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- Preface

. ursuant to its statutory responsibilities ‘outlined
in Section 2 of Public Law 380, passed by the first , i
session of the' 86th Congress and approved by the s
President on September 24, 1959, the ‘Commission :
Vsinglessout for study and recofﬁmendag\;on particular
problems impeding the effectiveness of the *federal
system, o R o o
The block grant instrument was identified as such
» - an’impoftant intergovernmental. problém ' by the
' Commission in September 1974, The staff_was di-
rected to prepare aranalysis of experience under four
of the five Federal grant-in-aid programs existing at
that time that employ this approach: the Partnership
Jor Health Act of 1966; the Omnibus Crime Control
; : : - and Safe Streets' Act of 1968; the: Comprehensive
i . : , Employment and  Training Act of 1973; and the .

n.

T

3 e

O NCIRS

FEB 91977

. AT

ADVISORY
COMMISSION
ON

INTERGOVERNMENTAL

Housing and Community

Development Act of 1974,

The assessment of each of 'these programs and the

lessons gained therefrom
Commission’s comprehens
ernmental. Grant System:

posed Policies,

is ‘one component of the
ive study of The Intergov~
An Assessment and Pro-:

RELATIONS

Washington, D.C. 20575
January 1977

Y o - This report is the Commission’s second look atthe .
Safe Streets Aet. In our 1970 report, Making the Safe
Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge,

_ | ~ We concluded that the block grant was “ significant

%«v ‘ ; o device for achieving greater cooperation and coordi--

e ‘ o : S nation of criminat justice efforts between the States

v » o ~and their political subdivisions.” The ‘Commission -

A recommended that the Congress retain the block

i\l

grant approach and the states make further improve-

ments in their opérations under the

act. The purpose

: | , : \ SR of this later report s to determine how well the block
v - grant has worked since that time and what statutory
T ~-and administrative changes are desirablenow. - .
: . ' *This report was approved at a meeting of the -
) el - Commission on November 17, 1975, o
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Glossary
‘Llswd below is a glossary 8f terms that accur i:‘
this report. References 1o the “act™ are 10 the Crime
Controf Act of 1973 (Public Law 93.83). '
A-87—~1he erice of Management and Budget circu- -
gavr containing Federal regulations on project costs
~In grants to state and loca) governments.
A-95—the Office of Managerient and: Budget circu-
lar establishing a process for project notification
and' teview to fucilitate coordinated ‘planiing: ;‘\r'id
project  development on un intergovernmental’
basis for. certain Federal assistance prdg?ams :
A«lpz—the Office of Maunagement and. Budget"
ciroular establishing 4 uniform administration
-Fequirement for grants-in-aid to state and local
' governments. e
Assumption of costs—the process by which a stute
or local government assumes the cost of a program
after a reasonable period of Federal assistance,
Blf»ck grant—the LEAA funds awarded to 4 state a8
‘us:Part C annual action grant. The block grant
.‘ :::Zlé?.ts for 85 percent of gppropria,tions under
Buy~in—under Section 303(2), Pa;t € of the act,
states are required to contribute 25 percent of thé
non-Federal funds for a project, ‘
CICC-criminal Justice coordinating council,
Comprehensive plan—a document containing a state's
total statement of criminal justice  resources
problems, -priorities und plunned programs. Com:
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Chapter Vili

State Administration of the
>afe Streets Act:
A Comparative Analysis

207

As part of the Advisory Commission on Intergoy~
ernmental Relations’ (ACIR) examination of the
seven-year record in administering Safe Streets block
grants, field research was conducted in 10 states.
This effort was considered necessary to illustrate in
somewhat greater depth the varying approaches used
in planning for the distribution of Safe Streets
funds; to cross-check the findings from the national
surveys of state, regional and local experienice under
the program; and to gain firsthand impressions about
the major issues surrounding the operation of the
block grant.

The following comparative analysis attempts to
give an overview of the results of the field research.
- The findings presented and conclusions drawn here
should not necessarily be viewed as applicable to ail
states. Rather, they should be reviewed in conjunc-
tion with the information contained in other chapters
of this report,

SITE SELECTION AND METHODOLOGY

A variety of factors were considered in selecting
the case study states. Chief among these were:
population size, crime rate, geographic location, the
division of state-local direct criminal justice expen-
ditures and the degree of centralization or decentrali-
zation of the states’ administration of the Safe
Streets program. A cross-section of states was
sought reflecting the above primary factors. :
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Other considerations in site selection were:
whether or not the state planning agency (SPA)
had assumed additional criminal justice responsibil-
ities; whether the SPA was éstablished by statute or
by executive order; whether there had been stability
or high turnover among SPA executive directors; and
whether there were any unique political, structural
ar economic characteristics of the state that made it
a particularly appropriate or inappropriate subject
for a case study. In addition, the advice of both
LEAA and the National Conference of State Crim-
inal Justice Planning Administrators was sought
to determine il there were any other [actors that
should be taken into account,

The 10 states chosen {California, Kentucky, Mas-
sachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Mexico,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Qhio and Pennsyl-
vania) constituted a fairly representative group.
California and Massachusetts were progressive
urban states, both undergoing a change ol gover-
nors and SPA directors. Minnesota, on the other
hand, had enjoyed stable SPA leadership. Penn-
sylvania and Missouri had highly decentralized SPA
operations with strong and vocal regions, while Ohi¢
represented the best example of the “mini-block
grant” concept. North Carolina was included as a
southern state with a state-dominated criminal jus-
tice system and an SPA chaired by the governor.
New Mexico and North Dakota were thought to be
good examples of small rural states, with the leg-
istature in the latter substantially involved in the
program. In Kentucky, the SPA had been placed
in an umbrella Department of Justice and performed
criminal justice functions in addition to the distribu-
tion of Safe Streets funds,

This sample represents one-fifth of the states

and approximately one-third of both the United -

States population and the total number of index
crimes, The 10 states collectively receive 29 percent
of the Part B block grant funds and 32 percent of the
Part C block grant lunds. (See Appendix VIII-1,
p. 231) ,

Depending wpon the size and complexity of the
state, teams of two to four pecple visited each state
for a period of one to two weeks. Interviews were
scheduled with the following officials or their aides:

State Level

Governor;
Attorney General,
SPA supervisory board chairman;

SPA executive director;
Principal SPA staff members;
Representatives from:
state legislature;
state budget office;
major state criminal justice agencies;
public interest groups;

Regional Level

RPU supervisory board chairman;
RPU executive director;
Principal RPU staff members;

Local Level

Chief executive official {mayors, city managers);
Legislative officials (county commissioners, city
council members);
Representatives from:
Local criminat justice planning units;
Major local criminal justice agencies.

During the site visits, information also was gathered
from SPA and RPU grant files, minutes of meetings,
policy manuals, annual comprehensive plans, finan-

‘cial records, audit reports and other available

sources.

In each state two regions, two cities and two coun-
ties were chosen for more intensive study. These were
selected with some care to obtain urban and rural
representation, to cover different types of govern-
mental units and to assess varying experiences with
the Safe Streets program, ranging from strongly
positive to unsatisfactory. In selecting regions and
localities to visit within the states, ACIR relied
heavily on the advice of the SPA and other officials
knowledgeable about substate conditions. A listing
of all regions and localities visited is presented in
Appendix VIII-2, p. 234.

A total of 483 state and local officials were inter-
viewed, including:

8 208 state officials, as follows: 11 present
or former SPA executive directors, five
SPA supervisory board chairmen, four
governors or their stafl representatives,
10 attorneys general or their staff repre-
sentatives, 79 members of the SPA staff,
13 representatives from state budget of-
fices, 22 representatives of slate legis-
latures, and 64 representatives of state
criminal justice agencies.

e Local officials (72 elected and 116 ap-
pointed) as follows: 93 city representa-
tives, and 95 county representatives,

9 public interest group and miscellancous

representatives.
¢ 10 LEAA regibnai office representatives,

@ 77 regional planning unit or criminal jus-
tice coordinating council representatives,
-as follows: (2 RPU board chairmen, and
65 RPU stalf members.

The field teams visited a total of 27 regional plan-
ning units, four criminal justice coordinating coun-
cils, 32 cities and 28 counties from May through
August, 1975,

The interviews were structured around a series
of central research questions concerning issues that
have arisen with respect to the Safe Streets program
and the block grant instrument,' Departures from
the general questions were made, however, depend-
ing upon the interviewee’s knowledge and role in
the program, as well as upon time limitations. During
the interviews, the field team also focused specifical-
ly on issues relating to the particular factors for
which the state was chosen, such as frequent changes
in leadership or decentralized planning structure.
Because of the small number of jurisdictions visited
in each state and the varying knowledge of the intet-
viewees about the program, a quantitative analysis
of the interview responses was thought to be mean-
ingless and was not attempted.

Neither the case studies nor the comparative
analysis should be viewed as a rigorous assessment
based on a highly sophisticated evaluative design.
Time and staff constraints barred such an approach.

Although each SPA director and other key inter-
viewees were invited to review the draft case study
for their state, as well as the comparative analysis,
and _comment on its accuracy and completeness,
caution should still be exercised in making generali~
zations, -particularly from the analysis of the sample
of grants examined in each state (see Appendix VIII-
3, p. ?.36 and the opinions of the interviewees. Yet, if
used in conjunction with other data presented in this
report, the case studies and comparative analysis
can be helpful in understanding the operation of the
block grant under varying conditions and the

major issues affecting the Safe Streets prograrh at
the state and local levels, ;

STATE AND LOCAL
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING

In the original Omnibus Crime Control ayd Safe
Streets Act of 1968, Congress placed 4 strong
emphasis upon planning by the states, Each state
was required to develop a comprehensive plan, which

had to be approved by LEAA before a state could”:

receive block grant funds. . .

The statutory deflinition of an “approved compre-
hensive state plan” was quite specific about the
areas to be addressed in the plan but vague about
the standards of completeness and specificity that
must be met in order for & plan to be judged compre-
hensive, While statements that a plan shall “ade-
quately take into account the needs and requests of
units of general local government . . . or “provide
for the effective utilization of existing facilities”
expressed the intent of Congress, they left much to
the interpretation of the administering agency,
LEAA. ,

The field studies confirmed findings from the
national questionnaire - surveys that very little
criminal justice planning was taking place in the
states prior to the implementation of the Sale
Streets Act. Such planning as had been done was
neither comprehensive nor systematic, In seven of
the 10 states studied, organizations had been estab-
lished to undertake various criminal justice planning,
research and data-gathering - responsibilities, Sev-
eral governors had established a planning commit-
tee in anticipation of passage of the Safe Streets
Act, and two states (North Dakota, Pennsylvania)
had established a group to set statewide standards
for police recruitment and training. Most of the
initiative for these early efforts appéars to have
emanated from the national recognition given the
crime problem by the Johnson Administration and
the President’s Crime Commission, and the financial
support of the Office of Law Enforcement Assis-
tance (1965-1968), None of.the 10 states had any
comprehensive criminal justice planning  efforts
underway prior to 1965.

At the local level, only the larger cities  and
counties had established criminal justice planning
capacity before 1968; this was usually quite limited
and did not include all components of the criminal
justice system. No evidence was found of any
criminal justice planning at the regional level prior
to the passage of the Safe Streets Act, with the
exception of a few of the older, more well-established

councils of governments (COG).
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In 1969, the 10 states were faced with preparing
a comprehensive plan in a short period in order to
be eligible for block grants and time was quite
limited, even where a planaing group had previous-
ly been established, In almost all cases, there was
a strong emphasis on “‘getting the money out in the
field” during the early days of the program. With
smail staffs hastily assembled, a plan was barely
produced and approved before it was necessary to
establish grant review and award procedures to
distribute the large amounts of block grant funds.
There was little time to collect and analyze data to
determine real needs and problems, Most interview-
ees thought that, especially during these early years,
comprehensive planning was more a myth than a
reality and - that the annual plan was little more
than a compliance document developed by the state
to fulfill a requirement to receive funds and there-
fore was of little value to their state-local criminal
Jjustice systems.

