use of discretionary grant funds; criminal jus-
tice standards and goals implementation policies;
reverted fund utilization policies; direction of ths
national Law Enforcement Education Program; and
appropriate roles. and relationships between the
SPAs and federal regional offices.

Inroads also have been made to eliminate problems
associated with program formulation and grants to
Indian tribes in States with substantial indian popu-
lations. In addition, an active role is taken in defining
SPA responsibilities with respect to civil rights. comi-
pliance and equal employment opportunity enforce-
ment.

Research and Evaluation

A mechanism has been established to provide for
SPA input to the National Institute of Law Enforce-

ment and Criminal Justice regarding research direc-
tion and dissemination of information. Conference
representatives also participated as members of an
LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force. The Conference
continues to work closely with LEAA in the further
development and implementation of report recom-
mendations. The Conference cooperated in the
conduct of a special study of federal assistance for
State court systems; recommendations were sub;e-
guently formulated for the improvement of planmng
by State court systems. And finally, a special study
was conducted in 12 selected States to analyze the
timeliness of the flow of funds from SPAs to their
project grantees on the State and local level. As a
result, the Conference developed a number of rec-
ommendations aimed at shortening fund flow time

periods.

Training

All SPAs have been surveyed to identify technical
assistance needs and priorities of SPA staffs an_d
their criminal justice clientele. The Confer_ence is
exploring the development of a comprehensive plan
for the allocation of technical assistance resources
available to these groups, as well as a co_mperjdl'um
of training programs available to the entire criminal
justice community.

Briefing sessions are held semi-annually for new
SPA directors and deputy directors. These sessions
provide an orientation to the history and current
implementation of the Safe Streets Act program,
and introduce new SPA directors to the functions of

and services provided by the National SPA Confer-
ence. Workshops also have been helcj to upgrade
SPA public information capabilities, w!th particular
emphasis on such areas as understgndmg and com-
plying with Freedom of Information Act require-
ments. And to date, the Conference has oonductgd
two evaluation management workshops—one In
November of 1974 for SPA directors and chief evalu-
ation specialists, and asecond session in November
of 1975 concentrating on methodology for SPA eval-
uation staff members.

Since 1969, the ability of LEAA to administer the
Safe Streets Act program has increased cqnsnder—
ably, as has the States’ ability to plan effc—;cftwely for
the utilization of program funds. A recognition of the
increasing ability of the States has been an impor-
tant factor in bringing about the current relation-
ships between LEAA and the States.

LEAA's commitment to involve States in policy deci-
sions at the federal level is largely based on the
known competence and essential perspective of the
SPAs. The work of the National SPA Conference has
encouraged LEAA to make that commitment and

helped make it a reality.

Since July 1975, in exerting its new leade_rshi.p role
the Conference has focused on substantive issues
in such areas as handgun control, minority _recrmt-
ment, women offenders in the criminal justice sys-
tem. the role of the judiciary. and the institutionali-
zation of criminal justice planning at the State level.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.

Legal Authority for
State Planning Agencies

State Statute (20)

Alaska Montana
California Nebraska
Colorado Nevada
fIdaho New York
Indiana North Carolina
lowa Oregon
Kansas Virginia
Kentucky Wyoming
Maine Puerto Rico
Massachusetts Virgin Islands
Governor’'s Executive Order (35)
Alabama New Jersey
Arizona New Mexico
Arkansas North Dakota
Connecticut Ohio
Delaware Oklahoma
Dist. of Columbia Pennsylvania
Florida Rhode Island
Georgia South Carolina
Hawaii , South Dakota
flfinois Tennessee
Louisiana Texas
Maryland Utah
Michigan Vermont
Minnesota Washington
Mississippi West Virginia
Missouri Wisconsin
New. Hampshire American Samoa
Guam

SOURCE: FY 1976 State Planning Grants

NOTE: Those SPAs which operate under a statule as well as an executive order are
listed only under “State Statute,”
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1
‘, APPENDIX TABLE 2. APPENDIX TABLE 3. . .

Composition of State Supervisory Boards by Governmental Level and Sector ;r Composition of Stafe Supervisory Boards by Primary Functional Interest*
State Local : Juvenile
Total Government? Government Public | Total Courts’ Police? Corrections3 Justice? Others
States No. % No. % No. % No. % 5 No. % No. % No. Yo No. % No. % No. %
United States, Total 1,439 (100.0} 531 (36.90) 573 (89.82) 335 (23.28) United States, Total 825 - (57.33) 303 (21.06) 291 (20.22) 117 (8.13) 1C3 (7.18) 11 (0.76)

H
i Alabama 50 9 18.00 27 54.00 14 28.00 : Alabama 25  50.00 g 18.00 9 18.00 2 400 5 10.00 —

; Alaska? 11 7 63.63 1 9.10 3 27.27 : Alaska 8 7273 5 .45.46 2 1818 1 9.09 0 — —

! American Samoa 15 8 53.33 3 20.00 4 26.67 : American Samoa 3 20.00 2 13.33 1 6.67 0 — 0 — —_—

! Arizona 20 - 6 30.00 12 60.00 2 10.00 ,: Arizona 10 50.00 6 30.00 3 15.00 1 5.00 0 — —

Arkansas 17 7 41.18 8 47.06 2 11.76 : Arkansas 15 88.24 4 2353 5  29.41 3 17.65 3 17.65 —

