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COMPTROLLER GENERAL 'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

PDIGESTI
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Since fiscal year 1969 the
Federal Government, through the
Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration (LEAA), has awarded
about $2.6 billion to help
States improve their criminal
justice systems and to prevent
or reduce crime.

The Congress intended that LEAA
funds be used as a catalyst to
bring about lasting improvements
in the States” criminal justice
systems. The Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended, requires that
the States demonstrate their
willingness, and that of local
governments, to assume the cost
of projects funded after a
reasonable period of Federal
assistance,

To provide the Congress informa-
tion on the extent to which LEAA
and the States have met that
legislative intent, GAO obtained
information on:

--How many long-term projects
continued after LEAA funding
stopped.

--How many projects merited
continuation but did not
continue.
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-=How LEAA and different State
policies and practices af-

fected the continuation of
worthwhile projects.

AN A=A

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

LEAA funds provided to States
represent only a small portion of
total national criminal justice
expenditures. Nevertheless, they
have the potential for impact
since they are the primary funds
to be used for innovations and
improvenments.

For LEAA funds to influence

~changes, it is essential that

LEAA and the 3States adopt

" policies to insure that
" successful projects continue once

LEAA funding stops.

As a result of inadequate LEAA
guidelines, States’ policies re=-
garding continuation of projects
varied significantly. States’
success rates on continuing worth-
while projects also varied.

As of June 30, 1973, only 6 per-
cent of projects no longer
receiving LEAA funds were for
long-term purposes--such as
counseling delinquents, hiring
additional policemen, or
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rehabilitating offenders--which
involved continuing operations
and required continual funding
for the project to continue.
(See p. 11 and app. III.)

As more projects reach the end
of their LEAA funding perilods,
the problem of finding alterna-
tive fund sources becomes even
more important. One State, for
example, reported it had only
three long-term projects
terminated from LEAA funding as
of March 31, 1973. The State
expects 80 to 120 major projects
to cease receiving LEAL funds in
calendar year 1974. (See pp. 30
to 33.)

By providing the States more
guidance on how to continue
worthwhile efforts, LEAA could
substantially improve prospects
of its grant program having a
positive long-term impact on the
States” criminal justice sys-
tems.

Problems LEAA and States had in
adequately developing contin-
uation policies are discussed
below, as is GAO’s analysis of
the extent to which worthwhile
long~term projects continued.

The analysis is based on a
detailed review of the contin-
uvation policies and practices in
Alabama, California, Michigan,
Ohio, Oregon, and Washington and
on responses by 39 States and

the Distriet of Columbia to a GAO
gquestionnaire.

Inadequate emphasis on
continuation needs

Neither LEAA nor the six States
emphasized sufficiently the
problem of how to continue wortha
while long-term projects. The
varying degrees of State success
in continuing worthwhile projects
after LEAA funding stopped were

ii

partly attributable to a lack of
adequate LEAA guidelines and the
resulting differences in State
policies.

LEAA guidelines did not ade-
guately address the project
continuation issue by specifying
factors or providing policies
that would help States continue
projects. States had inde-
pendently developed their own
continuation policies.

Many factors influence contin-
uation of projects after LEAA
funding stops. Some, such as
economic conditions and dedica-
tion of project personnel, are
beyond the control of LEAA and
appropriate State criminal justice
agencies.
through guidelines and require-
ment s,

Three factors which influence
project continuation are project
financing, project evaluations,
and technical assistance. The
emphasis given these factors
varied among the States.

For example, project funding
periods among the States visited
ranged from 1 to 5 years. Also
one State required extensive
planning for assuming project
costs by non-LEAA sources;
another State required none.
(See ch. 2.)

Limited success in
continuing projects

Apparently worthwhile long-term
projects were discontinued or had
their operations significantly
reduced after LEAA funding ended.
In the six States LEAA funding
had stopped for 440 long-term
projects.

--281, or 64 percent, awarded
about $15.5 million in LEAA
funds, continued to operate at

Others may be controlled



expanded or at about the same
levels.

--159, or 36 pércent, awarded
about $12 million in LEAA
funds, either had their
operations stopped or the
scope of their operations
reduced significantly.

According to State and project
officials, at least 95 of the

159 projects (60 percent)

merited continuation. (See pp. 11
to 13.)

Of the 281 projects operating at
the same or expanded levels of
funding after LEAA funding
ceased, 253 continued with State
or local funds and 28 were con-
tinued with non-LEAA Federal
funds.

National perspective

Neither LEAA nor the States had
adequate information on the
extent to whieh projects con-
tinued or merited continuation.
Such information is necessary to
help assess the impact of the
LEAA program. Therefore, to
determine the potential long-
term impact of LEAA funding,

GAO queried all States by a two-
part questlonnaire.

The first part requested infor-
mation on State policies that
could influence projects con-
tinuing after LEAA funding
ended; this part was completed
by all 50 States and the Dis=-
triet of Columbia.

The second part requested fi-
nancial data and other informa-
tion, such as status of
long-term projects no longer

Tear Sheet

iii

receiving LEAA funding (termi-
nated projects). Thirty-nine
States and the District completed
the second part.

State responses indicated the
variations in continuation
policies and showed that many
States had not adequately ad-
dressed the continuation issue.
For example:

--3even States had no policies or
time limits on length of time
projects should be funded by
LEAA. The other U3 States
funded projects from 1 to 8
years.

--Twenty-five States required
applications for LEAA funds
to present various types of
plans showing how, when, and
by whom project costs would
be assumed once LEAA funding
stopped.

One State required only that
potential fund sources be iden-
tified, and 24 States did not
require a plan showing how,
when, and by whom project

costs would be assumed.

--Twenty-one States eased the
transition from Federal to full
State or local funding by in-
creasing the percentages of
State or local support pro-
vided through the life of the
LEAA grant.

The rate of increase varied,
however, from State to State.
Five States said they use in-
creased matching rates but have
not set specific percentages.
The other 24 States did not use
increasing matching rates.
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~--Technical assistance provided
to projects varied signifi-
cantly. Six States provided
no continuation assistance,
16 provided assistance on
request, 27 provided assist-
ance informally, and 1 said it
had not experienced the con-
tinuation problem. (See
ch. 4.)

LEAA’s program has been oper-
ating since fiscal year 1969.
It is not too early to consider
institutionalizing improvements
begun with LEAA funds in light
of congressional intent that
LEAA funds act as a catalyst to
allow States to make lasting
improvements. Both LEAA and the
States must better insure that
worthwhile long-term projects
continue once LEAA funding
stops.

RECOMMENDATIONS

To develop information needed to
assess the long-term impact of
the LEAA program, determine
potential weaknesses, and better
insure that worthwhile projects
are continued, the Attorney
General should direct LEAA to:

--Require that LEAA and State
information systems provide
for developing information on
the extent to which projects
continue.

--Establish requirements for re-
porting in State law enforce-
ment plans and in the LEAA
Annual Report on the contin-
uation of long-term projects
after LEAA funding ceases.