Another opinion expressed by interviewees in the
10 states was that insufficient time and/or funds
were allotted to planning at the outset of the pro-
gram relative to the amounts of action grants that
had to be distributed, This, coupled with the lack of
an adequate planning period prior to the receipt of
the first block grants in 1969, put the SPAs in the
position of having to use limited planning (Part B)
funds to support a small staff, the majority of whom
were involved in the grant review and award process.
Little time and staff remained for planning and this,
of necessity, restricted activity to the use of Safe
Streets dollars alone. According to some officials
interviewed,'it also established the role of the SPA as
a funding organization—an identity that has been
difficult to change. An additional problem faced in
the beginning of the program was the absence of pro-
fessional criminal justice planners.

Organizationally, the early planning was carried
out primarily by the state. Regions and local units
of government were not yet well enough organized to
engage in ceiminal justice planning.

Although the initial demands of the allocation
process aceessitated an emphasis on funding rather
than on planning, this situation changed. According
to intepviewees in the 10 states, several factors led
lo greater attention to plannmg as the program ma-
tured: (1) as the SPA became more experienced, the
processing and awarding of grants became more
routinized, thus demanding less staff time; (2) in-
creased planning funds made it possible {ér SPAs
to have a larger planning staff with greater exper-
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tise; (3) many of the most immediate and visible
needs of the criminal justice system were being
met, and with growing competition for funds it be-
came necessary to more systematically identify needs
and to plan the distribution of scarce resonrces;
(4) the fairly rapid development of regional and
local planning capabilities took some of the burden
off the SPAs, enabling them to address broader
planning issues rather than the mechanics of grant
processing: and (5) the large percentage of projects
that were continued from previous years meant that
planning efforts could be concentrated on the imple-

mentation of a smaller number of new activities each.

year,

For these and other reasons, officials in every
state thought that the planning abilities of the SPAs
had increased significantly between 1969 and
[975. Yet, as will be discussed in the following sec~
tions, the nature and scope of comprehensive crim-
inal justice planning at the state and local levels
remains limited despite this prog=ess. :

Nature and Scope of Planning Activities

While the particular kinds of planning activities
varied from state Lo state, some characteristics of the
planning process were common to all.

Identification of State Policies and Priorities

All 10 SPAs have established pelicies and priori-
ties that exclude certain activities from funding and
encouarage others, Some do not review and refine
these priorities on an annual basis as part of the
planning process. The SPAs that set annual priori-
ties to guide each year's funding (Ohio, Minnesota,
California, Kentucky, Massachusetts, North Da-
kota) do so at the start of each year’s planning cycle
ta give their RPUs gunidance about which activities
can and cannot be supported with Safe Streets funds.
In most cases, these priorities and policies do not
change significantly over time, partly because of the
hizgh percentage of projects that continue from one
year to the next.

Certain kinds of SPA funding pollcxes were par-
ticularly irksome to regional and local officials, Of
these, the most frequently mentioned by local offi-
cials was the exclusion of jurisdictions or agencies
under a certain population size from eligibility to
receive funds for certain kinds of projects, These
policies were based on assumptions that only larger
jurisdictions needed such projects or.that funding

many small jurisdictions produébti wasteful duplica-
tion, SPA prohibitions against thé> award of [unds
to very small police depariments v )s the most com~
mon example of this differentiation, Kentucky and
Massachusetts, more than other states, relied on
such policies to target their Safe Streets monies, with
Massachusetts excluding almost all jurisdictions
from fupding except its seven large urban areas
and its state agencies.

In identifying priorities each year and in choosing
particular activities to include in the annual plan, no
SPA relied primarily on the analysis of crime rates
or other criminal justice data to determine needs
and problems, Although several SPAs examined
such data in establishing their funding priorities,
the chief method of planning used was a review of
criminal justice needs as perceived and identified
by state und local mrmr\al justice agencies and th:.
SPA staff.

Solicitation of Local Input in the Planning Process

All 10 stales have devzioped some means {or ob-
taining, local ideas about Safe Streets funding. Most
of them have relied on tite RPUs to canvass their
localities each year, either through mailouts or pub-
lic hearings, In states with decentralized planning,
the RPUs then assessed local needs and requests
and made decisions concerning regional funding,
which were submitted to the SPA in the form of
regional plans. In the states with centralized
planning, the RPUs submitted either a list of all
identified projects for funding in priority order or a
more general statement of regional needs. In many
casez; Jarge urban governments have submitted their
own proposed activities either to their RPU or to
the SPA, The SPAs usually have notified other
state criminal justice agencies of the areas in which
funding is available and have requested their pro-
posed activities,

In no state studied did the SPA conduct an
analysis of law enforcement and criminal justice
needs of the state; The planning roles of most SPAs
{with the- possible exceptions of Mussachusetts,
Keatuck Ry and Minnesota) was prlmamly reactive,
responding to others’ proposals. These activities were
reviewed against SPA policies and priorities; deci-
sions then were made as to which would receive
funding,

There are some distinct advantages to the reactive
role. It relies h&avily on those closest to the problem
to identify their own needs. It also insures imple-

mentation of the plan, because the activities planned
are those for which there had already been a need
expressed and, in many cases, applicants identified.
Several instances were discovered where the SPA,
acting without local input, bad identified a need and
dllocated resources accordingly, only to have the
funds lie unused because the need was not per-
ceived by others. Yet, the reactive approach does
not insure that the problems identified by others
ar¢ the most serious ones. Although this very well
may be the case, the SPAs have neither the man-
power nor information to determine statewide
criminal justice needs. .

In all 10 states studied, SPA planning activities
focused almost exclusively ‘on the distribution of
Safe Streets funds. In none of the states did the
SPA assume a breader planning role for all state
criminal justice activities, even though some
SPAs conducted studies of particular functional
areas, problems or programs., Even in Kentucky,
where 14 reorganization was implemented to give the
SPA a central planning role within a Dipartment
of Justice containing the major state criminal jus-
tice agencies, the SPA has been unable to assume o
coordinative planning and. budgeting responsibility.

Many reasons were given for the limited scope of
SPA planning: the political strength of the state
criminal justice agencies that wish to retain their
autonomy; the burdens placed on understaffed SPAs
by the administration of the Safe Streets program:
the SPAs® lack of expertises the high turnover of the
SPA professional staff; and the limited leverage pro-
vided by the small amount of funds available.

Yet many of the states studied have undertaken
other responsibilities in “sddition to the admiis-
tration of the Safe Streets program. Several SPAs
(Ohio, Kentucky, Minnesota, North Carolina, North
Dakota) are responsible for establishing statewide
standards for criminal justice, Some oversee and
operate stateWide criminal justice information sys-
tems (Massachusetts, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Pennsylvania). Although not a major responsibility
of any of the 10 SPAs, several have become involved
in drafting and proposing criminal justice legisla-
tion, either independently or for the governor (Penn-
sylvania, Massachusetts, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Kentucky, Ohio). Almost all SPAs have
testified before their legislatures on pending leg-
islation, and most have expressed a desire to become
more deeply involved in legislative matters should
staff resources permit. In no state studied, how-
ever, did the legislators interviewed view the §PA
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as their prime source of advice and counsel on crim-
inal justice legisiation,

Many of the SPAs visited have made studies,
surveys and reports an criminal-justice-related mat-
ters within  their state {Pennsylvania, Kentucky,
Massachusetts, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Ohio, Minnesota, California). Usually these ma-
terinls either stem from or are used in the SPA
planning process, They are also wsed by other
parties,

Despite these peripheral activities and respon-
sibilities, it is clear that the primary role of the
SPAs visited is the distribution of Sale Streets funds.

Decentralization v. Centralization
of Planning Responsibility

The most important single difference in planning
approaches was in the responsibilities of the 10
SPAs relative to those af regions and local units of
government. A general trend was apparent indicat-
ing decentralization of authority and responsibility
from the SPA to the regions and large urban, city
and county planning units, This trend has been
promoted, and in some cases required, by LEAA as
a means ol insuring greater local involvement in the
Safe Streets program. Yet, it also has resulted from
the increasing size and ability of the regional and
local staffs, In earlier years, the regions served
largely as information conduits between the SPAs
amd! applicants. But, as the numbers of grants rose
and the administrative burdens grew, RPUs and
criminal justice coordinating councils (CJCCs) as-
sumed greater responsibilities. SPAs have come to
rely more heavily on the information supplied by the
regions, because they are closer to the applicants
and the projects and are usually more familiar with
their problems and progress.

Decentralization of planning responsibility is not
occurring without resistance. In most of the 10
states, relations between the SPAs and the regions
were at the least strained and, in some cases, openly
hostile. The regions are seeking more influence in
the SPA decision-making process, resenting what
they deem their earlier role as stepchildren of the
program. Massachusetts; Kentucky, Missouri and
California. RPU directors or staff members. are
forming organizations to present their positions more
forcefully before the SPA,

After observing the planning process in the 10
case study states, several general features can be
identified that distinguish decentralized from cen-
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tralized approaches, Centralized planning is char-
acterized by:

1) The presence of specific and firmly en-
forced SPA funding policies that deter-
mine the kinds of activities that may or
may not be funded at the regional level;

2} The limitation of the ainount of plan-
ning capacity, authority #nd responsibili-~
ty given the RPUs relative to the SPA;

3) The absence of a fixed percentage dis-
tribution of block grant funds among
RPUs;

4) The lack of well-defined and specific re-
gional plans outlining proposed activities
thal form the basis for the SPA’s annual
plan; and

5) The SPA’s retention of authority for
approving the funding of individual pro-
jects,

Although none of the 10 states incorporats all of the
above characteristics, several (Massachusetts,
Kentucky, Minnesota, North Duakota and North
Caroling) display enough of these aspects to
warrant their classification as states with a cen-
tralized planning approach.

In contrast, [our other states (Pennsylvania, Cali-
fornia, Ohlo and Missouri) tend to use a far more
decentralized planning approach, characterized by:

1) The delegation of substantial authority
and responsibility for plannirg and
funding decisions to regional planning
units;

2) The fixed allocation of block grant funds
to RPUs on a percentage basis;

3) The capacity and authority for RPUs
to develop regional plans, which form
the basis of the annual state plan; and

4) The absence of specific SPA policies
that identify or restrict the activities
to be funded with Safe Streets funds.

1%

Again, it should be noted that the 10 SPAs dis-
play a mix of the two approaches. No SPA uses a
totally centralized or a totally decentralized planning
process.

Of the characteristics distinguishing centralized
from decentralized planning approaches, the most
important is the presence or absence of"a regional

A

allocation process, In the centralized states, re-
gional planning units act as advisory bodies only,
receiving (in most instances) all proposed projects,
either in the planning or lunding processy and for-
warding them to the SPA with their recoinmenda-
tions. The RPUs almost always recommend the
approval of all applications, however, because (1)
they want to bring as much Federal money into the
region as possible and the more applications they
have, the better their chances are; and (2) there
is some reluctance on the part of RPU board mem-
bers to vote to turn down the application of another
member for fear that their own applications will be
disupproved.

This situation results in applications being for-
warded to the SPA totaling more than the available
funds, giving the SPA staff and supervisory board
the opportunity to apply their own priorities in
choosing the regional projects that they wish to fund.

In the states with decentralized planning, the
SPA, using an allocation formula that is usually
based upon population and crime rates, makes an
allocation of block grant funds to each region, The
region uses this figure as a ceiling when consid-
ering activities to include in its plan or applications
for funding, In these circumstances, the RPU makes
the basic decision whether to approve or disapprove
funding of an activity and, even though this decision
is phrased as a recommendation, the SPA board
almost always concurs.

Sométimes, as in the case of Ohio, a **mini block
grant” is made to the RPU after the SPA has given
its approval of the overall regional plan, In other
states, such as Pennsylvania and California, the SPA
holds the RPU allocations at the state level and
distributes the funds directly to the grantee as the
RPU approves and forwards the applications to
the SPA for its review and approval.