! California® 26 8 30.77 16 61.54 2 7.69 ' California 17 65.38 7 26.92 7 26.92 2 7.69 1 3.85 —

| Colorado 22 9 40.91 10 45.45 3 13.64 Colorado 14 63.63 5 2273 7 3182 1 4,54 1 4.54 —
Connecticut 22 11 50.00 5 22.73 6 27.27 ; Connecticut 12 54.54 4 © 18.18 4 18.18 2 9.09 2 9.09 —
Delaware 45 19 42.22 14 31.11 12 26.67 , Delaware 200 44.45 7 1556 7 1556 2 4.44 3 6.66 1 2.22

! Dist. of Columbia® 29 18 62.07 0 — 11 37.93 : Dist. of Columbia 10 34.48 6 20.69 1 3.45 2 6.89 1 3.45 —
Florida 35 20 57.14 12 34.29 3 8.57 g Florida 20 57.14 7 . 20.00 7  20.00 4 11.43 2 571 - —

' Georgia 37 15 40.54 12 32.43 10 27.03 Georgia 27 72.97 8 2162 8 21.62 3 8.11 6 - 16.22 2 5.40
Guam§ 8 6 75.00 0 — 2 25.00 _ Guam 4  50.00 1 12.50 1 12.50 1 12.50 1 12.50 —

: Hawaii 15 3 20.00 10 66.67 2 13.33 ; Hawaii 8  53.34 4  26.67 3  20.00 1 6.67 0 - —
“ Idaho? 23 11 47.83 8 34.78 4 17.39 ' ldaho 13 56.52 6 26.09 4 17.39 1 4.35 2 8.69 —
"o Itlinois 26 6 23.08 10 38.46 10 38.46 ; flinois 18 69.23 4. 1538 9 3462 3 11.54 0 — 2 769

- Indiana 13 4 30.77 8 61.54 1 7.69 g Indiana 8 61.53 4 3077 2 1538 2 1538 0 — —

lowa® 27 10 37.04 8 29.63 9 33.33 : lowa ’ 13- .48.14 6 2222 5 18,52 1 3.70 1 3.70 -

1 Kansas 29 13 44.83 11 37.93 5 17.24 Kansas 13 44.83 6 20.69 4 13.79 3 1035 . 0 - —
! Kentucky® 60 21 35.00 20 33.33 19 31.67 : Kentucky 38 63.33 15 25.00 12 20.00 5 8.33 6 10.00 —
Louisiana 59 16 27.12 37 62.71 6 10.17 ) Louisiana 48 81.35 15 2542 24 40.68 3 5.08 6 1017 —

Maine 27 10 37.04 17 62.96 0 - ‘ Maine 15  55.55 3 111 8 29.63 1 3.70 3 1111 —

Ik Maryland 30 13 43.33 12 40.00 5 16.67 Maryland 19  63.33 9 30.00 4 1333 2 6.67 4 13.33 —
: Massachusetts 41 11 26.83 20 48.78 10 24.39 Massachusetts 28  68.29 16 39.02 8 19.51 3 7.32 1 2.44 —_

? Michigan 75 22 29.33 29 38.67 24 32.00 v Michigan 26 34.67 9 12.00 1 14.67 3 4.00 3 4.00 —

Minnesota 26 5 19.23 13 50.00 8 30.77 ' Minnesota 17 - 65.38 7 2692 5. 19.28 5 19.23 0 — —

Mississippi 18 9 50.00 5 27.78 4 22,22 Mississippi 10  55.56 3 1667 4 2222 2 1M 1 5.56 —

[ Missouri 20 8 40.00 5 25.00 7 35.00 . Missouri 12~ 60.00 4 20.00 3 15.00 & - 15.00 2 10.00 —
' Montana 16 8 50.00 6 37.50 2 .12.50 , Montana 10 -~ 62.50 4  25.00 3 1875 2 . 12.50 1 6.25 —

! Nebraska 22 6 27.27 9 40.91 7 31.82 g Nebraska 12 54.55 5 2273 3 1364 2 9.09 2 9.09 —
Nevada 17 6 35.29 11 64.71 0 — g Nevada 14 = 82.35 5 29.41 6 3529 2 1177 1 5.88 —
By New Hampshire 32 5 15.62 12 37.50 15 46.88 ! New Hampshire 19 - 59.38 4 1250 9 2813 4 1250 2 6.25 —
' New Jersey 17 9 52,94 6 35.29 2 11.77 : New Jersey 8 47.06 3 17.65 4 2353 1 5.88 0 — -

’J New Mexico 17 7 41.18 9 52.94 1 5.88 - New Mexico 12 70.58 4  23.53 2 1176 2 11.76 4 2353 —
New York?® 26 7 26.92 12 46.16 7 26.92 i New York 15 57.69 5 16.28 4 15.38 3  11.54 1 3.85 2 7.9
W North Carolina? 26 12 46.16 12 46.16 2 7.68 i North Carolina 15 57.69 5 19.23 5 19.28 5. 19.23 0 — -
JH North Dakota 31 13 41.94 18 58.06 0 — : North Dakota 19, 61.29 4 1290 7 2259 4 1290 4 12.90 —
- Ohio!? 35 13 37.14 14 40.00 8 22.86 : Ohio 13 37.15 4 1143 7  20.00 1 2.86 1 2.86 —
3 Oklahoma 39 6 15.38 14 35.90 19 48.72 i Oklahoma 21 53.84 6 . 1538 8  20.51 2 5.13 5 12.82 —

, Oregon 18 1 5,56 9 50.00 8 44.44 , Oregon 8 4444 3 16.67 4 2222 0 — 1 5.55 -
Pennsylvania 12 5 41.67 5 41.67 2 16.66 : Pennsylvania 6 50.00 3 25.00 2  16.687 1 8.33 0 — —