--Require that LEAA develop a
coordinated continuation

iv

policy to be implemented by
each State:

1. Defining how long LEAA funds
should be used to support
each type of project.

2. Developing funding methods
which ease the transition to
full State or local funding,
such as progressive matching
rates.

3. Defining standard grant ap-
plication provisions which
detail how, when, by whom, and
under what conditions project
costs will be assumed.

4, Defining the types of techni-
cal assistance to be offered
in planning for future con=-
tinuation of projects.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND
UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The Department of Justice said it
agreed with GAO“s recommendations
that LEAA and the States develop
better information on the extent
to which projects continue and
said LEAA will explore ways to
obtain and report it. (See i
app. I.)

The Department did not agree to
completely implement GAO’s rec-
omnendation that LEAA modify its
current project continuabion
guidelines to make them more
specific. It said the issues of
defining how long LEAA funds
should be used, of developing
methods of transition to full
local funding, and of defining
standard grant application
provisions and the nature of



technical assistance to be
provided, are far reaching and
will be given further study by
LEAA.

GAO agrees such changes could be
far reaching and does not object
to further study. But the
danger is that the issue will be
studied indefinitely and no con-
clusion will be reached. Im-
provement is needed in light of
GAO’s finding that State and
local officials believed 60 per-
cent of the long-term projects
that were stopped or had their
operations significantly reduced
when LEAA funding stopped either
merited continuation if stopped
or should have been funded at a
higher level if continued.

It would be desirable if LEAA
completed its study before sub-
mitting its fiscal year 1976
budget request to the Congress
and reported to the Congress on
what actions it believes should
be taken.

The States GAQ visited generally

Tear Sheet

agreed with GAO s findings and
conclusion that there was a need
to more fully consider ways to
insure that worthwhile projects
continue once LEAA funding stops.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY

THE CONGRESS

In the next several years many
more projects will stop receiving
LEAA funds and will have to be
funded by other sources to con-
tinue. As more information
becomes available on which
worthwhile projects continue,

the Congress may wish to discuss
with LEAA the extent to which its
efforts are acting as a catalyst
to get State and local govern-
ments to permanently implement
criminal justice improvements
tried and tested with LEAA funds.

Because of the significance of
this issue, the Congress may also
want to follow up with LEAA on
the results of its study of ways
to improve the continuation
policies of the States.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of
the Department of Justice has awarded about $2.6 billion
since fiscal year 1969 to help State and local governments
improve and strengthen their criminal justice systems and to
prevent or reduce crime. States have funded over 40,000
grants. Have worthwhile State and local projects contlnued
to operate after LEAA funding stopped? This report provides
some answers. ‘

TYPES OF LEAA-FUNDED PROJECTS

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
as amended (42 U.S.C. 3701), established LEAA to:

-~Encourage State and local governments to develop -
comprehen51ve law enforcement plans. :

--Authorize grants to States and 1ocal‘goverﬁménts
to improve and strengthen law enforcement.

--Encourage research and development of new methods
for improving law enforcement, for preventing and
redu01ng crime, and for detectlng and apprehend-.
ing criminals.

To quallfy for grants, States must evaluate State and
local problems and prepare comprehensive law enforoement
plans describing the projects proposed for funding. States
are to receive advice from regional planning units as the
States develop and complete their comprehensive plans.
These plans, after being approved by LEAA regional
administrators, form the basis for the States to receive
Federal block grants, which are allocated primarily on the
basis of their populations. The Crime Control Act of 1973,
which amended the 1968 act, extended LEAA s existence
through June 1976 and reempha51zed the legislative intent of
improving the criminal justice systemn.

State plans set forth broad program areas for which
projects may be funded, such as juvenile delinquency,



upgrading law enforcement personnel, and corrections. Both
short-term and long-term projects can be funded for each

program area.

Short-term projects--such as construction, equipment
purchases, and training--normally would either stop after
the grant period or would require only maintenance and
upkeep funds once LEAA funding stopped. Long-term
projects--such as counseling delinquents, hiring additional
policemen, or rehabilitating offenders--involve continuing
operations and would require continual funding, other than
Jjust for maintenance, after the LEAA grant stops.

LEAA s legislation intends that projects be continued

by the State and local governments after LEAA funding stops.

LEAA"s funds are to be used as a catalyst to bring about
lasting improvements in the criminal justice system.
Section 303 of the act specifies that State law enforcement
plans must: :

"¥ ¥ ¥ demonstrate the willingness of the State
and units of general local government to assume
the costs of improvements funded ¥ ¥ ¥ after a
reasonable period of Federal assistance."”

Not all projects should continue once LEAA funding
stops. For example, an unsuccessful project or one that

demonstrates that a particular endeavor will not work should

be stopped. But. for LEAA funds to have any lasting impact
on State and local ¢riminal justice systems, worthwhile

long~term projects should continue once the grant period ex-

pires.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE QF REVIEW

~--How many long-term projects continued operating after

LEAA funding stopped?

--How many merited continuation but did not con-
tinue?

--How did LEAA and different State policies and
practices affect the continuation of worthwhile
long-term projects?

Neither LEAA nor the States had adequate answers.
Therefore, to determine the potential long-term impact of
LEAA funding, we:

-~Reviewed in detail the continuation policies and
practices of LEAA and Alabama, California, Mich-
igan, Ohio, Oregon, and Washington.
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--Queried the other 3States, the District of
Columbia, and four territorial jurisdictions'
by a two-part questionnaire.

The first part of the questionnaire requested informa-
tion on State policies that might influence whether projects
continue after LEAA funding ends; this part was completed by
all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. -
The second part requested financial and management data,
such as the status of long-term projects no longer receiving
LEAA funding. All States but Colorado, Florida, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and South Dakota
provided us this information. Those States not responding
told us they did not provide the information because:

-~-LEAA has not required‘the States to continue monitor-
ing projects after LEAA funds stop.

~ --No data base exists that includes continuation-
information. '

--Staff was not available to complete the question-~
naire or do the research necessary to develop the
information.

Qur fieldwork was done between July 1973 and March
1974. Most State responses to the questionnaire were re-
ceived in late 1973.

TThree of the four jurisdictions did not reply to our
questionnaire. We have therefore excluded them from this
report. ‘



CHAPTER 2

NEED TO IMPROVE LEAA GUIDELINES

LEAA funds provided to States represent only a small
portion of total national criminal justice expenditures.
Nevertheless, they have the potential for significant im-
pact since they are the primary funds to be used for inno-
vations and improvements in the criminal justice system.
For LEAA funds to influence changes, it is essential that
LEAA and the States adopt policies to insure that successful
projects continue once LEAA funding stops. As a result of
inadequate LEAA guidelines States’ policies varied. The
extent to which States continued worthwhile projects also
varied.

FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT CONTINUATION

Many factors influence the continuation of projects
after LEAA funding stops. Some, such as economic conditions
and dedication of project personnel, are beyond the control
of LEAA and the appropriate State criminal justice agencies.
Others may be conftrolled through guidelines and requirements
and can affect the chances of worthwhile projects continu-
ing. Three such factors are:

--Project financing.
--Project evaluations.
--Technical assistance.