Under the decentralized planning structure, the
state comprehensive plan represents primarily a
compilation of RPU-proposed projects, In the
centralized planning structure, the SPA has more
f’lexibility in allocating funds in its plan and choos-
ing activities to be funded.

Thi‘s is' not to say that SPAs with decentralized
planning do not establish basic policies and
priorities to guide planning and [funding. Some
most certainly do. Under decentralized planning,
however, these broad policies and priorities guide
RPU planning, whereas in a centralized system
they guide the decisions of the SPA staff and
supcrvisory board, Also, in centralized planning
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these policies and . priorities "usually outline the

activities that may be supported ‘with Safe Streets |

funds, whereas in decentralized planning they
focus on excluding certain items or activities. In this
way SPAs with centralized planning take 4 more ac~
tive role in directing their funds: to certain areas
instead of considering applications for any activity.

In interviews with state and local officials, various
criticisms were leveled at the two approaches. The
most {requent critics of centralization were regions
and {ocal ugits of government, Their viewd tended to
focus on four general concerns: (1) that the SPA ig-
nores local input in establishing its plan categories,
programs and priorities; (2) that the more innovative
programs the SPAs are promoting and are willing
to fund are often not those that cities and counties
need most, resulting in a reluctance on the part of
localities to initiate new projects, less commitment Lo
those that are ultimately funded, & higher rate of
project failure and a greateg_reluctance to assume
the costs when Safe Streets funding ends; (3) that
loeal priorities are not followed: when the SPA
qlmoses activities for funding from among all re-
gional inputs; and (4) that the RPUs cannot do
serious planning becayse they never know the
amount of dollars they will receive or which projects
will be funded from one year to the next,

The SPAs with centralized planning countered
these arguments by pointing ouf that the state

must control planning decisions in order to: (1) .
insure comprehensive funding of-ail areas; (2) focus

resources on innovative rather th‘:«\ i routine criminal
justice gctivities; (3) target resou'{cas on particular
problems, thus offering a greater opportunity for
impact; and (4) use funds as an incentive to local
governments to reform outdated criminal justice
practices and programs. The stats providing the best
example of this approach was M\.\sS sachusetts, where
an historically strong, highly cen}}ralized SPA plan-
ning operation was and is encoubtering rising local
resistance in a period of increased. competition for
scarce Safe Streets resources and matching funds.

Critics of ‘the decentralized planning approach
feared that local political influences would result in
the funding of routine projects and generate duplica-
tion and overlapping services, thus preventing
system coordination and comprehensive planning.
They also questioned the competence of local plan-
ning staffs and the adequacy of their resources and
noted that most localities provided - only police
pratection, with courts and corrections handled
largely by the state. Under these conditions, com-
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prehensive planning at the local levet is difficult, if
not impossible. ’

On the other hand, proponents of decentralized
planning thought that regional units and local gov-
ernments are far more aware of their real needs than
is the SPA. They believed decentralized planning
results in more responsible and realistic program-
ming, because it more closely reflects the wishes of
those who must ultimately assume the cost of the
projects.

Sorie impressions regarding planning based on
observations in the ten states are as follows:

Planning responsibilities seem 10 be most effect-
ively decentralized to large urban regions or large
city or county governments, rather than to small
rural segions. Although small rural RPUs were
highly praised by local officials for their assis-
tance, particularly in developing applications and
pracessing grants, they had neither the staff re-
sources nor the expertise to carry out 2 major
planning role. Further, peither the Part € grants
received by these rural areas nor their crime prob-
lems appear to justify a greater planning role, On
{he other hand, several large, urban RPUs had
mounted quite sophisticated planning efforts, and
their staff resources were capable of adrinistering
a block grant from the state. This was found to be
particularly true of large single-county RPUs serv-

ing one metropolitan area and having large and
experienced planning staffs.

Under both decentralized and centralized plan-
ning, approaches, there is a great need for the SPA
to estaklish and communicate clearly defined poli-
cies an?i\prioriﬁes to guide statewide Safe Streets
funding. A common complaint among regional and
local officials, particularly in states with central-
ized planning, was that they did not know' the
policy basis upon which the SPAs made decisions
concerning Safe Streets funding. Under a decentral-
ized planning approach, the establishment  of
statewide policies and  priorities is particularly
important, because it is the primary way in which
the SPA can direct funds to specific areas or needs.

Centralized planning seems most appropriate, and
is accepted by local officials, in states where major
tesponsibilities for criminal justice reside with the
state, and in smaller, more rural states with limited
planning funds, [n the latter, the RPUs (with the
exception of the large urban RPUs or CJCCs) most
often conmsist of one- or two-persan staffs; in
many cases, one staff person would serve two,egions.
In these instances, the RPU staff were usually little

more than administrative grantsmen, assisting ap-
plicants in writing grants and developing reports
and data required by the SPA. Small towns and
counties saw their RPU staff person as extremely
peneficial in informing them of available SPA
funds and in handling grant-related paperwork.
Moreover, the rural RPU staffs also assisted small
towns and counties in non-Safe Streets matters. Yet,
these small RPUs could not be expected to perform
a major planning role. An annual block grant allo-
cation from the state to these regions would probably
be so small that it would dilute the impact of the
funds and produce more administrative burdens than
it would be worth.

An additional finding gained from interviews with
tocal officials was that larger cities and counties in
multi-county regions preferred to deal with the SPA
directly rather than to operate through an RPU
(except when the jurisdiction controtied the RPU),
Often, the larger cities resented having 1o go
through what they considered to be an arbitrarily
established administrative unit order to receive
funding for their activities. The authority of the RPU
was particularly resented in states with decentralized
planning and in states where the RPUs had sub-
stantial authority over funding decisions within theit
regions. Smaller communities often resented the
influence of the larger cities in a region.

In the sample states, most of the RPUs estab-
lished for criminal justice planning purposes were
not part of, or under the jurisdiction of, multi-
purpose regional planning agencies set up to handle
other regional programs in health, transportation,
manpower or similar fields. Some shared facilities
with such agencies, but only a small percentage were
incorporated into multipurpose RPUs, Officials in
several states believed that it was inevitable that the
freestanding criminal justice RPUs would eventuaily
merge with the multipurpose regional bodies to save
money, increase visibility and consolidate authority.

Many local officials, however, were wary of any
such move, viewing it a threat to their own influence
and independence.

At present, the only contact between the free-

standing criminal justice RPUs and the muitipurpose ;

regional organizations is the required A-95 clearance
process, usually performed by the latter, This clear-
ance appears to be a rather routine procedure with
little substantive impact. No conclusion could be
reached concerning the planning effectiveness of the
freestanding vs. multipurpose RPUs included in the
field work. ,

S i A G g T T T e -

i

In sumimary, compared with their relatively minor
role in 1969-1970, regional plannixg units are
achieving a growing influence in the Safe Streets
program—an influence that can be most productive
under the appropriate circumstances outlined above.
This development, however, has been accompanied
?y considerable state-regional and intraregional fric-
ion,

Comprehensive Planning
or Comprehensive Funding?

Th? most difficult judgment to make about SPA
Plannmg relates to its comprehensiveness. Congress
in the original act and subsequent amendments,
has set an ambitious standard of comprehensiveness:
for. each state plan-—that none of the SPAs visited
fully. met, On the one hand, the results of SPA
planning, in terms of the distribution of Safe Streets
f}mds, appear to be quite comprehensive, both func-
tana‘ily and geographically, All components of the
criminal justice system receive a share of the funds,
Moreaver, the funds appear to be spread widely
among jurisdictions of all types and sizes (except
in Massachusetts).

On the other hand, both state and local officials
agree that the planning process is far from compre-
hensive, kl\lor\e of the 10 SPAs conducts an ovcrﬁll
comparative analysis of the problems of the total
cnmma}l justice system and directs its resources
accordingly. Rarely are the criminal justice activities
of state and local agencies planned and coordi-
nated with the activities supported by the SPAs,
For t‘he most pact, SPA planning in the states vis-
ited is project-based and lacks a well-delined set
of poals against which to measure individual proj-
ects, A,}though project-based planning can be a
ve‘r)" effective means of allocating resources to
achieve a successful rate of project implementation,
:vu?mc:iut 1 broade:r fran?e of reference within which
o judge th‘c merits of individual programs, the risk
of supporting lower-priority objectives or activities
thh‘conﬂ\cting purposes inevitably arises,

Gw:fn the constraints under which the SPA is
operating, ‘tomprehensive planning, as defined by
l(‘:‘angress, is d.imf:ult to achieve. The first, and by
a‘:xrt ht::hmostdmgmﬁcant, obstacle here is the lack of
e es{,bt;p hcr the mandz'ates hy which the 10 SPAs
e ta ished, to require the cooperation from

state agencies needed to carry out compre-

.~ hensive planning. Further, in establishing the SPAs

in 1968, no governor gave the SPA authority to con-
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fiucg comprehensive planning for all state criminal
Ju§t1cc needs. This remains the case in all states,
with the exception of Kentucky. Thus, the annuai ¢
olans developed by the SPAs have far less meaning
for the state criminal justice system than the annual
state budget document that indicates the allocation
of fﬁ} state criminal justice resources, Although some:
officials believed that, in theory, the state budgeting
process and the SPA planning process should be
linked, very few saw this as a realistic possibility.
Another strong limiting factor is the highly frags
mented nature of the criminal justice system, which
makes coordination and comprehensive planning ex-
tremely difficult, The lack of consensus about the
most e}‘fectiye solutions to existing law enforcement
and criminal justice problems also presents formid-
able intellectual and political problems. Thus, as
se':veral SPA officials noted, even in the most i‘dﬁﬂl
circumstances, planning is a very ambitious enter-
prise, '
A third limiting factor is the lack of staff resburces
to manage an adequate grant program and to plan
comprehensively for the state’s criminal justice
needs, even if SPAs weré aythorized to do so. De-
spite assurances from.state and local officizls that
SPA glanning capacity has increased greatly since
1969, it is still apparent that the primary focus of
most SPA staff activity is on the award, distribu-
tion and management of Safe’ Streets funds, with
deyelopment of the plan viewed largely as a re-
quirement to receive Federal aid,
' An additional problem faced by the SPA directors
is what th‘ey believe to be the inordinate and totally
inappropriate amount of staff time devoted to
matters of form rather than substance in developing
an annual comprehensive plan, Most directors find
several sections of the comprehensive plan required
by LEAA to be only somewhat useful, particnlarly
the Past Progress Report, Related Plans, Programs
and Systems, Multiyear Forecast of Results and Ac-
complishments and the Multiyear Budget and
Federal Plan. In fact, one SPA director indicated
that the extraordinary effort add time involved in
pr?du§ing an atiqual plan to comply with LEAA’s
gmdelmes precludes any real planning. Another
SPA planning director stated that only after the
comprehensive plan has been completed and sent to
LEAA does the SPA have time to do any meaping-
f}ll p‘lgr_}@ng, because most activity prior to' that .
time is geared iv-compliance with a plethora of fiscal
and procedural requirements. © . .
Most of the SPA directors lamented this fact,

ey
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wishing to be able to devote more resources to
planning rather than to grants rimanagement, Yet,
because of limited Part B funds, they do not have
staff reseeiress to do both. In order to maintain
accountability, their first priority is to review,
award and administer their grants effectively. De-
spite inadequate resources, the primary roadblock to
comprehensive planning remains the lack of autho-
rity given the SPA by the governior or legislature to

wplan for all state criminal justice resources.

Representation and Influence
in the Planning Process

During the site visits to the 10 states, the field
team paid particular attention to identifying which
groups, if any, exercised the most influence in the
planning and funding decisions of the SPAs,

Board v. Statf

Almost all SPA" and RPU supervisory board
members interviewed expressed less interest in
planning activities than in the awarding of prants.
According to these- officials, the board members’
participation reflected their interest in funding
decisions rather than in planning decisions. This
was particularly true during the early years of the
Safe Streets program . before applicants or board
members realized the importance of having monies
set aside in the appropriate program category during
the planning process in order to receive funding at a
later date,

Other reasons for the disinterest of board mem-
bers in planning decisions were the complexity of
the planning requirements and guidelines and the
limited period of time over which planning activities
are carried out, Moreover, when funds are allocated
to particular program categories, the applicant is
often unknown and the descriptions of programs to
be funded are intentionally general to allow a wide
variety of activities to be included under each cate-
gory. For these and other reasons, the planning
process in the past has been of less interest to most
board members than the funding process.