" Puerto Rico?? 10 7 70.00 0 — 3 30.00 3 Puerto Rico 5 50.00 2 - 20.00 1 10.00 0 — 1 10.00 1 10.00
H; Rhode Island 21 12 57.14 3 14.29 6 28.57 Rhode Istand 11 52.38 7 3333 3 1428 1 4.76 0 — —
South Carolina 24 9 37.50 9 37.50 6 25.00 : South Carolina 18  75.00 3 12,50 6  25.00 2 8.33 7 2817 -
" South Dakota 18 9 50.00 9 50.00 0 — : South Dakota 11 6111 4 2222 3 18.67 2 111 2 11 —
~ Tennessee 21 8 38.10 10 47.62 3 14.28 Tennessee 13 - 61.90 6. 28.57 5 23.81 1 4.76 1 4.76 —
4 Texas 20 5 25.00 11 55.00 4 20.00 5 Texas 12 60.00 6  30.00 5 25.00 1 5.00 0 — -

5 Utah 20 7 35.00 9 45.00 4 20.00 - Utah 9 . 45.00 3 15.00 4 - 20.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 —

'f Vermont 20 8 40.00 4 20.00 8 40.00 H Vermont 10 50.00 4 20.00 3 15.00 1 5.00 2. 10.00 —

H Virginia 18 12 66.67 4 22.22 2 11.11 ' Virginia 12 66.67 7. 38.89 3 16.67 2 111 0 — —
4 Virgin lslands' 16 12 75.00 0 — 4 25.00 ‘ Virgin islands 8 50.00 2 1250 2 1250 2 12,50 2 12.50 —
4 Washington 29 7 24.14 13 44.83 9 31.03 g Washington 12 41.38 4 1379 5 17.24 2 6.90 1 3.45 s
r‘i West Virginia 32 16 50.00 8 25.00 8 25.00 ‘ West Virginia 29  90.63 5 15.62 7 21.88 7 21.88 7 .21.88 3 9.37
i Wisconsin 30 8 26.66 " 36.67 1 36.67 ; Wisconsin 19 ~ 63.34 8 26.67 6 2000 2 6.67 3 10.00 —

j Wyoming 26 8 30.77 12 46.15 6 23.08 Wyoming 13 50.00 5  19.23 6 2308 2 7.69 0 — —

- &

i ;

’E‘ FOOTNOTES . . "Percentages are based on total membership of Supervisory Boards.
¥ 1. Totals do not include vacancies, observers or non-voting members. 8. Four vacancies. .

3‘ 2. State legisiators included under "State™ category. 9. One non-voting federal representative also'a member. d FOOTNOTES

N 3. Two vacancies. 10. Three vacancies and one non-voting member. L o ) . v L
o 4. Data submitted August 20, 1975. 11. Three non-voting members. 5 1. "Courts™ includes judges (except juvenile court judges), court administrators, 3. “"Corrections” includes probation and parole.

{ 5. One federal judge and one lederal attorney included in “State’ total. 12. Five vacancies. { attorneys general, publ!c defenders, prosecutors and private attorneys when noted 4, “Juvenﬂg Justice” includes juverule court judges and offiqers.
Y 6. One vacancy. 13, One vacancy and onhe observer. ‘t‘Jy 8.3(?‘19 as representing the courts sector. 5. "Othet" includes representatives of drug prevention agencies, community relations
VL 7. Two ox officio Tedera! representatives aiso members. 14." Four vacangies. 2. "Police” includes tocal sheriffs. programs, etc.