All of the factors are interrelated and should receive
consideration by LEAA, States, and subgrantees. For ex-
ample, the financing of long-term projects after LEAA
funding stops encompasses (1) having a plan for assuming
cost, (2) knowing how long LEAA funds will be provided, and
{3) having a transition from primarily Federal to full State
or local funding. Projects that are not worthwhile should
not continue. This can be determined by an adequate
evaluation. Timely technical assistance can help projects
develop financing plans and evaluation strategies.

Project finaneing

Project finanecing, as noteéd above, encompasses cost
assumption planning, which is detailed in subgrantee appli-
cation forms, and funding policies, such as funding periods
and matching rates required by the act, LEAA, or States.
The importance of the application form and funding policies
is discussed below.



Planning for assuming costs

The grant application, which must be approved before
grant awards, describes planned project activities--such as
purpose, goals, staffing, etc. Since it is known from the
beginning that LEAA will not fund a long-term project
indefinitely, the application should include a specific plan
for financing the project, if proven worthwhile, after LEAA
funding ends.

Applications should note not only potential funding
sources but should also detail how, when, and by whom
project costs are expected to be assumed. Plans for assum-
ing costs worked out jointly with the funding source and a
representative of the potential State or local funding
source as a signatory on the application would reasonably
insure that the project, if worthwhile, will be continued.
Projects that have not developed future funding. sources at
the start of the LEAA grant period often have not developed
adequate sources by the end of LEAA funding. This often
results in stopping or reducing operations when LEAA funding
ceases. As a result the project has limited impact on the
criminal justice system, as discussed in chapter 3.

Project funding periods

Projects generally receive annual funding grants.
However, they are usually eligible to receive more than one.
Many long-term projects have received two or more grants.
Knowledge of the total number of annual grants a project can
expect to receive can influence the ability to secure other
funding sources.

The length of the LEAA funding can affect the
continuation of projects attempting to demonstrate the
effectiveness of new approaches to fight crime. For
example, a project that has a new approach to rehabilitate
offenders may require at least 3 years to prove its merit.
In such cases, if the LEAA funding period is not known and
LEAA funds are not received for the full 3 years, it is
questionable whether local governments will absorb project
costs after only 1 or 2 years of LEAA funding. The contin-
uation of other types of projects, such as the hiring of
additional policemen, would not be as dependent on minimum
funding periods because the merit of such projects is
generally known before they start.

Continuation of projects relies upon units of
government or other funding sources to budget for the
eventual assumption of project costs. Therefore, sufficient
leadtime denoting termination of LEAA funding is essential.
Uncertainty as to how many grants a project will receive or



early termination of LEAA funding will often result in
stopping projects or significantly reducing operations.

Matching rates

The 1968 act required that, for a grantee to be
eligible for LEAA block grant funds, the Federal grant must
be matched by State or local governments by either cash or
in-kind service. Prescribed minimum matching rates for
long-term projects have varied by project type and have
changed since 1968. Initially the Federal Government
supplied either 60 or 75 percent of the total project costs.
The 1973 act increased the Federal share to 90 percent but
specified that the 10-percent State and local share be in
cash and that the State provide not less than one-half of
the 10 percent (or 5 percent) of total prOJect costs and the
projects provide the other one- half.

LEAA has recommended that, apart from the overall
Federal-State matching requirements, States require
individual projects to contribute a greater percentage of
the projects” total costs to increase the total funds
available to the criminal justice system.

Increasing the State and local share of funding over
the life of a project can influence continuation of the
project after LEAA funding stops. For example, one State
required that the State and local contribution increase
over a Y4-year period from 25 to 50 percent of total project
costs. Such a policy increases the chances of projects
continuing once LEAA funding stops because it:

~~-Eases the transition from primarily Federal to full
State or local funding. This can be significant for
projects involving large amounts of funds.

~--Encourages increasing involvement of State and
local funding sources in project activities.

--Insures planning for assuming costs.

Project evaluations

Obviously projects that are not needed or are
ineffective should not continue. Therefore governments and
other funding sources need to know the effectiveness of
projects before making funding decisions regarding project
continuation.



Project evaluations can provide the basis for objec-
tively deciding whether to continue projects. As a result,
evaluations or the lack of them can influence the contin-
uation of projects. ; :

Evaluations need to be timely and adequately show the
need for and effectiveness of projects. An evaluation com-
pleted after funding decisions have to be made loses much of
the benefit as a decisionmaking tool. Similarly, an ’
evaluation that lacks the data necessary to make objective
decisions is also not adequate.

In March 1974 we reported to the Congr'ess1 on LEAA and
specific State evaluation problems and recommended that LEAA
establish, for similar projects, the following.

--Guidelines relating to goals, the type of staff that
could be employed, the range of services that could
be provided, and expected ranges of costs to be ine
curred.

~-Uniform information to be gathered.

--Standard reporting systems.

~-A standard range of expected accomplishments that
can be used to determine if the projects are
effective.

~--Standardized evaluation methods that should be
used so comparable results can be developed on the

projects’ impact.

LEAA has generally agreed to implement these recom-
mendations.

Technical assistance

The act requires that, to be eligible for LEAA block
funds, the States must be willing to provide technical
assistance to project personnel. Project applicants often
need assistance to meet the administrative and fiscal
requirements to apply for and operate a project provided an
LEAA grant. Such assistance includes how to fill out grant

Inpifficulties of AsseSsing Results of Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime"
(B=171019, Mar. 19, 1974).



applications and the reports needed to receive funds, report
expenditures, and show project progress. However, to insure
that projects can continue after LEAA funding stops, assist-
ance must go beyond this level.

Our review indicates that projects continue if they are
(1) effective, (2) can demonstrate their need to be con-
tinued, and (3) have developed adequate follow-on funding
sources. As a result, assistance should be available to

-~-help adequately plan and carry out project activ-
ities,

--help design and implement an evaluation that will
reflect project merit, and

~--help develop adequate assumption of cost plans.

INADEQUATE LEAA GUIDELINES

In November 1968 LEAA provided States guidelines for
State planning agency grants which stated:

n¥ ¥ ¥ the plans should ¥ *# * indicate how new
elements and systems may ultimately be absorbed
into the regular budgeting of State and local
law enforcemeht systems."

In 1972 LEAA provided States revised guidelines for
comprehensive State plans and grant applications stating
that applications must:

n¥ ¥ ¥ indicate how new elements and systems
initially funded with Federal funds may ulti-
mately be absorbed into the regular budgeting

of State and local enforcement systems and indi-
cate the extent to which this has already taken
place.”®

This requirement was expanded in December 1973 when the
fiscal year 1974 plan guidelines were issued. The new
guidelines have three requirements for State reporting:

(1) indicating how long the State will generally continue
funding a project, (2) providing the percentage of contin-
uation funding for each fiscal year grant award, and (3) in-
dicating how new elements and systems initially funded with
Federal funds may ultimately be absorbed into regular
budgeting of State and local enforcement systems.