In several states, this led the supervisory boards
to abdicate responsibility for most planning decisions
to the SPA staff. According to state and local offi-
cials in those states, the influence wielded by the
SPA staff has been particularly powerful in Massa-
chusetts, Minnesota and Kentucky, leading to
charges from RPUs and localities in those states

that the SPA board acts as a rubber stamp for staff
recommendations in the planning protess, The threat
of short time deadlines, inundationt with voluminous
materials to be read prior to meetings and the
infrequent calling of board nieetings were all tactics
that SPA directors were charged with using to cause
board members to rely on staff recommendations.
Partially in response to this eriticism, two SPA
boards (Massachusetts and Kentucky) have recently
reasserted their authority and become much more
actively involved in the planning process.

Other factors also have prompted this change.
As applicants have come to realize the importance of
having their projects included in the annual plan-and
as competition for funds has increased, the boards
have become aware of the need for greater involve-
ment in issues and decisions during the planning
stages, Several SPA directors believe that board
participation in developing funding policies and
priorities is a far more appropriate and important
role than becoming involved in the minutiae of grant
awards, most of which were -decided during the
planning stage. Also, many board members are be-
ginning to .see the need to develop firm funding
policies as competition for dollars heightens.

Criminal Justice Representatives

In studying the representation on SPA and RPU
boards in the 10 case study states, it was found that
although law enforcement officials made up the larg-
est criminal justice constituency, in only a few
instances did their represertation constitute a major-
ity of the board and, in most cases, interviewees he-
lieved that their representation and influence was
declining. The power of law enforcement agencies
was greater in the early years of the program be-
cause: {1) there was 4 narrower view of law enforce-
ment, one that tended to equate both criminal justice
and the Safe Streets Act with law enforcement
activities; (2) the law enforcement agencies were bet-
ter prepared for a Federal grant program and were.
able to use the funds quickly; and (3) governors and
local elected officials looked to law enforcement
agencies for a quick response to rising crime rates.

In most states, the courts were deemed to be the
component of the criminal justice system that was
least represented on SPA boards, had relatively little

influence on the program and had received the smatl- %

est percentage of funds, Many interviewses thought
that this was a function of the judges® preference for
autonomy and independence in light of the separa-

tion of powers doctrine, their unwillingness to
compete for Federal funding and their conservative
approach to criminal justice reform. Several of the
SPAs visited were concerned about the role of the
courts in the program and were making an effort to
increase judicial representation on their supervisory
boards.

State Agency V. Local Officlals

One of the most consistent complaints of regional
and local officials in the 10 states was that state
agencies not only were disproportionately repre-
sented on SPA boards relative to local officials, but
also that their plans and applications were often
given less rigorous review and more favorable
treatment than local ones,

It does appear that state agency representatives
frequently account for a larger percentage of SPA
board membership than their percentage of funding
would warrant, This usvally was because governors

“automatically appointed the heads of the raajor state

criminal justice agencies as ex-officio members of
the SPA boards, or they were designated members
by statute. Several interviewees believed that state
agencies’ proposals were not given close scrutiny by
other board members for fear of retaliation against
their own grants, Because the overwhelming major-
ity of both SPA and RPU board members, in one
form or another, were either the direct or indirect
recipients of Safe Streets grants, miost interviewees
accepted this form of political logroliing as a fact of
life, o

Another possible reason why state agency. grants
may receive less serutiny by SPA boards is that the
SPA staff deals directly with state agency personnel
in reviewing their pluns and grants, Thus the SPA
boards and staffs may feel more confident in wpprov-
ing state agency applications than those that have
been reviewed and recommended for approval by the
regions without SPA staff contact with the appli-
cant, : .

From the sample of states, it appears that local
elected officials are not represented on the SPA
board to any great extent—certainly their repre-
sentation does not come close to the 51 percent
representation required on RPU boards. Although
SPAs are not required to have a minimum number
of local represeéntatives on their  supervisory
boards, the lack of adequate representation was a
common complaint among local chief executives
and legistators,

Effects of Sta#t Turnover

n

It is clear from the case studies that the most
influential factor in the operation of the SPA
has been the SPA executive director, The director
sets the tone of the SPA’s activity, largely deter-
mines the nature of the planning and funding pro-
cesses and may exert influence on the SPA's funding
policies and priorities, particularly in those states

“in which the SPA staff plays an influential role refa-

tive to the SPA board. Given the SPA director’s in-
fluence, the frequent turnover in this post was bound
to be a serious problem, especially when a new di-
rector changed operations and policies.

Moreover, the rapid turnover among key SPA
personnel, such as chief planners, grants managers
and evaluators was cited as a problem by several
SPA officials. This turnover, caused by the newness
of the criminal justice planning profession and the
scarcity of capable personnel, has disrupted the
continuity of SPA planning and administration and
made it difficult to formulate and implement mean-
ingful long-range plans.

As a result of the emphasis on planning in the
Safe Streets program, each SPA has developed a
sizable staff whose primary task is to prepare an
annual comprehensive plan for the state. Through
the years, each state has also developed a more or
less stable planning progess which does result in
annual plans that are comprehensive in their cov-
erage. Yet, for the reasons mentioned earlier, no
state studied has conducted, or could have heen ex-
pected to conduct, a planning grocess as comprehen-
sive as that specified in the act, '

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE STATES
AND LEAA

Under a block grant, states are given relatively
wide digcretion and flexibility in identifying ‘heeds,
formulating programs to deal with them and allocat-
ing resources. The role of the Federal agency is ig
see that the states carry out their responsibilities in
administering Federal funds according to ‘general
guidelines established by Congress and within the
limitations and conditions prescribed by statute, This
is socomplished by review and approval of state
plans, (inancial reports and other documents, as

well as by monitoring and evaluation of state

performance. : ~
Due to the numerous conditions and requirements
placed upon the states by Congress in the Safe
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Streets ‘Act and its amendments, the role of LEAA
is more complex and delicate than might be expected
in a pure block grant, LEAA must insure that the
intent of the act is carried out by the states by devel-
oping and enforcing guidelines and requirements of
varying specificity, It is also charged with providing
technical assistance and support to the states, And it
must carry out this dual role of enforcer and partner
with states who are fully aware of, and jealously
guard, the prerogatives that they associate with their
block grant. The relationship has been far from tran-
quil. - ’

The primary occasion of contact—and contention
—between LEAA and the SPAs is LEAA’s review
and approval of the state annual comprehensive
plans. This process begins with the development of
official guidelines for the comprehensive plans and
annual planning grant applications for Part B funds,
In the 10 states visited, one of the strongest criticisms
of LEAA was its inability to develop and distribute
these guidelines prior to the start of the states’
plantning cycles, thus forcing the SPAs to begin plan-
ning without guidelines or a knowledge of the
amount of their block grant.

LEAA officials cite several reasons for this prob-
lem: the lengthy guideline review process, congres-
sional delays in appropriating LEAA funds and
the low priority given the development of guidelines
by LEAA. These delays have been somewhat re-
duced of late, in that LEAA has taken much more
interest in the guidelines as a means of insuring
SPA compliance with the act.

Yet this recent interest has caused other difficul-
ties. One of the most consistent and strident com-
plaints of the SPAs relate to the sharp increase in
the number and complexity of requirements and
guidelines applizd by LEAA since 1973. Several of
the SPAs contend that the administrative burdens
imposed by these requirements are becoming unbear-
able and are approaching those associated with
categorical programs. Particularly vexing are those
that seem to address matters of procedure and form
rather than the substance of SPA operations, Exam-
ples cited by the SPAs include: the requirement
that the annual plan be structured in a prescribed
way, the rule for cross-referencing the annual plan
with LEAA’s program categories, the necessity to
document all SPA practices and procedures, and the
need to follow and document detailed procurement
procedures,

State - officials are increasingly upset about
requirements that appear to be applied ‘more to

protect LEAA from congressional criticism than to
promote the effectiveness of the SPAs. The SPAs

usually do not fault the LEAA regional offices for
the proliferation of guidelines because, in most
cases, they merely interpret and enforce guidelines
established by the LEAA central office in Wash-
ington. Several SPA officials, however, did question
whether the guidelines were interpreted uniformly
among all LEAA regions,

LEAA officials admit that the guidelines have
increased substantially in recent years, and LEAA’s
enforcement of them has been more rigorous. Yet
they contend that they are only enforcing require-
ments mandated by Congress and that to do less
would mean not fulfilling their responsibilities,
They also cite the many laws passed by Congress
that, although not part of the Safe Streets Act, must
be enforced by LEAA. Examples of some of those

that increase the administrative burdens on states
and localities are:

® The National Environmental Protection
Act

® The National Historic Preservation Act

© Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policy Act

¢ Freedom of Information Act

® Equal Opportunity Act

o Civil Rights Act

° Equal\f(\‘"Employment Opportunity Regula-
tions *

In addition there are many standard financial guide-
lines governing procurement practices that must be
adhered to by recipient states and localities,

Localities also complained loudly about increas-
ing paperwork and bureaucracy, Although finding
the block grant approach to be less cumbersome than
Federal categorical grants, several local officials
said they would no longer apply for smaller Safe
Streets grants because the benefits did not justify
the administrative costs involved.

Many SPA officials criticized the role of LEAA
in establishing guidelines and enforcing require-
ments. Yet, there was praise for the technical as:
sistance LEAA provided to the states, especially
through contracts with several organizations to make
consultant assistance available to the states. The
SPAs found this to be a particularly helpful service.

There was scattered criticism throughout the
states that LEAA did not provide effective leader-
ship to the SPAs in terms of demonstrating useful

programs and projects, conc}ucting .re‘s?arch on new
ideas and evaluating existing activities, But this
¢criticism ‘was neither ‘loud nor frequent, Most off.“x-
cials did not seem to expect this kind of leadership
from LEAA. Moreover, although ;we_ral states ex’:
pressed the desire for a “lea,d‘ershlp by‘example‘
approach from LEAA, they believed t}xat it had nei-
ther sufficient manpower nor expertise to provide
leadership to the states except through contractual
assistance. ‘ .

LEAA apparently has become increasingly aware
of its responsibility to held the SPAs accountable
for implementing the provisions of the Safe Streets
Act, It also realizes that it will be held accountable
by Congress. Through the guideline‘ dcvplopment
and plan review process, an attempt is bemg' made
to bring all SPAs into technical.cgmplnance with .the
provisions of the act. Yet the dx‘mculty of estabhs}x-
ing realistic standards of compliance for states with
widely varying levels of competence and degrees of
accountability under their own laws, and the k‘n'.oad
range of interpretation that th¢ act’s provisions
allow have produced no common agreement as to
what constitutes an acceptable level of compllan?e.
This assessment usually falls to each regional office
of LEAA. Lacking standards, some ‘regiona}l office
administrators - are uneasy with this discretion and
therefore show extreme caution in allowing‘s.tate
latitude and demand formally documented declsxc?ns
and actions. Much of the paperwork anfl reporting
requirements of which the SPAs complan.] seeéms to
stem from this need to document compliance. The
lack of any established standards ' a.l'so has
underscored the sigpificance of negotiations b§~
tween the regional office and the SPA as to what is
an acceptable compliance level within the provisions
of the act,

Special conditions to state plans have been use’d
to hasten state compliance and document LEAA’s
oversight efforts, Such conditions are a means of
allowing a state to receive its block grant alloca-
tion, while correcting some deficiencies in 1ts‘opc3ra-
tions or its comprehensive plan within a certain time
period. Most officials thought that LEAA is hesitant
to withhold approval of an SPA’s plan and face the
wrath of state and local officials. Thus, the use of
special conditions maintains some pressure on a
state to correct deficiencies without raising the
political problems caused by withholding funds, Sev-

eral SPA officials resent the use of special con-
ditions and see them as LEAA’s means of protecting
itself against criticism for not adequately enforcing

guidelines and other requirements. T}mfase ofﬁqi'fxls
claim that many of the special canditions require
little more than a written SPA certification of
compliance, and actual performance has not been
rigorously monitored by LEAA. Howcve;, most SPA
officials believe this is changing as LEAA places
more emphasis on accountability. o

An additional problem, mentiong:d eiarher, is the
high turnover of LEAA regional admimstrat?xfs and
staff. Several states found this to be particularly
troublesome because - administrators tend_ to ‘have
different policies, procedures and guideline inter-
pretations that must be learned anew by state offi-

_cials. A similar problem exists when the LEAA

regional administrator must adjust to new S.PA
directors. Still another arises from the particu-
larly high turnover among the state representatives
in each regional office. These people after all, are
supposed to serve as a liaison between the st.ate
and the LEAA regional office and to be effective,
should know the state well. Some believe that the
state representative should be dn advocate for the
SPA within the LEAA regional office.