¢ SOURCE: FY 1975 Stala Planning Granis, submitted May, 1975. i SOURCE: FY 1978 State Planning Grants, submitted May, 1975.
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1] APPENDIX TABLE 4, APPENDIX TABLE 5.
I Local Officials on State Supervisory Boards 3 FY 1976 Part B Allocations
! Criminal
Total Executive Administrative? Legislative Other2 Justice :
No. No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % T "
B 2 ransiion
| United States, Total 573 69  (12.04) 19 (3.32) 68  (11.87) = 27 (4.71) 390 (68.06) : Population Allocation Allogation
} Allabl?ma 27 7 25.93 —_ 1 3.70 — 19 70.37 State (000) (000) (000)
! Alaska 1 — — — — 1 100.00 ; 46 1,016 204
n American Samoa 3 1 333 1 3333 — — 1 3333 : hjaoama 8545 s 1016 % AW
1 Arizona 12 2 16.67 1 8.33 4 33.33 — 5 41.67 ! Arizona 2073 677 140
L Arkansas 8 1 12.50 1 - — — 7 87.50 K 2’035 668 138
California 16 — — 5 31.25 — 11 68.75 , Arkansas '
o Colorado 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 1 10.00 — 7 70.00 California 20,652 4,954 947
; Connecticut 5 1 20.00 — — — 4 80.00 : Colorado 2,468 768 157
Delaware 14 5 35.17 2 14.28 1 7.15 1 7.15 5 35.71 0 Connecticut 3,080 909 184
i Dist. of Columbia NA — — — —_ — : Delaware 573 332 75
t Florida 12 1 8.33 — 3 25.00 — 8 66.67 , Dist. of Columbia 734 369 82
(é‘eorgia 12 3 25.00 — 2 16.67 -— 7 58.33 ,: Florida 7,745 1,983 387
uam 0 — — — — —— ¢ ;
Hawaii 10 4 40.00 — 1 10.00 — 5 5000 f Sz\?\,’j:a 4'21? 1’333 223
Idaho 8 1 12.50 — 2 25.00 —_ 5 62.50 : 776 379 84
lilinois 10 1 10.00 — — — 9 90.00 : idzho
; Indiana 8 3 37.50 — — - 5 62.50 : lllinois 11,176 2,773 536
] lowa 8 — 1 12.50 — 1 12.50 6 75.00 : indiana 5,304 1,421 281
! Kansas : 11 1 9.10 — 5 45.45 — 5 45.45 : lowa 2,863 859 174
; ! Ken’_[u.cky 20 1 5.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 — 17 85.00 : Kansas 2,264 721 148
! kﬂogssnana 13; 3 8.11 — S 115;1%) . 23—5 %512 gglﬁ : Kentucky 3,328 966 195
; aine — — . .53 . ’ isi 74 1,062 213
! Maryland 12 2 16.67 — 3 25.00 —_ 7 58.33 lMoaLilAsgana ? 032 439 95
Massachusetts 20 1 5.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 . — 17 85.00 : Marvland 4'074 1.138 007
‘ Michigan 29 2 6.90 — 6 20.69 2 6.90 19 65.51 : y ! !
: i { — — : Massachusetts 5,799 1,535 302
: Minnesota 13 1 7.69 2 15.39 10 76.92 : oo
" Mississippi 5 1 20.00 - 1 20.00 — 3 60.00 ! Michigan 9,061 2,286 444
] Missouri 1 20.00 — — — It 80.00 : Minnesota 3,890 1,095 219
i Montana 6 1 16.67 — 1 16.67 — 4 66.67 " Mississippi 2,317 733 151
! Nebraska 9 — 1 11.11 1 11.11 —— 7 77.78 i Missouri 4,768 1,297 257
'lzlleva?_ia i 112 1 9.09 — 1 9.09 — 9 81.82 ; Montana 730 368 82
ew Hampshire —_ — 1 8.33 — 11 91.67 1,533 553 117
! New Jersey 6 3 5000 — — — 3 50.00 r 525’232“ 551 327 74
! New Mexico 9 1 11.11 — 3 33.33 — 5 55.56 ;
| : New - Hampshire 794 383 85
i New York 12 3 25.00 — —_ 1 8.33 8 66.67 . o5 1886 368
e North Carolina 12 — 2 16.67 — 3 25.00 7 5833 v New Jersey 7.3 '
‘ North Dakota 1P 3 16.66 — 1 5.56 4 22.22 10 55.56 ; New Mexico 1,099 453 98
. Ohio 14 2 14.29 1 7.14 2 14.29 1 7.14 8 57.14 : New York 18,214 4,393 841
1 Oklahoma 14 3 21.43 —_ — — 11 78.57 ; North Carolina 5,302 1,420 280
: [ Oregon . 9 —_ 1 11.11 1 11,11 — 7 77.78 : North Dakota 635 346 : 78
; genptsylﬂvama g — — 1 20.00 — 4 80 00 ; Ohio 10,743 2,673 517
werto, Hico - — — — — ' 2,669 814 1€6
j Rhode Island 3 — — — — 3 10000 » 8222??61 2,219 711 146
i South Carolina 9 1 1111 1 11.11 - 1 11.11 6 66.67 - P | : 11’862 2930 585
i South Dakota 9 — — 1 1111 3 33.33 5 55.56 ennsy vania ' :
: Tennessee 10 1 10.00 — — 1 10.00 8 80.00 Rhode Island 967 423 92
Texas 11 — 2  18.18 1 9.09 — 8 72.73 : South Carolina 2,724 827 168
; Utah 9 1 11.11 — 4 4444 — 4 44.44 South Dakota 682 357 80
i Vermont 4 1 25.00 — — — 3 75.00 : Tennessee 4,095 1,143 228
i Virgima 4 — 1 25.00 1 25.00 — 2 50.00 Texas 11,828 2,923 564
\\//\;rglrr:, lsltamds 18 ) 1538 — o8 — — Utah 1,150 465 100
ashington . — 3 23. — 8 61.54 ‘ 307 70
West Virginia 8 2 25.00 , — 1 12.50 _ 5 6250 Verr?qnt 466 e
Wi S : Virginia 4,844 1,315
isconsin 11 — 1 9.09 1 9.09 — g 81.82 : ;
Wyoming 12 — i 833 1 833 5 4167 5 4167 Washington 3,431 990 199
) ’ ) ’ : West Virginia 1,788 612 128
y Wisconsin 4,539 1,245 247
FOOTNOTES Wyoming 353 281 65
1. “*Administrative” includes local government staff and staff of State associations of local government officials, AmericanSamoa 30 207 51
T _ ~ Guam 93 221 54
' 2. mitﬂt:g;r.mcludes private attorn’eys, officials of local organizations, etc., who might otherwise be considered “public” members but who are classified by a State as.a "local” Pge(to Rico 2,829 851 173
1 : Virgin Islands 73 217 53
SOURCE: FY 1976 State Planning Grants, submitted May, 1975, & :
' TOTALS $60,000  $12,000
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APPENDIX TABLE 6,
LEAA Appropriations* FY 1969-FY 1977

(in thousands of dollars)