These requirements are a step in the right direction
but do not go far enough. They generally only request

information on States’ policies, such.as funding periods and
the percentage of funds spent on previously funded projects.
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The guidelines have not established or recommended such
elements as: (1) the ranges of time 'to fund various types -
of projects, (2) increased matching fund percentages-to-ease
transitions to local funding, (3) grant application forms
which require assumption of cost planning, and (4) specific
technical assistance to subgrantees. These factors, as
previously discussed, are important to insure project
continuation. SR R ST

LEAA guidelines require States to indicate the extent
to which new elements and systems are absorbed into State
and local systems. The guidelines, however, do not suggest
what information the States should provide to accomplish
this. Needed information could include the number of = .
long-term projects on which LEAA funding had stopped, their
merits (successful or unsuccessful), and the number of suc-
cessful projects continued with other funding.

LEAA also issued guidelines on evaluation. The guilde-
lines for 1973 comprehensive State plans stated that:

"Program and project evaluation is necessary as
a basis for updating and revising future plans,
and to gauge success of implementation. Too
little is known about the degree to which cur-

rent projects and programs have been effective.
* % #n

The guidelines define evaluation as answering whether
~-the grantee accomplished what it said it would,

--the project contributed to the State’s goals and
objectives, and

~-side effects, good or bad, resulted from the
pro ject.

The guidelines require that States consider and select one
of the following alternatives for evaluating projects it
funded. :

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total number of sub-
grants awarded in fiscal year 1973.

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total dollar value of
subgrants awarded in fiscal year 1973.

--Evaluate all subgrants awarded in one program area.

The evaluation guidelines require evaluations but do
not state when projects should be evaluated so that projects

5 59



to be terminated from LEAA funding will have objective data
for other funding sources to make continuation decisions.

- - - -

Each of the above-mentioned factors can significantly
affect project continuation. However, these factors are
interrelated. To help insure that worthwhile projects
continue, these factors should be developed as part of a
system. Such a system would require appropriate direction
and guidelines. As shown in the following chapters, LEAA’s
efforts have not been sufficient to insure that the States
adequately address the need to determine ways to continually
fund worthwhile long-term projects once LEAA funding stops.

10



CHAPTER 3

LIMITED SUCCESS IN CONTINUING PROJECTS

Variations in the degree to which the States continued
worthwhile projects once LEAA funding stopped showed that the
impact of Federal funds on making lasting improvements to the
criminal justice system had not been as great as possible.
Some apparently worthwhile long-term projects either did not
continue or significantly reduced operations when LEAA funding
stopped.

Neither LEAA nor most States have emphasized or con-
sidered sufficiently the project continuation problem. The
lack of adequate LEAA guidelines regarding the need to continue
worthwhile projects and variations in policy among the States
affected the extent to which worthwhile projects continued.

The 39 States and the District of Columbia, which were
either visited by us or had completed a questionnaire, re-
ported that 25,701 projects were no longer receiving LEAA funds
prior to July 1, 1973. They considered 6 percent of the
projects (1,518) to be long term. What happened to long-term
projects in six States visited follows. Chapter 4 summarizes
State responses to the questionnaire. , '

PROJECT CONTINUATION IN STATES VISITED

In the 6 States, 3,473 projects were terminated from LEAA
funding before July 1, 1973. However, only U440 projects, or 13
percent, were long term. Funding activity and operating status
of long-term projects for each State are shown in the following
tables.

Total projects

‘ on which
Total LEAA funding
Total block projects ended as of’
State funds funded June 1973

Per-
Number cent

Alabama $ 16,520,942 1,693 1,310 77
California 152,304,610 975 450 , b6
Michigan 59,359, 187 - 600 265 by
Ohio 43,885,760 1,415 1,068 75
Oregon : 9,917,620 208 112 54
Washington 18,703,071 474 268 57

Total $300,691, 190 5,365 3,473 . b5



Of the 3,473 projects on which LEAA funding ended, the
following were considered long term on the basis of informa-
tion provided by the States and project personnel.

Percent of

Long-term all projects Percent
projects on on which of total
which LEAA Funds LEAA funding funds

State funding ended awarded ended awarded
Alabama 163 $ 2,593,556 12 16
California 101 13,385,920 21 9
Michigan 6U b ougt,277 24 8
Ohio 40 2,066,293 y 5
Oregon 28 1,644,352 25 17
Washington -1 _3.218,356 16 17

Total 440 $27,389,754 13 9

The following table provides information on the status of
these long-term projects. We classified projects’ operational
status as (1) expanded or about the same level, (2) signifi-
cantly reduced, and (3) stopped. Our criterion for classifying
projects as significantly reduced was that a reduction of
50 percent or more occurred at the time of our review in the
project ‘s funding, number of staff, or services.

Reduced and

Expanded s?opped
or about - projects as
the same Significantly a percent
level reduced Stopped _of total
State Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount Projects Amount
Alabama 138 $ 2,096,574 6 $ 216,526 19 $ 280,456 15 19
California 45 6,899,258 23 2,813,437 33 3,673,225 55 48
Michigan 41 3,403,570 4 235,456 19 842,251 36 24
Ohio 18 998,616 9 386,645 13 6?1,032 55 52
Oregon 20 1,229,593‘ 3 11,545 5 403,214 29 25
Washington 19 908,198 12 1,599,626  _13 710,532 57 72
Total 281 $15,535,809 57 $5,263,235 102 $6,590,710
Percent 64 13 23

We attempted to determine how many of the 159 projects
that either stopped or significantly reduced operations
merited continuation. Evaluation reports and other data on
the merit of projects were generally not available because
reports either were not made, were being made, or were
inconclusive on whether a project merited continuation.
Therefore, we asked State and project officials if the 159
projects merited continuation.
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According to these officials, at least 95 of the 159
projects (60 percent) either merited continuation if
terminated or merited a higher level of funding if con-
"tinued at a reduced rate. Some other projects might have
merited continuation if the States had provided appro-
priate assistance to the projects during the time they had
received LEAA funds to help them develop adequate evalua-
tions and to secure possible further funding commitments
from other State or local sources.

A summary of the reasons State and project officials
gave for the 159 projects being stopped or significantly
reduced follows.

. Projects that should
Total have continued
brojects  Number Percent

Ineffective ‘ 13 o - : -
Not needed 11 - -
Inadequate evaluation 13 _ 5 38
Lack of State or local funds
(note a) , T2 58 81
Poor administration 19 , 7 37
Other (note b) _ 31 25 81
Total o 159 95 60

|

—p——

aPrimarily due to inadequate cost assumption planning
regarding such things as securing a firm commitment from
potential funding sponsors and developing adequate increas-
ing local matching rates.

bIncludes sueh things as lack of qualified persons to hire
and changes in regional priorities.