Overall conclusions about the relationship bt?tvyeen
LEAA regional offices and their states are difficult
to reach, because these vary:from state to state, re-
gion to region, and time to time, Some of the s.tates
visited had few conflicts with their LEAA regional
office, while others seemed to have strong and
continuing  disagreements. At present, LEAA and
most of the 10 SPAs visited appear to have formed,

219

of necessity, an uneasy alliance baswl upon a recog- |,

nition of their mutual dependence.

STATE AND LOCAL
SAFE STREETS FUNDING

Throughout the life of the Safe Streets program,
there have been many complaints about the kinds of
activities supported with Safe S‘treets funds and
the types of jurisdictions receiv1.ng. those fundF.
Although a more thorough analxsxs. is presentcd in
Chapter V, sufficient information was gathc}red
from the 10 case studies to provide some impressions
about the nature of Safe Streets funding.

Relationship Between Planning and Funding
The chief goal of the planning process in most

SPAs and RPUs is to determine the jurisdictions,
agencies and activities. that will receive funds. Yet,
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in most states there are almost always some differ-
ences between the activities that are planned and
those that are implemented. The extent of these dif-
ferences is one measute of the meaningfulness of the
planning process and the degree of plan implementa-
tion, )

Particularly in the early years of the Safe Streets
program (1969-1971), activities for which funds were
allocated were sometimes not implemented, thus
requiring states Lo develop amendments to their com-
prehensive plans to shift the unused funds to another
program category, There were many reasons for this.
Grant funds initially were plentiful relative to the
number of applicants, because not all potential ap-
plicants were aware of the availability of funds and
geared up to apply for them, Also, SPAs often set
aside funds for activities that they wished to en-
courage, but that applicants did not consider to be
among their high-priority needs. Such funds then
were not always used. Moreover, the failure of ap-
plicants to obtain matching monies, start-up delays
associated with staffing or other problenmy and
overestimation of project costs also caused funds to
move slowly out into the field ‘and, in sonie cases,
to remain unspent. Finally, the rapid growth in block
grant allocations also put a great burden on the
SPAs to distribute large amounts of additional funds
in each of the early years.

All of the above factors led to Safe Streets funds
having to be reallocated among categories or having
to revert back to the Federal government in the early
years. But this did not remain a problem for long.
Increased competition for dollars, the leveling off of
the total blogk grants, continuation funding com-
mitments and the increased planning sophistication
of both the SPA and their applicants led to greater
consonance between the activities planned and those
implemented. At present, the problem of unused
funds does not appear to be significant among any
of the SPAs visited, All still amend their plans to
shift unused funds, but this process has been stream-
lined and the SPAs usually know which categories
will suffer from lack of applicants. Today, this hap-
pens most frequently when the SPA sets aside funds
for either innovative or controversial programs for
which applicants are reluctant to apply. Conversely,
states which identify specific projects to be funded
during the planning process are less apt to have
unused funds remaining. At present, the competition
for funds is so high, and the SPA awareness of
funds so acute, that the use of all Safe Streets funds
is no longer the problem it formerly was,
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Funding Policies and Priorities

As was mentioned in the planning section, each
SPA has developed policies and priorities relat-
ing to activities it will support with Safe Streets
funds, Sonie of these policies represent longstanding
decisions of the SPA Board. The most common (in
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,
Pennsylvania, North: Dakota, Ohio) are those
restricting or eliminating funding for routine police
equipment (handguns, uniforms, etc.), construction
of facilities or training, Usually such policies were
necessitated by repeated requests from applicants
for these items, which, if filled, would have rapidly
used up all available Spfe Streets funds,

A second kind of fuﬂaing policy relates to thesize
or type of jurisdiction or agency eligible to receive
Safe Streets assistance, Examples here are the ex-
clusion from funding of part-time police departments
(Kentucky, Pennsylvania), limitations on funding for
juvenile investigation units to jurisdictions over
25,000 (Kentucky) and requirements for the joint
cooperation or consolidation of agencies or jurisdic-
tions in order to receive funding for police com-
munications or information systems (Massachusetts,
Kentucky, Pennsylvania), This last kind of policy is
an attempt by some SPAs to further certain state-
wide objectives, using Safe Streets funds as an
incentive to promote certain goals. Kentucky and
Massachusetts, in particular, use Safe Streets funds
as leverage in this manner,

The other major kind of SPA policies or priorities
are those established annually in allocating funds to
certain categories or activities. Although these may
change from year to year, particularly within an area
such as corrections or police, the balance of fund-
ing among the major categories usually shifts only
slightly. In part, this represents an attempt on the
part of the SPA to achieve comprehensive funding,
Yet it also reflects the increasingly limiting ef-
fects that the high rates of continuation funding arén
having on the SPAs.

Continuation Funding and Assumption of Costs

In almost all of the 10 states visited, the most
serious funding problem confronting the SPAs was
the high percentage of their block grant allocation
earmarked to support projects continuing from pre-
vious years. The rates of continuation funding vary
from 45 percent in North Dakota to 90 percent in
Kentucky, with most of the states using 60 to 80 per-

"cent of their funds for continuing projects. This

severely limits the SPA’s ability to initiate new ac-

tivities and makes most planning for such activities

largely unnecessary.

The causes of this difficulty are clear. When the
block grant was growing rapidly during the early
years of the program, continuation funding was not a

problem. Both old and new activities could be,

supported, However, when the block grant began
leveling off, the numbers of applicants for funds did
not, as more and more groups became aware of the
program and sought aid. At the same time, the rev-
enues of state and local governments were declining
due to the recession, and state and local officials
were reluctant to assume the. costs of Safe Streets-
initiated activities. A major consideration here is that
most of the states studied had not until very
recently established or firmly enforced policies
concerning the maximum number of years a project
would be eligible for Safe Streets funding. ‘

Site visits to the states revealed that new poli-
cies concerning continuation funding and :the in-
creased competition for funds were. causing conflict.
Most of the states have developed policies calling
for declining Safe Streets support over a three- to
five-year period, with full state or local government
assumption of costs after that time. Among the 10,
Federal support must end after five years in Ohio,
four years in Massachusetts and North Dakota, and

three years in the remaining seven. Most states,

however, allow exceptions in emergency cases, Many
applicants complained that the time period is too
short or the rate of assumption is too fast. Some felt
that activities should be funded indefinitely, while
others were bitter because they believed they were
never told that they would ultimately be asked to
assume the costs of activities initiated with Safe
Streets funds. :

Of the 10, Massachusetts, Kéntucky and New
Mexico are having the most difficulty with continua-
tion funding. Tight budgetary situations, coupled
with a high rate of continuation funding, have
given their SPAs little flexibility in initiating new
activitizs, Applicants in Massachusetts and other
states predicted that many Safe Streets activities will
terminate due to the inability of state und local
governments to assume their costs.

This is a basic problem because the assumption
of the costs of Safe Streets activities by state and
local governments has been viewed as one measure of
fhﬁ long-term impact of the program. If institutional-
ization does not oceur, it implies that the activities

initiated with Safe Streets funds are temporary and
peripheral, with no lasting effect on .criminal justice
agencies or programs.

Some activities, it was found, had been continued
with state and local support. Indeed, many state and
local officials stated that they have assumed the cost
of a high percentage of the activities initiated with
Safe Streets funds. In North Dakota, the state with
the least serious continuation funding problem, a
firmly enforced assumption-of-cost policy and prior
legislative review and approval of all state agency
-projects initiated with Safe Streets funds has pro-
duced encouraging results in assuming costs, Yet,
relative to the large number of projects that
will have to be either continued with state or local
revenues. or terminated in the near future, the num-
ber that to date have been continued without Safe
Streets support -appears small. Only Minnesota and
North Dakota can boast of success in continuing a
high percentage of their activities after Safe Streets
funding has terminated, More ominous in terms of
its implications for innovative undertakings is the
intention expressed by many state and local officials
to use future Safe Streets funds for capital improve-
ments, equipment purchases, training or other one-
time purchases that do not require a long-term com-
mitment of their resources after Safe Streets funding
terminates,

The recent cutback in national block grant funds
has forced SPAs to take a hard look ut their contin-
uing projects; Because only in the last year have
continuation funding problems become severe, it will

“be another year or two before it is clear whether the

new SPA assumption-of-cost policies (or continua-
tion funding policies) result in greater institutionali-
zation of Safe Streets activities by state and local
governments or their termination when LEAA fund-
ing ends, Some consider this to be the most im-
portant test of the long-term value and impact of
Safe Street activities on state and local criminal
justice operations although, given present fiscal
constraints, it may represent af’ unfair measure.
These constraints already dppear to be producing a
more responsible attitude.on the part of the legisla-
tive bodies and criminal justice agencies in deciding
whether and what activities to initiate with Safe
Streets funds.

Nature of the Funding Process

In only a few of the states visited were there
problems with or compluints about the funding pro-

- Famioine e Tl ot i e e

i

ERT =R it S

S




i o

222

cess. All states appear to have standardized their
subgrant review and award procedures to insure
that all applications are acted upon within the 90-
day period imposed by Congress: in the 1973 Crime
Control Act. Only one state (Pennsylvania) had to
fund an application because of failure to act on it
within this period. Several officials expressed the
opinion, however, that the 90-day requirement may
have lengthened the review process rather than
shortened it, as was originally intended. This is be-
cause some SPAs will now reject an application and
return it for modifications rather than allow it to
continue to be reviewed while necessary changes are
made. When modiflications have been made," the
review process and the 90-day clock begin all over
again, Although this was mentioned as a-problem
by some officials, the majority believed that there
were no significant delays in the award process.

In Minnesota, North Duakota and Pennsylvaniy,
the SPA director has been given the authority by the
SPA board to approve grants under certain amounts,
which range from $1,500 in North Dakota to $25,000
in Pennsylvania. This has been done to accelerate
the grant award process and usually involves formal
approval by the SPA board at its next meeting. Also,
provisions are made for an appeal before the SPA
board in those cases where the director disapproves
a grant,

The greatest difference among the states was the
timing of their awdrds during the year. Three states
(Minnesota, - Massachusetts and New Mexico)
awarded almost all their grants only once during the
year, one other (North Carolina) reviewed grants on
a quarterly basis, while the remainder approved
grants every month or bi-monthly. Reviewing
grants once 4 year cuts down greatly on the adminis-
trative burdens associated with the grant review
and approval process, whereas monthly grant
review requires a great deal of staff time and effort,
On the other hand, awarding grants only once a year
limits the opportunity of applicants to apply for
funds, requires prior planning and communication
with all possible applicants to insure fairness and
limits flexibility to meet changing needs.