76 Transition Total
Budget Activity 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 Quarter 77 (est.) (69-77)
Planning (Part B) $19,000 § 21,000 $ 26,000 & 35,000 $ 50,000 50,000 § 55000 § 60,000 $ 12,000 $ 60,000 $ 388,000
Action {Part C)
Bloc 24,650 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,000 405,412 84,660 345,666 3,237,333
Discretionary 4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84,000 71,544 14,940 61,000 588,339
High Crime Area 50,000 50,000
Corrections (Part E)
Bloc 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 56,500 47,739 10,500 40,667 340,906
Discretionary 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 56,500 47,739 10,500 40,666 340,905
Juvenile Justice** 25,000 39,300 9,700 10,000 84,000
Technical Assistance 1,200 4,000 6,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 13,000 2,500 13,000 75,700
Res.. Eval. & Tech, Trans. 3,000 7,500 7,500 21,000 31,598 40,098 42,500 32,400 7,000 32,029 224,625
Manpower Development 6,500 18,000 22,500 31,000 45,000 45,000 44,500 43,250 40,600 5,000 301,350
Data Systems & Analysts 1,000 4,000 9,710 21,200 24,000 26,000 25,622 5,000 24,452 141,974
Management & Operations 2,500 4,487 7.454 11,823 15,568 17.428 21,000 23,632 £,560 25,464 135,916
TOTAL: $60,000 $267,937. $528,954 ' $698,723 $855,366 . $870,526 $905,000 $809,638 $204,960 $707,944  $5,909,048
*Obligational authorily: does not include transfers or other adjustments.
“*Separate approptiatton authorily under Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1974,
APPENDIX TABLE 7.
1] 1 *
LEAA Appropriations® FY 1969-FY 1977
(Excluding juvenile justice)
(in thousands of dollars)
76 Transition Total
Budget Activity 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 Quarter 77 (est.) (69-77)
Planning (Pari B) $19,000  $ 21,000 'S 26,000 S 35000 © 50,000 § 50,000 § 55,000 §.60,000 $ 12,000 $ 60,000 . $ 388,000
% of FY total: 31.67 7.84 4.92 5.01 5.84 5.74 6.25 7.78 6.15 8.60 6.66
Action (Part C)
Blac 24,650 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,000 405,412 84,660 345,666 - 3,237,333
41.08 68.21 64.28 59.21 56.14 55.17 54.55 52.62 43.36 49.52 55.58
Discretionary 4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84,000 71,544 14,940 61,000 588,339
7.25 11.94 13.23 10.45 10.38 10.19 9.55 9.29 7.65 8.74 10.10
High Grime Area 50,000 50,000
7.16 0.86
Corrections (Part E)
Bloc 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 56,500 47,739 10,500 40,667 340,906
4,49 6.98 6.61 6.49 6.42 6.20 5.38 5.83 5.85
Discretionary 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 56,500 47,739 10,500 40,666 340,905
4.49 6.98 6.61 6.49 6.42 6.20 5.38 5.83 5.85
Technical Assistance 1,200 4,000 6,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 13,000 2,500 13,000 75,700
0.45 0.75 0.86 1.17 1.38 1.59 1.69 1.28 1.89 1.30
Res., Eval. & Tech. Trans. 3,000 7,500 7,500 21,000 31,598 40,098 42,500 32,400 7,000 32,029 224,625
5.00 2.80 1.42 3.00 3.69 4.61 4.83 4.20 3.58 4.59 3.86
Manpower Development 6,500 18,000 22,500 31,000 45,000 45,000 44,500 43,250 40,600 5,000 301,350
10.83 6.72 4.25 4,43 5.26 5.17 5.06 5.61 20.78 0.72 5.17
Data Systems & Analysis 1,000 4,000 9,700 21,200 24,000 26,000 25,622 6,000 24,452 141,974
0.37 0.76 1.39 2.48 2.76 2.95 3.32 3.07 3.50 2.44
Management & Operations 2,500 4,487 7.454 11,823 15,568 17,428 - 21,000 23,632 6,560 25,464 135,916
417 1,67 1.4 1.69 1.82 2.00 . 2.38 3.07 3.36 3.65 2.33
TOTAL 40,000 -$267,937 $528,954 $698,723 $855,366 $870,526 $880,000  §770,338 $195,260 $697,944 -$5,825,048
100.00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

*Qbligational suthonty; does not include transfers or other adjustmeants.

70

APPENDIX TABLE 8.

LEAA Appropriations

State & Federally Controlled Funds

FY 1969-FY 1977

(excluding juvenile justice)
(in thousands of dollars)

76 Transition**

Budget Activity 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 Quarter 77
State
Part B $19,000 $21,000 $26,000 $ 35000 $ 50,000 §50000 855000 @S 60,000 $ 12,000 $ 60,000
% of State 43,53 10.31 6.67 7.04 8.52 8.52 9.30 11.69 11.20 13.44
Part C—bloc 24,650 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,000 405,412 84,660 345,666
% of State 56.47 89.69 §7.24 83.16 81.85 81.85 81.15 79.01 79.00 77.45
Part E—bloc 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 56,500 47,739 10,500 40,667
% of State 6.09 8.80 9.63 9.63 9.55 9.30" 9.80 9.11
TOTAL: 43,650 203,750 389,750 497,445 586,750 586,750 591,500 513,151 107,160 446,333
% of S/F Total 72.75 76.04 73.68 71.19 68.60 67.40 67.22 86.61 54.88 63.95
% A* 3.29 (2.36) (2.49) {2.59) (1.20) (0.18) (0.61) (2.66)
Federal
Part C—DF 4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84,000 71,544 14,940 61,000
% of Fed. 26.61 49.85 50.29 36.27 33.04 31.27 29.12 27.82 16.96 24,24
Part C—High Crime 50,000
% of Fed. 19.87
Part E—DF 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 56,500 47,739 10,500 40,666
% of Fed. 17.06 24.22 21.04 19.91 19.58 18.56 11.92 16.16
Technical Assistance 1,200 4,000 6,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 13,000 2,500 13,000
% of Fed. 1.87 2.87 2.98 3.72 4,23 4.85 5.05 2.84 5.17
Res., Eval. & Tech. Trans. 3,000 7,500 7,500 21,000 31,598 40,098 42,500 32,400 7,000 32,029
% of Fed. 18.35 11.69 5.39 10.43 11.76 14.13 14.73 12.60 7.94 12.73
Manpower Development 6,500 18,000 22,500 31,000 45,000 45,000 44,500 43,250 40,600 5,000
% of Fed. 39.75 28.04 16.16 15.40 16.75 15.86 15.43 16.82 46.08 1.99
Data Systems & Analysis 1,000 4,000 9,700 21,200 24,000 26,000 25,622 6,000 24,452
% of Fed. 1.56 2.87 4.82 7.89 8.46 9.01 9.96 6.81 9.72
Management & Operations 2,500 4,487 7,454 11,823 15,568 17,428 21,000 23,632 6,560 25,464
% of Fed. 15.29 6.99 5.36 5.88 5.80 6.14 7.28 9.19 7.45 10.12
TOTAL: $16,350  $ 64,187  $139,204  $201,278 $268,616  $283,776  $288,500  $257,187 $ 88,100 251,611
% of S{F Total 27.25 23.96 26.32 28.81 31.40 32.60 32.78 33.39 4512 36.05
% A* (3.29) 2.36 2.49 2.59 1.20 0.18 0.61 2.66