Appendix II includes details on the six States.
For those long-term projects that were ndt stopped or
significantly reduced (281 of 440), about 90 percent re-

ceived additional funding from State or local sources, as
shown below.
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Projects continuing

Total Projects continuing with State
proj- with Federal funds and local funds
State ects Number Percent Nunmber Percent
Alabama 138 1 1 137 99
California 45 6 13 39 87
Michigan 41 Y 10 37 90
Ohio 18 2 11 16 89 |
Oregon 20 10 50 10 50 .
Washington 19 5 26 14 T4
Total 281 ég 10 223 90

In the few cases when Federal funds were used, they
Education, and Welfare funds.

Because the Crime Control Act of 1973 and LEAA guide-~
lines do not address the use of Federal funds to continue
worthwhile projects once LEAA funding stops, State practices
on the use of Federal funds vary. Oregon, for example, used
several sources of Federal funding to keep projects
continuing. Officials in Iowa and North Carolina said they
do not encourage applicants to use Federal funds to continue
projects because LEAA provides seed money and the act
intends that States and local governments continue projects.
According to an official in North Dakota, generally the only
funds available to continue projects once LEAA funding stops
are funds from other Federal programs.

The limited use of other Federal funds to continue
projects may increase because many more projects will be
terminated from LEAA funding. (See ch. 5.)

VARIATIONS IN STATES® POLICIES

Specific policy and procedural differences and success
rates in the six States demonstrate the importance of ade-
quately addressing each continuation factor discussed on
pages 4 to §.

Alabama

Of 163 long=-term projects for which LEAA funding had ,
ended, 25 had stopped or significantly reduced operations. :
These 25 projects had been awarded $497,000 in LEAA funds.
Twenty-four of the 25 projects merited continuation, ac-
cording to State and project officials.

However, of the 163 long-term projects, 149, or 91 per-
cent, were for the hiring oOr continued employment of law
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enforcement personnel--police, sheriffs, and investigators.
Such projects, which are the traditional methods of im-
proving law enforcement, generally do not require as
extensive an effort to obtain local support and funding as
do other more innovative long-term projects, such as drug or
alcohol treatment centers. Therefore, the results of con-
tinuing the personnel projects are probably not a good.
indication of the State’s adequacy in applying good
continuation practices,.

The Alabama deputy director of the State criminal
justice planning agency said Alabama has not established
continuation policies for funding periods, increased
matching funds, evaluations, or technical assistance.

Alabama has recognized the need to develop a grant-
application form which covers assumption.of cost and to
improve project evaluation. For example, in 1973 Alabama
adopted the Michigan State grant application form. The form
requires subgrantees to do advance project planning and
establish criteria by which to measure the project’s success
so that local governments can make continuation funding
decisions. Alabama is also improving evaluation procedures
by having a local university develop a project evaluation
plan. .

To aid in planning and project continuation, State
officials have developed general master plans which address
planned, long-term State-wide criminal justice efforts.
According to the Alabama criminal justice planning agency
deputy director, this plan, required by LEAA s Atlanta
region, provides two significant improvements over the
comprehensive State plans which LEAA must approve annually.
The master plans require that

~-planning for criminal justice projects be based on
all types of Federal, State, and local funds which
might be available and

--anticipated long-range funding commitments by State
and local governments for specific projects be
identified so overall budget needs can be better
determined.

California

Of 101 long-term projects, 56, awarded $6,487,000 in
LEAA funds, stopped or significantly reduced operations.
According to State and project officials, 26 (46 percent) of
the 56 merited continuation.
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In contrast to Alabama, California has funded more
long~-term projects which were not for hiring personnel. In
many cases, these grantees had to demonstrate their
projects’ effectiveness before local governments would
assume the projects’ costs. These projects, therefore, had
a more difficult time continuing once LEAA funding stopped.

Of the 26 projects that had stopped or significantly
reduced operations but were said to have merited continua-
tion, 16 did so because of lack of local funds.

California’s March 1973 application instructions state
that assuming project costs is required but do not require
that the application contain a section that addresses future
funding plans. The State criminal justice agency planning
director said sponsors know of the continuation intent and
that, when they sign applications, they assume the implied
responsibility for future funding. However, a detailed plan
specifying how, when, and by whom project costs might be
assumed is not a condition of the grant award.

Six projects were stopped or significantly reduced be-
cause of inadequate evaluations. State policey requires
evaluation of all projects. The Director of the State
criminal Jjustice planning agency said this poliey has not
been enforced. Moreover, as noted in a previous GAO report,
California officials were not satisfied with the adequacy of
most project evaluations completed.1

Several projects were stopped because of problems with
the State’s 3-year funding period policy--which meant that
projects could expect to receive LEAA funds for 3 years--and
lack of State funds. For example, a project which assisted
parolees was funded for 1 year by the State with $46,263 of
LEAA funds. The project and its funding sponsor--the
California Youth Authority--had originally expected 3 years
of LEAA funding. However, 2 weeks before termination of
LEAA s first year of funding, California criminal justice
planning agency personnel visited the project.” They be=-
lieved it should be continued with youth authority funds
because it had proven effective and therefore no longer
needed LEAA funds, which were to be used to determlne if the
project was worthwhile.

1"Progr'ess in Determining Approaches Which Work in the
Criminal Justice System," (Oct. 21, 1974, B=171019).
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As a result, the project did not receive a second year
of LEAA funding. The funding sponsor, however, had not
planned to fund the project until the 3 years of LEAA fund-
ing ended. Therefore, the youth authority had insufficient
funds to provide the $100,000 needed to continue the
program. Thus, a project stopped that both State and
project officials thought merited continuation.

The 21 criminal justice planning regions in California,
which are composed of 1 large county or group of small
counties and recommend to the State funding of projects in
their regions, had independently established priorities for
approving projects. For example, the 19T74. regional plans
for two regions had substantial differences. One region
established four criteria for selecting projects with the
first priority going to projects presently being funded
by the region. A second region, which had no priority for
previously funded projects, established five general
criteria, such as review of general objectives, project
design, evaluation criteria, cost effectiveness, and impact
on the justice system. How did these differences affect
projects? The following example shows a project which was
discontinued from LEAA funding before it could arrange for
local funding because priorities were changed.

A juvenile delinquency project which project personnel
originally thought would receive 3 years of funding was
terminated from LEAA funding after 21 months. The project,
which worked with school dropouts, received $134,836 from -
LEAA. Project personnel said the project was just getting
of f the ground when the region changed its priorities and
terminated project funding. The region wanted a rehabilita=-
tion rather than a crime prevention project. The project
stopped since no other agency was prepared to assume fund-
ing at that time. The project staff did not anticipate the
need to seek other funding sources during the project’s

second year because they expected to receive the 3 years of
LEAA funding.

To help projects continue and plan for assuming costs,
California established matching rates in May 1972 to require
a decreased proportion of Federal funds for second- or
third-year projects. No matching rates were required, but
local funding had to be a greater percentage of a project’s
total funds in the third year than in the second year.

California has also developed a multiyear funding plan
which essentially guarantees a project 2 years of funding if
it performs satisfactorily. The State criminal justice
planning agency director planned to extend the plan to
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guarantee 3 years of funding for certain projects in fiscal
year 1975.