Another problem mentioned by officials in the 10
states concerned limiting grants to one year. All
states studied make grants for only one year, even
when it is understood that funds will be available for
subsequent years, assuming that the project is pro-
gressing satisfactorily, The SPAs believe that this
enables them to review progress perfodically and
require modifications in subsequent applications if

needed. Some applicants contend that single-year @

funding causes more problems than -it solves. They

say that normal start-up and staffing delays result : |
in the project not being under way until three or four . :

months after receiving funds, and that the time
required to process an application for the next year

of funding means that in the eighth month of the ’

project the staff must begin developing next year’s‘
application or start looking for other mears of sup-

port. A one-year commitment of funds also makes it -

difficult to attract qualified personnel.

A related issue raised by many state and local
officials concerns the uncertanity about the future of
the Safe Streets program and Federal funding in
general, They are hesitant to initiate long-térm

projects with Safe Streets assistance for fear that

Congress either will not extend the program or will
cut back appropriations substantially, leaving fhem
to assume -all - the costs prematurely rather than
gradually. For this reason they prefer to use Federal
funds to support equipment purchases and capital
improvements rather than personnel additions,
which are explicitly restricted by the Safe Streets
Act.

Representation and Influence

Many of the conclusions about the representation
and influence of various groups in the planning
process also relate to the funding process, because
usually funding decisions largely reflect previously
made planning decisions, It should be noted, how-
ever, that in most cases the SPA board still takes
a much more active interest in the award of grants
than in planning decisions. Five states (North
Carolina, Minnesota, Kentucky, North Dakota,
Massachusetts)-rely on committees to review, appli-
cations and make recommendations to the full board.

There is some criticism that these committees are.

dominated by the relevant professional groups and
that the award process becomes incestuous with,
for instance, police officers constituting the ma-
jority of the law enforcement committees and cor-
rections officials dominating the corrections com-
mittees. Others contend that this is the best way to
make use of available expertise and that it would be
unrealistic not to have functional representatives on
the committees.

Perhaps the most surprising finding in the field
work concerned the question, asked of officials in
all states, of whether their agency or jurisdiction
has received their fair share of Safe Streets funds
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relative to others. With the exception of Missouri,
where practically - everyone complained about not
receiving their fair share, most state and local of-
ficials believed that they had received a propor-
tionate share of Safe Streets . funds. Even. those
who objected strongly to the dinount of their rep-
resentation on the SPA board or their lack of input

had received an adequate share of Safe Street:

funds. As mentioned earlier, there were some"sx-<.
ceptions among court- officials, many of whom felt -

that the judicial function had not received an
appropriate share of funds, Several courts officials
said, however, that they had not sought Safe Streets
funds very aggressively in the past.

In some cases these state and  local officials
readily admitted that they did not really know what
their fair share should be. Others felt that their
success in receiving Sale Streets funds was due to
their own grantsmanship abilities, With few excep-
tions, however, almost all officials were satisfied
with their share of Safe Streets funding,

Kinds of Activities
and Jurisdictions Funded

During the site visits in the 10 states, particular
emphasis was placed on determining the way in
which funds have been used in each state, Through
discussions with state and local officials and exami-
nation of a sample of grants funded in each state,
information was procured about the types of activ-
ities and jurisdictions supported.

There are some clear differences in the kinds of
activities supported in each state. For example,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Ohio, and, to a lesser
extent, Kentucky attempt to direct their funds to
more innovative demonstration and pilot projects
than do other states. More rural states, such as
Missouri, North Dakota, North Carolina and New
Mexico, faced with meeting basic needs, have
'f‘OCl{SCd greater funding on upgrading their criminal
JUS‘:’IC‘E and law enforcement operations through
training, additional personnel, and new equipment
fmd facilities. As will be discussed, however, even
in these states, Safe Streets dollars have been
overwhelmingly used to support activities that were
new to the jurisdiction receiving the funds, rather
than routine activities that had existed prior to their
funding with such assistance.

Recipieﬁts of Safe Streets Funds

Both in the sample of grants studied and in dis-
cussions with state and local officials, it was discov-
ered that Safe Streets funds have been fairly widely
distributed among- applicants, with the amounts to
cities, counties and states being roughly proportional

in the planning process generally thought that they.. ' to their responsibilities for criminal justice and law

enforcement, Of particular importance is the fact
that almost all states have recognized and supported

the pressing needs of the urban areas in distributing .
funds, Pennsylvania, New Mexico, Massachusetts

and Missouri have instituted small impact prdgrams
‘within their states to target resources on urban or
high-crime areas. ’

There were complaints from rural officials in sev-
eral states (North Carolina, Minnesota, Pennsyl-
vania, Massachusetts, New Mexico) that the urban
areas have received too much emphasis in funding,
Conversely, in some states (Missouri, Kentucky,
Pennsylvania, New Mexico), officials in urban areas
complain about the rural dominance of SPA boards
and the wide diffusion of funds among numerous
small jurisdictions. Both groups of local officials
in North Carolina, Kentucky, Missouri, North Da-
kota and New Mexico criticized what they viewed as
the strong influence of state officials on the ‘SPA

board.
Nature of Activities Funded

During the interviews, many officials expressed
belief thal in the early years of the program too
much money had been used to purchase hardware,
Officials explained this as being the result of (l)
strong police representation and influence on SPA
supervisory boards; (2) the need to upgrade outdated
equipment and provide minimum equipment to im-
poverished criminal justice agencies; (3) the need
to spend funds quickly, with equipment purchases
being the simplest and quickest way; and (4) the
belief that a reduction in crime would result from
better-equipped law enforcement agencies. Most offi-
cials thought that the emphasis on equipment had
declined in recent years, because many of the basic
equipment needs had been met, SPA officials had
become less optimistic about the ability of better
equipment to reduce crime and the SPAs had devel-
oped more sophisticated programming,

The sample of grants indicates that although a
large percentage of the total number of grants rep-
resent equipment. purchases, activities of this type
account for a much smaller proportion of the total
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funds. Most e¢quipment grants are fairly small and
are awarded to rural areas, Failure to make this
distinction may give the misleading impression that
most of the dollats have been used for equipment
purchases, because more applicants have received
more grants for this purpose than any other,

The vast majority of funds appear to have been
used for service activities, such as increases in pro-
bation services, rehabilitation efforts, juvenile pro-
grams, investigation units, court adrninistration aids,
public defender and district attorney services, Rela-
tively small percentages of funds have been speat on
the construction of facilities and the "addition of

routine personnel. Most applicants recognized that

the intent of the Safe Streets program was to en-
courage and support new activities rather than
to provide additional funding for routine operations
that are the responsibility of state and local govern-
ments. .

The other type of lunding examined was training
activities, Many SPA officials and applicants con-
sidered this to be one of the most effective uses of
Safe Streets funds, and all SPAs provided funds for
training of one sort or another,

In general, it appears that Safe Streets funds
now are used far more often to provide services than
all. other categories of funding combined. The
criticism that Safe Streets funds are predominantly
used for hardware funding is no longer true, Indeed,
many local officials look forward to begmmng new
programs, now that they have the minimum equip-
ment to operate their law enforcement agencies,
Their enthusiasm is ‘tempered, however, by the
growing awareness of the fiscil implications of ini-
tiating long-term projects with Federal aid.

Funding of Criminal Justice Components

Interviews in the 10 states tend to confirm the
resulis of the grant sample analysis, and correspond
with data presented in Chapter V with respect to the
funding of the various criminal justice functional
areas, Police and law enforcement activities repre-
sent about 40 percent of all Safe Streets funding,
remaining stable in most states after declining from
the higher levels of earlier years.

Corrections has also remained fairly stable as a
result of the Part E requirement that Part C cor-
rections funding must remain at least as high as the
preceeding year's level in order to qualify for Part E
funds. Some officials expressed resentment that

Congress, through Part E funding, was dictating
state and local priorities. They thought that many
corrections projects, which were of lesser importance
than others, were nevertheless supported in
order to make use of available Part E funds, while
more vitally necded activities were not undertaken
for Tack of monies. Part E categorization was be-
lieved by some to be a violation of the block grant
concept. It was particularly resented by some local
officials because the state had primary responsibility
for corrections and thus received most of the Part
E allocation, For the most part, however, Part E
funding was not a major issue in most states, [t was
seen as just another source of funds, and corrections
projects and programs were usually planned indepen-
dently of the source of funding. No differences were
discovered in the kinds of corrections activities sup-
ported with Part C or Part E.

Funding for the courts was much more of an
issue in most states, Despite recent increases in the
percentages of funds awarded to the judicial area,
most SPA officials agreed that the courts have been
underfunded relative to other criminal justice com-
ponents. They believed, however, that this was
primarily the fault of the courts themselves, They
contended that the courts have been reluctant to
apply for Federal funds and have been more resis-
tant than other components to joint planning with
the SPA. Both LEAA and the SPAs in the states
visited have encouraged funding for the courts in
recent years. Somie officials interviewed (with the
exception of court officials) thought that a separate
category or separate planning résponsibilities for the
courts would further fragment the criminal justice
system, undermine cooperation among the various
functional components and render the blogk grant
concept meaningless, The courts contend, However,
that the doctrine of the separation of powers' ‘\s com-
promised when they are required to seek and com-
pete for Federal support from an agency dr the
executive branch of the state.

The funding of juvenile delinquency efforts was a°

major priority in several states, notably New Jlexico,
Massachusetts and Ohio. The impact of the 1974
juvenile justice amendments to the Safe Streets Act
had not been felt by most states. Although some
were making plans to administer the program, other
SPA officials expressed serious reservations about
whether the administrative and substantive require~
ments placed upon the state by the program out-
weighed the benefits from the relatively small
amount of funds available under the act.

BN

Extent of lnﬁavanoh Supported with Safe Streels Funds

Examination of a sample of grants in each state in
conjunction with SPA and RPU staffs. uncovered a
surprisingly high percentage of new activities sup-
ported by Safe Streets assistance. In almost all
states, between 70 percent and 95 percent of the
activities sampled had not been attempted in the
recipient jurisdiction prior to their Lmtlanon with
Safe Streets dollars. In most states, less than\\lo per-
cent of the sampled funds was used for activities that
had already been attempted. Moreover, using
another clagsification, the majority of projects weére
totally new activities to the jurisdiction, rather than
expansions of existing activities, upgrading of exist-
ing equipment or services, or routine undertakings,
Although comparisons between states using these
factors are difficult (that which is innovative in a
small rural state may be routine in a large urban
community), it is clear that Safe Streets funds have
supported activities that are new to the jurisdictions
in which they were tried, {The reader is cautioned
again, however, to refer to Appendix VIII-3, p. 236,
for an explanation of the limitations of this data),

This finding tends to confirm the view of most
state and local officials that Safe Streets funds have
been used for activities that, because of limited local
resources, “would never have been initiated without
Safe Streets funds.,” Although this statement is
usually meant as praise for the Safe Streets program
for providing much-needed resources, it raises the
question of why these activities had not been under-
taken with state or local revenues: Were they less
important or of lower priority than other activities?
If so, does this imply that the Safe Streets funds were
spent because they were available? Would they have
been spent on other needs (health, education, man-
power, ete.) if they were not restricted to law
enforcement purposes? Also, if state and local gov-
ernments would not have initiated these activities
themselves, the question remains whether they will
assume the costs of these activities once Safe Streets
support ends. In many ways, the above oft-repeated
statement by state and local officials effectively
reveals the value of the Safe Streets program, as
well as its possible limitations.