( Yindicates a decrease
‘Aindicates amount of change

“*Not included in percentage change data.
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APPENDIX TABLE 9.

Percentage Distribution of
Gross State Planning Budgets
by Functional Categories

> S § (%,SQ%S’Q ~ &
S $ 5o S S
S & & § £ EF S & N
Alzhama 14.2% 92% 104% 109%  17.4% 7.9% 5.4% 3.6% 4.3 6.5% 4,0 3.7 2.4
Alaska 20.0 8.0 50° 10,0 15.0 5.0 10.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 10.0 5.0
American Samoa 16.7 71 3.4 11.2 13.4 3.3 8.5 5.6 2.6 10.8 0.8 9.3 1.5
Arizona 140 7.8 10.7 14.2 16.5 9.0 0.7 7.0 1.4 3.5 1.4 1.4 2.2
Arkansas 25.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 17.0 4.0 6.0 3.0 1.0 8.0 3.0 20.0 1.0
California 10.3 31 5.6 5.1 36.9 9.5 5.4 2.2 2.1 8.9 1.8 6.4 2.5
Colorado 22.0 66  11.0 5.1 6.6 15.3 6.1 3.7 1.5 15.3 1.2 4.4 1.0
Connecticut 23.9 4.6 10.2 9.2 8.4 7.3 1.4 4.1 4.8 8.7 1.7 14.9 0.8
Delaware 19.1 5.6 33 3.6 15.0 9.5 5.6 6.0 6.3 9.6 3.3 10.1 3.0
Dist. of Columbia 23.2 4.6 5.0 0 15.7 13.5 6.0 ¢ 0 14,0 2.0 13.0 3.0
Florida 10.3 7.5 8.5 10.5 19.2 8.3 3.9 19 4.3 5.3 1.4 4.8 4.3
Georgia 50.9 8.0 4.0 5.0 7.0 2.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
Guam® 210 6.0 8.0 11.0 12.0 10.0 3.0 10.0 2.0 12.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Hawaii 49.0 1.9 4.2 1.4 13.5 6.2 4.7 3.0 1.1 5.1 1.8 3.9 43
Idaho 21.8 59 6.3 9.0 14.4 6.3 3.6 3.6 1.8 8.1 1.8 16.4 0.9
lliinois 13.6 46 1341 6.3 30.2 2.9 5.4 1.3 0 7.7 0 0 5.0
Indiana 33.6 5.4 2.0 2.6 15.4 35 6.2 1.6 25 2.0 N 23.3 0.8
lowa 28.8 108 4.4 4.9 28.3 5.4 1.5 2.2 2.2 2.7 A 6.5 1.1
Kansas 30.0 50 19.0 8.0 9.5 1.5 10.0 3.0 1.5 3.0 .0 8.0 0.5
Kentucky' 7.4 0 1241 11.2 15.3 6.9 141 6.1 0 11.0 0 8.3 7.5
Louisiana 3.1 13.7 13.6 7.2 8.6 1.8 6.6 2.1 2.8 6.4 0.6 4.4 1.4
Maine 21.9 5.4 4.8 3.4 14.8 3.8 3.4 5.6 6.4 4.8 3.6 20.0 2.4
Maryland 11.4 10.0 7.0 8.0 13.0 5.0 5.6 5.0 4.0 11.8 6.0 8.0 6.0
Massachusetts? 6.0 3.0 0 0 8.0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0 1.0 52.9 4.0
Michigan 221 224 3.7 5.5 12.4 0.7 2.0 2.0 1.0 6.1 1.5 201 0.7
Minnesota 64.0 9.0 1.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Mississippi 30.6 0.4 53 9.3 5.2 4.9 0.4 3.1 1.0 19.6 0.6 19.6 0
Missouri 4.8 1.4 9.0 3.9 14.3 4.7 9.1 6.3 19.1 2.6 2.6 4.8 7.4
Montana 20.0 4.9 7.0 5.5 13.5 6.7 5.9 8.2 4.9 10.0 3.¢ 4.9 6.4
Nebraska 61.3 0.8 2.0 6.8 8.6 2.5 2.0 0.8 1.7 8.5 1.4 3.4 0.2
Nevada 46.0 1.5 8.0 9.0 15.0 3.0 8.0 1.5 3.0 3.0 0.4 0.8 0.8
New Hampshire 9.6 3.4 4.8 7.3 15.4 4.2 3.9 13.2 49 6.7 2.8 14.7 0.1
New Jersey? 6.0 3.5 4.0 6.0 9.0 6.0 6.0 4.5 2.0 5.0 2.8 3.5 2.0
New Mexico 35.1 2.4 5.0 80 14.4 4.4 8.1 1.4 3.5 7.5 1.3 6.3 0.9
New York 13.8 52 207 5.5 13.0 2.5 3.5 3.7 1.8 8.2 3.0 17.2 1.9
North Carolina 25.0 1.0 5.2 7.8 4.2 6.5 2,6 2.0 2.0 3.3 0.6 38.5 1.3
North Dakota 40.8 4.3 6.1 4.3 10.0 4.9 5.2 45 1.8 74 1.4 5.7 3.7
Ohio 27.9 24 176 7.7 13.8 5.3 10.3 1.9 4.3 2.9 1.9 2.9 1.0
Oklahoma 39.0 3.0 2.1 8.2 9.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 4.0 15.9 2.6 4.0 2.0
Qregon 35.9 0 6.4 6.0 18.7 47 1.2 0 0.3 12.8 21 9.9 2.1
Pennsylvania 35.7 3. 1.3 5.3 114 4.3 3. 6.3 2.4 10.6 06 14.8 0.6
Puerto Rico 18.7 9. 13.5 8.5 13.8 10.2 3.8 0.6 1.2 14.2 1.5 2.4 0.7
Rhode island 16.3 2. 17.3 9.2 12.8 3.0 5.8 3.0 2.0 23.3 1.0 0 43
South Carolina 16.0 0. 10.0 6.0 18.0 6.0 11.0 1.0 5.0 9.0 1.0 5.0 2.0
South Dakota! 20.0 0 6.0 4.0 10.0 15.0 15.0 1.0 1.0 12.0 1.0 10.0 5.0
Tennessee 45.4 3.6 6.9 5.4 4.5 2.5 0.7 6.5 0.1 6.9 0.6 16.7 0.1
Texas 27.1 5.4 5.4 5.4 11.5 2.7 5.4 4.1 2.7 2.7 2.0 24.4 1.0
Utah 42.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 13.0 3.0 2.0 10.0 2.0 4,0 2.0 10.0 2.0
Vermont 20.0 7.0 4.0 5.0 16.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 2.0 13.0 2.0 i1.0 5.0
Virginia 35.0 0.2 2.4 43 16.4 6,2 7.3 3.1 2.6 2.8 5,6 3.3 0.4
Virgin islands 22.0 6.6 3.7 6.2 33.3 7.0 2.9 0 1.7 11.6 2.0 2.9
Washington 25.8 9.7 2.3 3.8 10.6 1.0 6.5 0.3 2.3 6.5 1.6 29,2
West Virginia 17.0 4.9 1.7 4.0 23.8 3.3 3.4 1.3 4.1 3.0 2.2 30.0
Wisconsin4 11,3 6.0 113 6.8 15.7 3.3 1.3 11.3 2.4 8.4 0 11.3
Wyoming 17.0 50 100 0.0 21.0 10.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 10.0 3.0 2.0
United States,
Averages 25.0% - 57% 7.1% 8 14.3% 5.6% 5,8% 3.6% 8