Michigan

Of 64 long-term projects for which LEAA funding had
ended, 23 had stopped or significantly reduced operations.
These 23 had been awarded $1,078,000 in LEAA funds. Ac-
cording to State and project officials, 9 of the 23 (39 per-
cent) merited continuation. Although these figures indicate
some problems in continuing worthwhile projects, they also
indicate that Michigan had some success. Why?

One reason appears to be the way Michigan’s grant
application addresses cost assumption. Whereas other States
may require a project applicant to merely indicate its
awareness of the need to consider continuation fund,
Michigan requires all applicants to:

--Express precisely the degree to which financial
responsibility for continuing the projects can
be assumed.

-~Show the number of years of LEAA funding that will be
required.

-~Qualify and explain standards that will be used to
determine if the project will be continued.

The State criminal justice planning agency administrator
sald that, although the assumption of cost plans cannot be
practically enforced, the requirements increase the ap-
plicants” moral commitment to continue projects and re-
quire them to do advance planning, which they would other-
wise probably ignore. He said that it has been stressed to
applicants that LEAA funding is only short term and that the
applicant is responsible for continuing projects.

State officials believe, however, that they should not
intervene in local decisionmaking to insure project con-
tinuation. They believed that decisions to continue
projects should come as a natural outgrowth from projects
that were well thought out and that have made plans for
continuation funding. Therefore, most assistance to ap-
plicants is provided during the planning stages to insure
that the project is needed and ‘is well planned and that
adequate provisions have been made for administrative and
fiscal control and for evaluation. Assistance may also be
given if requested or as needed as evidenced by quarterly
progress reports and onsite inspections.

18



Nevertheless, improvements can be made. Of the 9
projects that had stopped or significantly reduced opera-
tions and merited continuation, the lack of State or local
funds was the primary reason in 5 cases. The State ad-
ministrator acknowledged that one reason for this may have
been that applications often did not include the assumption
of cost information required in the grant application
instructions. Obviously, the State must enforce its
requirements to obtain full benefit from themn.

One project was awarded two grants totaling about
$40,000 in LEAA funds to provide for regional police
training by hiring a training coordinator. Both project and
State personnel said the project merited continuation.
However, it stopped after the LEAA grants ended because,
according to a project representative, none of the police
departments benefiting from the project were willing to
assume or prorate the cost because of a lack of funds. The
project s application did not have an assumption of cost
plan. Had the State enforced its requirements that the
application contain such a plan, the project may have
continued because the police departments would at least have
been aware early in the project’s life that they would have
been expected to fund the project once LEAA funding stopped.

Michigan officials were planning a program to incor-
porate factors affecting continuation into one system to
assume better project continuation. The following changes
should increase the chances of worthwhile projects con-
tinuing if Michigan adequtely enforces them.

-=-Project funding periods would be specifically defined
for various categories of projects. Most long-~term
projects would have 3-year funding periods. Second-
and third-year grant applications would require less
detail and would be approved if the project was
progressing satisfactorily. Although projects were
previously eligible for 2 and sometimes 3 years of
funding, the decision to fund a project was more
arbitrary and uncertain. The new system would pro-
vide a better basis on which to prepare plans for
assuming costs.

--Third-year funding would be conditional on applicants
agreeing to (1) provide 50 percent or more of the
project’s costs (only 10 percent is required during the
first 2 years) and (2) assume all project costs
during the fourth year. The assumption of cost
provision would be included as a special condition
to the third-year contract.
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--Project evaluations would be completed before third-
year funding decisions so they could be used as
decisionmaking tools. Under the present system,
evaluation reports are not due until after the
grant period expires.

Ohio

Forty long~-term projects were terminated from LEAA
funding. Twenty-two, awarded $1,068,000 in LEAA funds,
stopped or significantly reduced operations. According to
State and project officials, 15 (68 percent) merited con-
tinuation. The lack of State or local funds was the most
frequent reason given why projects had stopped or reduced
operations and indicates that there may not have been
adequate planning to determine how worthwhile projects might
continue when LEAA funding stopped.

To meet the act’s requirement for assuming costs, Ohio
adopted the following funding policy.

"* *¥ ¥ no action project will be granted funds for
a period longer than necessary to establish it and
demonstrate its usefulness, and then not more than
three years of full funding plus a fourth year at
two-thirds and a fifth year at one~third of the
third year.”

"However, the Ohio grant application does not require an
assumption of cost plan. As a result most of the applica-
tions do not contain a detailed cost assumption plan
specifying how, when, and by whom project costs might be
assumed. If the application contained such factors, more
worthwhile projects might continue once LEAA funding stops.

The State criminal justice planning agency adminis-
trator said the main factor which influences project success
is keeping the project director on the job. He said the
State agency has no responsibility for continuing projects
indefinitely because it provides funding for only 5 years at
the most. Also the staff is not large enough to manage ‘a
continuation effort. Applicants are told that LEAA provides
short-term, or seed, money. Therefore, according to the
administrator, if project directors cannot convince local
governments to assume the cost of the project in 5 years,
perhaps the project should stop.

Even though Ohio policy provides up to 5 years of

funding, adequate and orderly cost assumption planning 1is
not always the case. The State, for example, may change
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priorities and not have adequate money to continue pre-
viously funded projects. This can affect projects for which
longer periods of support were planned.

Seven apparently worthwhile projects were denied
second- or third-year funding, and the projects subsequently
stopped or significantly reduced operations. One project,
for example, provided legal advice to police departments and
received about $77,500 in LEAA funds over 2 years. Accord-
ing to the project director, the State agency denied the
project “s application for third-year funding because of the
lack of LEAA funds. He said he expected the project to be
funded since it was operating effectively and had good
support from local police departments. He said there was
not sufficient time after being advised that LEAA funds
would not be available to have the local levels allocate
adequate funds to the project for the next year. Therefore,
project operations were reduced to about 5 percent of the
LEAA-funded level.

The State does not require subgrantees to increase
their shares of project costs. After providing full funding
for 3 years, the State administrator said he had no
authority to force subgrantees to increase their share in
the fourth year, but encouraged them to do so. The sub-
grantee has the option of reducing the project in the fourth
year and phasing out the project in the fifth year. This
policy does not ease the transition from Federal to local
funding, nor does it help insure that projects continue.

The State administrator said no technical assistance is
provided to applicants to increase the chances of worthwhile
projects continuing. Assistance given is related to fiscal
and administrative requirements necessary to apply for and
operate under an LEAA grant.

The lack of adequate evaluations may also have affected
the ability of projects to continue. The State adminis-
trator said evaluations were inadequate to help make funding
decisions. Recognizing that evaluations were inadequate, in
September 1972 the State received, under an LEAA contract
with a management consulting firm, an evaluation "instru-
ment" for each type of project funded. The evaluation
instruments, or standards, are a list of quantified objec-
tives which are determined before the project starts and are
used to analyze the project’s progress. These standards
will be used to evaluate a project and to help make
decisions to continue LEAA funding. Before receiving the
standards, the State administrator said the State had no way
to develop objective project data to help make funding
decisions.
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Oregon

LEAA is no longer funding 28 long-term projects, 8 of
which stopped or significantly reduced operations. These
projects had received LEAA grants totaling $415,000 and were
29 percent of the long-term projects on which LEAA funding
ended.