Comparison Between Safe Streets Funding
and Revenue Sharing

Of particular interest in discussions with state and
local officials were their views of how general rev-
enue sharing (GRS) and uther Federal aid have been

and should be used in the criminal justice area
compared to Safe Streets funds. Without exception,
local elected officials recognized that the revenue-
sharing approach gave them much more flexibility
and discretion in using federal dollars with fewer
administrative problems than either the block grant
or categorical grant approaches. For this reason
the overwhelming majority of local elected officials
were in favor of replacing block grants with reve-
nue-sharing funds. Some officials, however, -partic-
ularly appoeinted criminal justice officials, cautioned
that some form of special revenue sharing should be
used to insure that funds are directed to law enforce-
ment and criminal justice activities rather than gen-

eral local government needs, On the other hand, a

small number of local officials thought that to use
the revenue-sharing approach would bring to an
end most of the innovative activities started under
the Safe Streets program. They contended that
under revenue sharing most of ‘the resources would
be used to subsidize normal operations of the crim-
inal justice system, rather than being directed toward
new activities and ideas, thus diluting their impact,

From discussions with local officials, some of these
fears seem to be borne out. As found in studies by
the Brookings Institution and our survey of SPAs
and localities, when GRS funds have been used for
criminal justice: purposes, most of the activities
funded have been routine responsibilities of local
government.? ‘The most typical activities supported
by GRS appear to be the addition of police per-
sonnel (several cities added large complements to
their police forces), the purchase of equipment {the
addition of police cars was mentioned quite often)
and construction and renovation of court, police and
correctional facilities. The construction of facilities
was a.particularly attractive use of GRS funds, be-
cause it represented a one-time expenditure of funds

- with no long-term commitment required, It also did

not require the 50 percent hard cash match as did
the use of Safe Streets funds for such purposes, a
requirement that has significantly reduced the
amount of Safe Streets funding for construction.
Many local officials see the use of GRS for rou-
tine criminal justice operations as dppropriate and
desirable, and lament the [act that Safe Streets funds
cannat be used for these purposes. As one local offi-
gial stated in explaining the difference  between
Safe Streets and GRS dollars and his preference for
the latter: “With GRS funds you can supplant local
expenditures, With Safe Streets funds you can’t”
All state and most regional officials prefer the
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block grant approach rather than GRS, contending
that an overview is needed to- insure cooperation,
coordination and the most effective distribution of
funds throughout the state, They also believe that
statewide policies are needed té insure that Safe
Streets funds are not used to supplant local expen-
ditures and support routine criminal justice and law
enforcement operations.

It was reported by SPA and state and local
officials that, unlike GRS, direct supplantation
rarely occurs with Sale Streets funds. Indirect sup-
plantation, where a state or local jurisdiction will
receive funding for activities that they probably
would have eventually undei_lken with their own
resources, occurs more often. Examples of indirect
supplantation include: the purchase of routine
police communications equipment that communities
would probably have purchased at some time with
their own resources; starting a new intensive pro-
bation program with Safe Streets funds, thus defer-
ring the need to hire additional probation officers to
cope with a rising caseload; and starting a law stu-
dent internship program with Federal funds rather
than hiring additional assistant district attorneys.
The SPA thought that this form of indirect supplan-
tation was difficult to identify or curb because it
called for a judgment of local governmént's inten-
tions, which could easily be disputed.

Categorization of Block Grant Funds
5

or _particular concern to many local applicants
was the¢ increasing categorization of the block grant
through congressional amendments, LEAA require-
ments and state-established categories of funding.
Part of the problem stems from LEAA’s requirement
that the SPAs establish categovies of funding and
allocate funds to each category in its annual plan.
This allows LEAA to review the annual state plan
for comprehensiveness and balancing in funding.
The categories also are necessary to enable adequate
tracking of grants and accountability for them.

Yet both state and local officials criticize the
use of categories and the limit of 15 percent of
funds that may be shifted among them as unduly
restricting the states’ response to emerging needs
dnd priorities. Applicants complain that their re-
quests are sometimes met with the response that
“there are no funds left in the category,” thus
requiring an approved plan amendment from LEAA
to shift more than 15 percent of the funds from one
category to another.

Much of the problem stems from the extent to
which the planning process adequately identifies and
allocates funds for specific projects or activities in
each category, Where this occurs (usually in states
with decentralized, project-based planning), there
is normally little discrepancy between the activities
planned and those funded, thus dvoiding the catego-
rization problem. In those states that, during the
planning process, do not identify specific activities to

ancy between the amount of funds allocdted for par-

{

be funded, however, there is more often a discrep- .

ticular activities and the number of applicants for !
those funds, thus resulting in some “bulging™ cate-

gories and some “dry” categorics. Although this
problem was much more acute in the early years of
the program when planning was less precise, it still
irritates state and local officials who contend that a
block grant should allow greater flexibility.

A more serious problem raised by some state
and local officials is the increasing compartmentali-
zation of the Safe Streets Act by Congress. They

tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and
the recent proposals by the courts to be un-
warranted and ill-advised categorizations of the
block grant concept which, if continued, will result

in the states administering a series of “mini block’

grants” that would lessen the need for compre-
hensive planning and greatly limit state and local
discretion,

OTHER FINDINGS AND ISSUES

Several other important findings and issues in the
case studies related directly to the success of the
block grant approach, :

Role of Elected Officials

One of the purposes of the block grant approach
was to give more authority and responsibility for

view the 1971 Part E provisions, the Juvenile Jus-

the administration of Federal grant funds to state

and local elected executive officials—governors,
mayors and county supervisors or commissioners —
rather than to professional staff representing
particular functional or agency interests, The intent
was to give program control to those representing
broader state and local interests.

The Governor

With the exception of North 'Carolina and New
Mexico, where the governor or his aide actively

serves as chairman of the SPA supervisory board,
and California, where the new governor is rethinking
the program completely, the governors played a
very limited role in the Safe Streets program. This
is surprising, because crime is a major public con-
cern and the act gives the goverrors wide discretion
in establishing the program and upg?&inting those
responsible for its administration, In alrnost all states
the governor exercised little influence on the pro-
gram, other than appointing the members of the
SPA supervisory boards and, in some cases, the
RPU boards and the SPA director.

While most officials interviewed believed that the
SPA did support gubernatorial policies in criminal
justice (principally through the funding of state
agency projects and initiatives), they could identify
few instances where the governor had played a
major role in setting new directions for the SPA or
had® become involved in establishing SPA policy.
In most states, the SPA seemed to play a role
within state government that was secondary to that
of other criminal justice agencies (state police,
department of corrections, crime commissions, etc,)
and consequently exercised less influence on the
governor. In those states where the SPA did influ~
ence the governor and vice versa, this was almost
always the result of a close relationship between the
governor and the SPA director or the supervisory
hoard chairman, ,

Most - officials thought that given the small
amounts of the Safe Streets funds and the numerous
other Federal grants-in-aid administered by the
state, the governor could not afford to spend much
time on the program, After all, most other state
criminal justice agencies have substantially more
resources and operational responsibilities than the
SPA. The one circumstance in which several gov-
ernors have become involved in the Safe Streets
program has been when a major conflict has arisen
between the SPA and LEAA.

The low profile of governors and their apparent
lack of interest in the SPA has serious consequences
for the program, It damages the credibility of the
SPA relative to other state agencies, thus limiting
the SPA’s authority in the state criminal justice
planning and budgeting process. It also makes com-
prﬁehensive planning mare difficult and less meaning-
ful when completed, because the plans do not affect
the activities or resources of other state agencies,
Only in Kentucky does the SPA have the authority
to plan for other criminal justice agencies, and
even there limitations of staff time and competition

with other state agencies have prevented this plan-
ning from actually taking place. In all other states,
state agency officials tend to view the SPA as a
small distinct agency, responsible only for the dis-
~tribution of Safe Streets funds. According to these
officials few governors have demonstrated an inter-
est in having the SPA serve as the focal point of
statewide comprehensive criminal justice planning
and budgeting. Given the limited amount of funds
involved and the longstanding autonomy of certain
state criminal justice agencies, the chances -of this
happening are slim. ‘

The Legislature -

State legislatures throughout the early years of the
Safe Streets program were much less involved
than the governors. Their role was usually limited to
appropriating the match funds for state agency
grants and the SPA’s Part B allocation, as well as
the state buy-in percentage of local grants. How-
ever, changes are occurring. c

In several of the states visited, the legislature is .

now exercising a more active role in the program,
partly. because of the growing awareness that it will
be asked to assume the costs of Safe Streets activ-

ities at the state level following termination of LEAA -

support, In some states, such as Massachusetts, this
is causing severe budgetary problems, with the SPA
fearing that the legislature will not ounly refuse to
assume the costs of Safe Streets-funded activities, but
will also reduce the match for the state’s Part B
allocation supporting the SPA. In Missouri, the
legislature has in the past refused to appropriate
full Part B match funds, in part as a means of
limiting the state’s authority and influence relative
to the regional planning units.

Perhaps the tightest legislative control is evi-
denced in North Dakota, a fiscally conservative state
where the legislature reviews all state agency proj-
ects individually and often refuses to appropriate
matching funds for some, The SPA has a good
relationship - with the legislaturé and believed that
the prior legislative review of Safe Streets activities
initiated by state agencies results in the greater will-
ingness to assume the costs of these projects later.

In Missouri and North Carolina, the legislatures
resent and are wary of the governor's control of the
program and are trying to exert greater influence,
either by statutorily altering the membership of the
SPA (North Carolina) or withholding matching
funds (Miszouri). They also dislike the govetrnor's
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ability to use Federal funds to initiate activities
without prior legistative approval.

Most SPAs have not been highly visible to legisla-
tors, Some develop and propose legislation in the
criminal justice field and many testify and com-
ment on pending criminal justice legislation. In four
states (Massachusttts, Pennsylvania, Kentucky and
North Dakota), the SPA has proposed criminal jus-
tice legislation with some success, Many others have
supported studies leading to the revision of state
criminal codes. Yet despite some clear successes in
the legistative field, the SPAs sampled did not
appear to be a major force in influencing criminal
justice legistation, ,

Clearly, the interest and influence of the state
legisiatures in the program is growing substantially
and rapidly, But it is unclear what the ultimate ef-
fects of this new legistative role will be.

Local Elected Officials

The role of local elected officials in the Safe
Streets program was expanded significantly as the
result of the 1973 Crime Control Act, which required
that 51 percent of the membership of RPU boards
consist” of local elected officials, This change re-
ceived mixed reactions from interviewees in the
10 states. Some thought such officials were more
of a hindrance than a help, because they were
not familiar with the problems of criminal justice
and could not contribute substantively to board
deliberations. Others praised their participation
for producing more realistic funding with a broader
view of priorities than criminal justice specialists.
They also belisved that the assumption-of-cost
problem was ecased if local officials  were in-
volved in the planning and funding decisions from
the beginning. Yet, most interviewees could see no
significant immediate effects of local elected offi-
cials’ participation,

Several practical problems arose in connection
with oblaining the input of local elected officials.
First, there was the difficuity “in deciding who is an
appropriate local elected official, State legislators
are locally elected but hardly local officials. Sheriffs
and judges are elected officials and local but do not
represent the broader interest intended in the 1973
act.. This definitional difficulty has been a source of
continuing conflict at the state, regional and local
levels,

Another significant problem faced by rural regions
is finding enough local elected officials to make up 51
percent of the RPU board, A third, and in many

ways the most important challenge faced by most off§
the regions, is the lack of attendance of local elected
officials. Participation of these officials is needed@
and/or required on so muny regional and local g
boards that they cannot possibly attend all the meet.
ings. Several intervieweessindicated that the lack of
authority of some regional boards makes their atten-§
dance less important, This attendance problem will3
increase as more Federal programs call for repre- g
sentation of local elected officials on areawide bodies |8
and as these bodies proliferate, When local elected §
officials cannot attend, they usually send a represen- §

b
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tative from one of the criminal justice agencies, §

thereby defeating a major purpose of their participa-§
tion. When asked about specific changes in funding §
that have resulted {rom the involvement of local§
elected officials, very few of the interviewees could§
identify any.

Planning and Funding

Earlier, the problems of continuation funding and
the assumption of costs {aced by the state and local §
government were assessed. Recapitulating briefly, it §

seems that only recently have states been confront-§
ed with high rates of continuation funding, due to §
decreased block grant funds and continually increas-

ing competition for funds. Although several SPAs §
have claimed and shown some success in getting &
state and local governments to assume project costs, §

the real test is being faced now, as recently devel- §

oped SPA continuation policies begin to be en-

forced in the face of worsening state and local

budgetary circumstances. As long as projects are
receiving their fourth and fifth years of Safe Streets:
funds, however, as many are, a $mooth transition -
from Federal funding to more permanent state and
local support has yet to become a reality. ‘
Financing worries are even beginning to trouble
some SPAs. Of the 10 SPAs visited, six (California, «
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Missouri, North Carolina -
and North Dakota) were established through legisla-
tion. The remaining four have no statutory base,
having been created by executive orders of their

governors. Some SPA directors were concerned that

this lack of a statutory base made their standing and
permanence very tenuous in the event that Safe

Streets funds were withdrawn. When asked directly ;!