12 month budget.

2Massachusetts consolidates the categories of monitoring and auditing, and fiscal. administration and SPA management. Monitoring/auditing accounts for 10.0% and fiscal

administration/SPA management accounts for 13.0% of the Part B planning budget.

INew Jersey itemizes the 40% of Part B funds passed through fo local government as a separate “functional' category (N-1, “Grants 1o Units of Local Government').
“Public Information activities funded through Comprehensive Emplayment and Training Act (CETA) program.

SNatjonal average for monltoring, auditing, fiscal administration, and SPA management excludes Massachusetts.

SOURCE; FY 1976 State Planning Grants.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1C,

Percentage Distribution

of Gross State Planning Budgets

by Standard Categories

Personnel Consultants Travel Other
Alabama 37.0% 3.7% 1.4% 14.8%
Alaska 59.0 7.8 10.2 8.1
American Samoa 42.7 12.5 11.7 24,0
Arizona 51.2 o] 3.7 8.4
Arkansas 48.7 3.0 2.4 10.1
California 32.6 21 3.1 9.5
Colorado 50.3 3.4 2.3 6.5
Connecticut 55.1 0 0.3 7.2
Delaware 75.2 9.2 1.3 14.2
Dist. of Columbia 87.2 0 1.8 11.0
Florida 394 1.7 4.7 8.9
Georgia 42.6 4.7 2.6 8.6
Guam? 79.6 0 43 16.1
Hawaii 49.0 3.5 1.9 8.7
Idaho 60.8 0 6.1 6.1
filinois 49.3 0.1 3.3 12.5
Indiana 38.1 6.0 2.0 111
lowa 43.5 0 3.5 6.5
Kansas 43.8 0 4.1 10.3
Kentucky? 50.9 0 3.4 9.8
Louisiana 43.4 0 3.4 4.9
Maine 51.4 0.8 3.3 9.2
Maryland 46.2 2.1 2.1 14.6
Massachusetts 55.1 0.3 0.8 9.7
Michigan 50.5 2.4 1.2 59
Minnesota 46.0 0 2.1 8.1
Mississippi 65.8 8.3 5.8 20.1
Missouri 36.7 0.6 4.1 7.8
Montana 72.3 0.8 11.7 15.2
Nebraska 36.6 7.2 2.9 15.9
Nevada 51.1 2,6 6.6 8.3
New Hampshire 48.8 Q 2.8 111
New Jersey 51.4 0 1.9 8.7
New Mexico 50.6 0 5.6 13.7
New York 46.0 4.6 1.1 5.3
North Carolina 51.9 0 3.0 5.7
North Dakota 49,7 0 6.8 8.9
Ohio 40.8 0.1 2.3 19.3
Oklahoma 448 0 3.7 14,0
Oregon 40.0 0 4.3 13.4
Pennsylvania 541 0 0.2 12.4
Puerto Rico 81.0 2.2 1.5 13.2
Rhoce Island 84.0 0 1.6 9.0
South Carolina 59.2 0.1 2.4 9.3
South Dakota' 32.9 9.1 7.4 6.7
Tennessee 30.7 16.6 3.2 9.6
Texas 39.9 2.3 2.7 9.3
Utah 56.9 0 2.7 4.8
Vermont 75.0 2.2 5.8 17.0
Virginia 43.7 37 4.4 15.7
Virgin Islands 73.2 8.8 4.2 13.8
Washington 44.6 0.6 3.5 20.2
West Virginia 781 . 1.4 3.3 17.5
Wisconsin 47.4 3.1 3.7 8.3
Wyoming 50.9 0 6.2 10.2
United States, Average  52.1% 2.5% 3.7% . 11.0%

%12 month budget.

SOURCE: FY 1976 State Planning Grants
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APPENDIX TABLE 11.

Percent Distribution of Criminal Justice System
Direct Expenditure, by Activity: FY 1974

$12,992 million o
Other criminal justice
$208
1.6%
The percents have remained
Cofrection relatively stable from year to year:
3,02
$23 30/6 FY1971 FY1972 FY1973 FY1974
. (]
Police protection 58.6% 58.9% 58.7% 56.1%
Indigent defense Judicial 12.9% 12.7% 12.2% 12.8%
$153 Legal services 4.7% 5.0% 5.1% 5.0%
1.9% Indigent defense 1.2% 1.4% 1.6% 1.2%
' Correction 21.8% 20.7% 21.1% 23.3%
Legal services Other criminal justice 0.8% 1.3% 1.3% 1.6%
$653
5.0% ) .
Police protection