In April 1971 Oregon established a requirement that all
new subgrantees describe plans to assume project costs after
a reasonable period of LEAA funding. According to the State
criminal justice planning agency administrator, the emphasis
given by his law enforcement planners to helping projects
continue and the implementation of specific continuation
policies allowed more worthwhile projects to continue that
might have had the emphasis not been given. In addition,
the State had hired a full-time evaluation and technical
assistance specialist.

Oregon did not have a formal assumption of cost policy
before April 1973. Each project was reviewed individually
using a general test of reasonableness to determine funding
periods. Recognizing the need for an assumption of cost
policy, in April 1973 Oregon developed the policy that
projects would be funded for no longer than U4 years and
local matching requirements for the 4 years would be 25, 25,
33-1/3, and 50 percent, respectively.

As a result of the change in the matching requirements
in the Crime Control Act of 1973 (see p. 6), Oregon has
changed its local matching requirements for the 4 years to
10, 20, 33-1/3, and 50 percent, respectively.

The way Oregon implemented assumption of cost planning
is illustrated by the continuation of group homes for
juveniles. Eight of Oregon’s 20 projects that continued
were group homes. These projects continued operating
generally because of advance planning. LEAA money was to be
used only to help start them. The State criminal justice
planning agency and the State jointly established a 1-year
declining funding plan for the projects. The following
chart shows the proration of funds during the first year.
After the first year, the State pays all operational
expenses.
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Nevertheless, Oregon did have problems in adequately
carrying out its cost assumption plans. According to State
and project officials, six of the eight (75 percent)
projects that stopped or significantly reduced operations
should have been continued. In our opinion, none of the six
projects had adequate cost assumption plans. Applications
generally did not describe (1) the criteria for judging
project success, (2) when and by whom the funding would be
assumed, and (3) the level of funding required to continue
the project. Only one application listed criteria to
determine if the project should be continued, and none
showed the level and timing of future funding although five
applications did show potential sources of funding. The
State staff, therefore, has to closely monitor project
operations so cost assumption plans will be adequately
implemented.

Washington

Forty-four long-term projects were terminated from LEAA
funding. Twenty-five projects, awarded $2,310,000 in LEAA
funds, stopped or significantly reduced operations. Accord-
ing to State and project officials, 15 projects (60 percent)
merited continuation.

One reason why Washington could not continue more
worthwhile projects was that cost assumption planning in
grant applications was generally inadequate. Applicants
were required to (1) indicate what resources would be avail-
able for continued funding of the project or implementation
of its results at the conclusion of the project period and
(2) identify how long LEAA funds would be necessary to
continue the project. However, in implementing the
requirements, applicants generally were not adequately
planning for assuming costs, as indicated by examples of
statements by applicants regarding the cost assumption pro-
vision.

--"An alternate method of financing will Be found for
the continuation of the program."

~-""Continuation of financing for the project will be
reviewed prior to the end of project year two."

--"The project was undertaken to program service for
troubled youths as funded by [two sponsors]. Given
the current trend toward budget reductions it is
unlikely that continued financing for the project
will be available through these two sources. There-
fore, other avenues for continued funding are being
explored.”
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Of the 25 projects that stopped or significantly reduced
operation, 10 did so primarily because adequate funds could
not be raised from other sources.

" The State’s first policy statement on funding long-term
projects after LEAA funding ceases was adopted in 1971 and
established a 3-year funding period and the use of increased
matching funds. No matching fund percentages were required
except that a greater percentage of local fuading was re-
quired in each of the 3 years. The State would have ob-
tained greater assurance that projects would continue if its
policy would have required specific cost assumption plans.
The State criminal justice planning agency administrator
believed project continuation should improve as regional
planning districts become more established because their
influence over funding will increase and make it easier to
obtain local support for worthwhile projects. According to
the State administrator, technical assistance provided
projects by regional planners should also help projects
continue.

Inadequate evaluations were given as the reason why two
projects significantly reduced operations. Although the
State requires applications to indicate what arrangements
will be made to evaluate project results by showing methods
to be used and who will undertake the evaluation, it does

not require that criteria be developed by which to judge
project success.
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CHAPTER 4

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Data provided by 39 States and the District of Columbia
indicated that, as with the 6 States reviewed, the extent to
which long-term projects continued varied considerably among
most States. (See app. III.)

PROJECT CONTINUATION

Of the 1,518 long-term projects started in the 39
States and the District that no longer receive LEAA funds,
432 either stopped or reduced operations. These 432
projects received about $30 million in LEAA funds. However,
the data provided by the States and the District was not
specific enough to determine whether (1) projects had
significantly reduced operations or (2) those projects whose
operations were stopped or reduced merited continuation.

The lack of adequate data in ongoing information
systems on the number of projects which continued once LEAA
funding stopped also caused some of the information received
to be questionable. For example, one State reported that it
only had 5 long-term projects no longer being funded by
LEAA, whereas followup with the State revealed 40 long-term
projects had stopped or reduced operations.

State responses to our questionnaire also showed that
some (1) short-term or equipment and training projects were
classified as long term and (2) projects which were still
being funded by LEAA were listed as projects no longer
funded by LEAA.

POLICY VARIATIONS

State responses to the questionnaire provide a national
indication of the variations in contlnuation policies and
show that many States have not adequately addressed the
continuation issue.

Funding period

Most States have adopted or plan to adopt periods for
which they would fund projects with LEAA money. Because of
‘the absence of LEAA guidelines, periods have been estab-
lished ranging from 1 to 8 years. Seven States have no
policies. The following table shows the funding periods of
all States,
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Number of

States Percent
Funding period in
years:
1 2 !
2 7 14
3 24 47
4 1 2
5 2 y
8 1 2
No policy or time limit 7 13
Variable (note a) 1 14
51 190

dRanged from 1 to 4 years.

Cost assumption data
in State grant applications

" Cost assumption information in States” applications
used by subgrantees varied significantly.

--2l States did not require a plan showing how, when,
and by whom project costs will be assumed.

--1 State required that only potential funding sources
be identified.

--25 States and the District require grant applications
to show various types of plans indicating how, when,
and by whom project costs will be assumed.

In recognition that not all projects merit continua-
tion, five States require that applicants quantify criteria
which will be used to determine whether the projects warrant
continuation.

Mateching rates

Although the 1968 act specified that 25 percent of
project funds be provided by State and local governments!
and 75 percent by LEAA, 21 States have established progres-
sive local matching rates exceeding 25 percent to help pro-
vide an incentive for local governments to increase the
extent to which projects continue. Five States said they

IThe State and local governments’ shares could be either in
cash or in-kind services.
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use progressive matching rates but have not set specific
percentages. The other 24 States and the District have not
established matching rate policies. As noted in the table
below, 26 States had varying ranges of matching rates for
different years of funding.