¢

what would happen to the SPA if the Safe Streets
program were terminated, officials of those created -
by statute thought that the SPA would continue to
exist but would be greatly reduced in staff and lim- =
ited to the non-Safe Streets activities mandated in

their legislation. Several of the SPAs created by
executive order believed that they would continue to
exist only if their executive order outlined additional
non-Safe Streets activities, and then only at a great-
ty reduced staff level and with the likely prospect of
a merger with another state agency, This rather pes-
simistic view rvesults primarily from their almest
exclusive emphasis on the distribution of Safe Streets
funds. If this role were taken away, few other respon-
sibilities would remain, Thus, from all indications, it
appears that the SPA has become a tentatively ac-
cepted institution of*state government, but almost
exclusively in relation to its role in administering
Federal aid. .

A similar situation exists with respect to RPUs
and local planning units, Because they are primarily
supported by Part B funds and their chiefl responsi-
bility is the distribution of Safe Streets funds, most
officials questioned whether they would continue to
exist if the program ended. In some cases—usually
when the RPU was a multipurpose unit—local offi-
cials thought that their functions might be con-
tinued by local governments.

For the most part, the plan development process
for Safe Streets funds at the state and regional levels
is both well-established and more or less smoothly
operating. Yet, because it is employed almast
exclusively to plan the distribution of Sale Streets
dollars and because no state has successfully linked
SPA planning with state criminal justice agency
budgeting, it is unlikely that this process would con-
tinue if the program ended.

In summary, although these responses represented
speculation on the part of the interviewees, they
made it clear that the continued existence of the
SPAs and RPUs was doubtful without the Safe
Streets program. Interviewees also made it clear
that this skepticism in no way reflected the el-
fectiveness with which they carried out their respon-
sibilities, but rather the limitation of those respon-
sibilities to Safe Streets funds only.

Impact of Safe Streets Funding

One of the most discouraging but predictable
findings of the case studies was the lack of evalua-
tion of the results and impact of Safe Streets
funding. Only three states {Minnesota, Pennsylvania
and Massachusetts) had an identifiable evaiuation
strategy and program in operation. California had
developed and was implementing an evaluation
program, which was halted by the new governor

FEERY s

pending his review of its vajue. Of the three states,
the Massachusetts evaluation effort was limited to
a small number of large projects and was consid-
ered by state and local officials to be “too sca-
demic” and “‘theoretical” to be of practical use to
the SPA, Iis evaluations appeared tolbe the most
ambitious and rigorous of any, however, and were
cited by some as being very helpful in paining state
and local support for a few of the major programs
undertaken by the SPA. Both Minnesota and Penn-
sylvania had relatively large evaluation staffs and
regularly developed information on selected projects
and programs, Minnesota used its evaluation results
in plarming decisions, while PennsylVania geared
its efforts to influence project refunding decisions.
Both states have had some success in utilizing eval-
nation results tor decision-making.

All the other states were just beginning to estab-
lish an evaluation capacity (Kentucky, North Da-
kota, New Mexico, North Carofina, Ohio, Missouri)
or had no plans to do so and relied on monitoring in-
formation, State officials thought that this was one
of their mast serious failings and blamed it on (1)
inadequate Part B funds to support an cvaluation
staff, (2) the absence of experienced evaludtors or
(3) the lack of adequate performance standards
against which to measure project achievement,

Greater interest in evaluation at the state level
may be expected to result from greater competition
for reduced biock grant funds. This competition has
forced some SPA boards to make difficult choices
about which projects to continue, leading to cails
for evaluation information upon which to base de-
cisions, LEAA, responding to the congressional
mandate for cvaluation in the 1973 act, has also
begun urging the states to begin assessing the im-
pact of their activities. Several SPAs expressed
disappointment about the fack of leadership and
resources provided by LEAA in the area of evalua-
tion in the past. p

Thus, after seven years, only a few states ha¢ at-
tempted to assess the results of their Safe Streets-
funded activities. Despite the evaluation mandate in
the 1973 act, it is still necessary to rely largely on
subjective judgments regarding program impact.

B - W
Crime Rates. Because the reported crime rate in

every state visited had increased/greatly since the
Safe Streets program was initiat&j, it was obvious
that the program had not reduced ¢jime. Many offi-
cials, however, thought that the reported crime rate
would have been somewhat higher if the pro%ram
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had not existed and hence believed that Safe Streets
had some effect on crime control. Most officials indi-
cated that the program should never have been ex-
pected to reduce crime and that it labored under
unrealistic and unattainable expectations, They cited
the small amount of Federal funds (six percent of all
state and local law enforcement and criminal justice
expenditures), the complex causes of crime (few of
which can be affected by Safe Streets monies), and
the necessarily reactive posture of law enforcement
agencies, as reasons. why the program could not
possibly have more than a minimal effect on crime
rates, Several officials indicated that even if all
Safe Streets funds were focused on crime prevention
and deterrence, the effects would at best be min-
imal. .

Many ofﬁcmls suggested that the program may
even have led to an apparent growth in crime rates
by increasing the level of crime reporting by the
public ‘and by supporting and encouraging im-
proved recordkeeping and crime reporting by
police agencies. i

The Criminal Justice System. Officials inters
viewed in all 10 states were much more enthusiastic
about the effects of Safe Streets dollars on the oper-
ations of law enforcement and criminal justice
agencies, They thought that improvements in these
operations should be considered the appropriate goal
of the Safe Streets program and believed that only
through such changes could there be any effect on
crime, At the same time,; they remained cautious
about the extent of this impact.

The amount of praise given the Safe Streets
program for upgrading and expanding the training,
equipment, facilities, practices, and policies of almost
all agencies came as something of a surprise to the
field team, Support of law enforcement and criminal
justive has traditionally been a lesser priority of
state and local governments, resulting in relatively
Hmited resources to carry on basic operations and
only meager monies for new approaches and pro-
grams. For example, interviewees cited the cor-
rectional system as being particularly impoverished,
With Safe Streets funds, it was asserted, it was pos-
sible to try new approaches and programs, upgrade
practices to meet minimum standards and provide
much-needed training equipment. Rural communities
were particularly appreciative of Safe Streets fund-
ing as a supplement to their limited resources, al-

. though these areas were often the most, wary of

Federal involvement.

Another benefit of Safe Streets ciled in the inter-
views was the cooperation fostered by the program
among police, court and corrections agencies. Most
officials said that joint membership on SPA and
RPU boards and the interaction an joint projects
had produced a better and broader understanding of
the problems faced by the various components of
the criminal justice system. Nevertheless, it was
generally noted that, although this increased com-
munication and understanding was very beneficial,
most agencies still jealously guarded their autonomy

“and were reluctant to either view themselves or to

act as part of an integrated system.
VIEWS ON PROGRAM CONTINUATION

Officials in the 10 states were asked if the Safe
Streets program should continue and what changes,
if any,”should be made, Without exception, ali
thought that the program should be renewed by

Congress in some form. The overwhelming majority

believed that the funding level should be increased

_,‘to provide continued system improvements, although

several officials welcomed the increased compe-
tition for funds, because of the leverage il gave
the SPA in promoting change. Most local officials
preferred that Congress adopt the revenue-sharing
approach, while most state officials were under-
standably opposed to this, All interviewees called
for the simplification of requirements and the
elimination of administrative burdens,

For thé most part, state and local officials appear
to have become accustomed to the Safe Streets pro-
gram as a useful and well-established component of
their criminal justice and law enforcement activities.
Despite protestations, most still are willing to toler-
ate the Federal and state paper work and red tape
necessary to enjoy the benefits of funding, although

California was considering refusing Safe Streets™

funds at the time of the field research. The overall
impact of the Safe Streets program is consid-
ered quite positive, and most state, regional and
local officials enthusiastically advocate its exten-
sion in some form.

FOOTNOTES

IRefer to Chapter [—Introduction of this rcpo‘t for a list of -

these issues,

2Richard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manuel, Susannah E. Calkins, and
Associates, Monitoring Revenue Sharing (Washington, D.Ca:
The Brookings Institution, 1975).

P ——

APPENDIX ViHl-1

Characteristics of the, Ten Case Study States

State Population

5 in first quartile
3 in second quartile
I in third quartile
1 in fourth quartile

Crime Rate

2 in {irst quartile
3 in second quartile
I in third quartile
4 in fourth quartile

SPA Authority Base

5 created by executive order

3 created by state legislation

2 created by both executive order and state
legislation

Decentralization

2 state oriented

3 regional oriented
{ local oriented

4 unclear

Additional Responsibilities

3 additional criminal justice responsibilities
6 no additional criminal justice responsibilities
I unclear

State Criminal Justice Expenditures

3 in first quartile
0 in secdnd quartile
2 in third quartile
5 in fourth quartile

State—Local Expendihures

2 state-dominated systems
4 state-local balanced systems
4 locdl-dominated systems

Federal Regions
1 in Region [
0 in Region II
I'in Region 1]
2in Region 1V
2 in Region V

1 in Region VI
1 in Region VII
1 in Region VIIi
I in Region IX
0 in Region X

Planning Grants (Total)

1974: $14,586,000 (29.2%)
1975: $16,103,000 (29.3%)

Part C Action Grants (Total)

1974: $154,966,000 (32.1%)
1975: $152,938,000 (31.8%)

Massachusetts

Eastern state (Federal Region )

10th in state population (Ist quartile—populous
state)

15th in crime rate (2nd quartile)

SPA created by state legislature With no decentral-
ization (state-dominated) '

40th in state criminal justice éxpenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expendi-
tures. i

Local. dominated in hnancmg and delivery of
services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: 'y$1,277,000\ and
$1,407,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant‘ $13,257,000
and $13,180,000 |

Minnesota i

Midwest state (Fédcral Region V) l\
19th in state population (2nd quartile)
.23rd'in crime rate (2nd quartile)
SPA created by executive order with no decen-
tralization (state-dominated)
No additional criminal justice responsnbllltles
44th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expen-
~ ditures)
State-local balance system in financing and deliv-
ery of services
1974 and 1975 planning grant: $920,000 and
$1,008,000
1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $8,866,000 and
$8,816,000 ' -
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North Dakota

Central West state (Federal Region VIII)

45th in state population {4th quartile—low popu-
lation state)

48th in crime rate (4th quartile—low crime rate
state)

SPA created by executive order with no decen-
tralization (state-dominated)

39th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—fow. in state criminal justice expendi-
tures)

No additional criminal justice responsibilities

State-dominated in financing and delivery of

services

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $317, 000 and

$332,000
1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $1,439,000 and
$1,442,000

California

Western state (Federal Region IX) -

Ist in state population (lst quartile—populous
state)

3rd in crime rate (lIst qudrtxle —high crime rate
state)

SPA created by state legislation with decentrali-
zation (region-dominated)

Additional criminal justice responsibilities

49th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th
quartile—low in state criminal justice expen-
ditures)

Local-dominated in financing and delivery of
services

1974 and 1975 planning grant; $3,976,000 and
54,452,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant $46,495, 000
and $46,414,000

Kentucky

South Central state {Federal Region IV)
23rd in state population (2nd quartile)

46th in crime rate (4th quartile—low crime rate

+ state)

~ SPA created by both executive order-and state leg-

islation with no decentralization (state-domi-
nated)

Additional criminal justice responSbelltles

10th in state criminal justice expenditures (Ist
quartile—high in state criminal justice expendi-
tures)

State-dominated in financing and delivery of serv-
ices

1974 and 1975 planning grant: $809,000 and
$889,000

1974 and 1975 Part C action grant: $7,500,000
and $7,5 18,000

Pennsylvania

Eastern state (Federal Reglon j19))

3rd in state population (st quartile<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>