Judicial $7,290
$1,662 56.1%

12.8%

SOURCE: Bureau 9! the Census

APPENDIX TABLE 12.

Percent Distribution of Criminal Justice System
Direct Expenditure by Level of Government, Fiscal Year 1974

$14,954' million Federal
($1,961 million)
13.1%
Local State
($9,092 million) ($3,900 million)
60.8% 26.1%

'Because of rounding. d:2tail may not a3 ;-recisely to total shown.

SOURCE: Bureau of the Census
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APPENDIX TABLE13. = -

Total Federal Government Expenditure
for Criminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974

$2,603 million?

Other criminal justice
($796 miltion)
30.6%

P42 T50
.
2Ry

275 S0
Z 22 '.a"n .
B Police protection
) ($1,225 million)
47.0%

LRI RTLRLLAL
SRR ALk
L R TRTN
25

275
7
222

Corrections
(%237 million)
9.1%.

o[ ii'® 22
b LR LRI AL
s

bR

25 3
ZXRZALI
AT AR TARET AT
LT 0]

2

Indigent defense

($92 million)
0% Judicial
Lega! services ($136 million)
5.2%
($118 million) o
4.5%

'Because of rounding. detail may not add precisely to total shown.

SOURCE: Bureau of the Census

APPENDIX TABLE 14,

Total State Government Expenditure
for Criminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974

$4,546 million’
Other criminal justice .
($552 million) Police protection
12.1% ($1,383 million)

30.4%

Corrections
(81,895 million)
41.7%

Judicial
(3478 million)
10.5%
Legal services
Indigent defense ($182 million)
($58 millicn) 4,0%
1.3%

'Because of rounding, detail may not add precisely to total shown;

SQURCE: Bureau of the Census
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APPENDIX TABLE 15.

Total Local Government Expenditure
for Criminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974

$9,130 million?

Corrections

($1,241 million) Other criminal justice

13.6% (399 million)
' 1.1%
Indigent defense
($101 million)
1.1%

Police protection
($5,984 million)
65.6%

Legal services
{3477 niillion)
5.2%

Judicial
($1,227 million)
13.4%

'Because of rounding, detaif may not add precisely to total shown.

SOURCE: Bureau of the Census

APPENDIX TABLE 16.

Municipal Direct Expenditure
for Criminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974

$5,867 million?

Indigent defense Correcti.or.\s
($22 million) ($332 million)
0.4% 5.7%
Legal services \ Other criminal justice
($206 million) é$g°5/ million)
3.5% %
Judicial
($367 mitlion)

6.4%

Police protection
{$4,885 million)
83.3%

1Because of rounding, detail may not add precisely to total shown.

SQOURCE: Bureau of the Census
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APPENDIX TABLE17. -

County Direct Expenditure

for Criminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974
$3,226 million? Other criminal justice
($44 million)

1.4%

Corrections

(5882 mgll;lgg) Police protection
3% ($1,096 million)

34.0%
Indigent defense
{$79 million)
2.5%
Legal services

($269 million) Judicial
8.3% ($856 million)
26.5%

*Because of rounding, detail may not add precisely to total shown.

SOURCE: Bureau of the Census

77

b b e bt o



NIy O T
7 ettes

Rt