Ranges of project matching

Number of Years of rates by year
States funding 1 2 3 4y 5

3 2 25 40 to 60

12 3 25 25 to 50 33 to 75

2 4 25 25 33 - 50
4 3 - (Greater percentage each year)

5 1 to 3 (Indefinite amount each year)

26

The table does not reflect changes which may have
occurred in State policies as a result of the Crime Control
Act of 1973. This legislation reduced the minimum State and
local matching rate from 25 to 10 percent and required that
the State and local matching funds be in cash, rather than
in=-kind services or cash as previously permitted. These
changes will undoubtedly influence the established matchin%
rates but w1ll not eliminate the differences among States.

The use of 1ncreas1ng project matching rates provides
greater assurance that worthwhile pPOJeCtS will continue
after LEAA funding stops.

Technical assistance : ‘ » ‘

Although the type of technical assistance provided
subgrantees by States varied, most States provided very
limited assistance.. Six States and the District reported
that no assistance is given to help projects caontinue;
another 16 said assistance is provided only upon request; 27
said assistance is provided informally; and 1 said it had
not experienced the continuation problem.

TThe way Oregon changed its matchlng rate is dlscussed on
page 22 , |
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Examples follow of the States’ responses to our
question concerning the extent to which they helped
subgrantees to increase the chances of continuing worthwhile
projects once LEAA funding stopped.

--None.

--Technical assistance from State planners in police,
courts, and corrections.

--0n réquest, will assist in budgeting, preparing
proposals, and integrating project activities into
grantee “s operations.

--0On request, technical assistance is offered for
developing an evaluation design.

--Grantees know of our policy of 2 plus years of
funding. They are, therefore, encouraged to obtain
subsequent funding at the time the grant is initiated
or they should not start it. ‘

--1f we feel the project 1s worthwhile, we work with
the grantee in the legislature or in the appropriate
county or local group. Occasionally, we can suggest
a State or an alternative Federal program for which
the project is eligible.

Neither LEAA nor the States have issued specific
guidelines to help projects continue.

LEAA guidelines have been limited to such actions as
pointing out to States the Federal requirements concerning
the willingness of States and local governments to continue
projects after Federal assistance ends.

Some States have employed various techniques to better
insure that projects continue, such as increasing matching
rates and cost assumption planning in grant applications;
other States have not addressed the need to insure
continuation of worthwhile projects. The differences
between States indicate a need for national direction.
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OPPORTUNITY TOQ _INCREASE CONTINUATION

OF LONG-~-TERM _PROJECTS

LEAA and State policies need to be developed and
coordinated to better insure that worthwhile projects
continue. As explained in chapter 2, the lack of adequate
LEAA and State continuation policies resulted in many
worthwhile projects stopping or reducing operations after
LEAA funding was terminated.

However, in the 6 States visited, only about 440
projects, or 13 percent, of the 3,473 terminated projects
were long term. The long-term projects no longer receiving
LEAA funding will significantly increase due to increased
- emphasis by LEAA and the States to fund long-term rather
than short-term projects and expiration of multiyear LEAA
funding.

Fiscal year 1969 and 1970 LEAA funds were used
primarily to purchase equipment and for other short-term
projects. More emphasis was subsequently placed on funding
long-term projects. For example, the following table shows
the increased number of long-term projects funded in two
States visited.

Long-Term Projects

FY Ohio California Total
1969 6 16 22
1970 ' 64 14y 208
1971 130 226 356
1972 177 181 358

The primary reason why more long-term projects will
stop receiving LEAA funds is the completion of projects
which received several years of LEAA funding. Most States
reported that they have established funding periods of 3 or
more years during which projects can be supported with LEAA
funds. Since fewer long-term projects were started with
fiscal year 1969 and 1970 funds than in subsequent years,
most long-term projects continued to receive LEAA funding
until at least fiscal year 1974.

As a result of the length of LEAA funding periods and
increased emphasis on funding long-term projects, many
States have not yet had to deal with problems of continuing
many projects. For example, 15 States and the District:
reported that fewer than 20 long-term projects had been
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terminated from LEAA funding, generally as of late 1973.
The following State reports illustrate the increase in
long-term projeets that will be terminated from LEAA
funding.

--Mississippi anticipates several fterminations within
calendar year 1974, possibly from 80 to 120 major
grants. Only three long-term projects had been
terminated from LEAA funding as of March 31, 1973.

--Connecticut has not been faced with terminating
very many projects as most projects were in their
second and third years of funding. During the
coming year the State will have to decide whether to
terminate programs according to its 3-year guideline.

--In South Carolina no long-term projects were started
during the first few years of the LEAA program, and
all the long-term projects subsequently started were
still being funded with LEAA funds.

The follow1ng chart on Ohio’s projects illustrates the
large increase in long-term projects that have been funded
and subsequently will be terminated from LEAA funding.
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As a result of this trend in most States, it becomes
essential that LEAA and the States develop better guidelines
and policies to lessen the problem of having many worthwhile
projects stop or significantly reduce operations.
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¥ "CONCLUSTONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND

AGENCY COMMENTS

CONCLUSIONS

LEAA funds provided to States can have a significant
impact since LEAA is the primary source of funds for
innovations and improvements in the criminal justice system.
To date, however, the long-term impact has not been as great
as possible because State and local governments have not
continued all worthwhile projects after  LEAA funding ended.

Lack of LEAA guidance to States encouraging continua-
tion of worthwhile projects and resulting differences in
States” policies has contributed to the varying degrees of
success States have had in continuing projects. Significant
differences exist in project funding periods, plans for
assuming cost, matching rates, project evaluations, and
technical assistance. These factors can affect the degree
to which projects continue. Further neither LEAA nor the
States had management information systems that showed the
extent to which projects were being continued after LEAA
funding stopped.

LEAA should require the States to develop and implement
policies and procedures designed to increase the chances of
projects continuing. Such policies and procedures are
especially important in view of the large number of
long-term projects for which LEAA funding will stop in the
next few years.

The issue of how to institutionalize improvements begun
with LEAA funds is important in light of congressional
intent that LEAA funds act as a catalyst to allow the States
to make lasting improvements. The previous chapters have
shown that neither LEAA s guidelines nor the States’ ac-
tions have been sufficient to insure that LEAA funds have
had the maximum impact possible.

Both LEAA and the States must provide better assurance
that worthwhile long-term projects continue once LEAA fund-
ing stops. As a first step, LEAA and the States need to
develop better information on what happens to projects once
LEAA funding stops. LEAA should develop more specific
guidelines that States must follow.

But in the long run, the real burden rests with the
States and localities. Reducing or preventing crime and
improving the criminal justice system is primarily a State
and local responsibility. If they are not willing to commit
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the resources to continue worthwhile efforts, there is
little the Federal Government can do. By aggressively
implementing cost assumption planning, the States can show
that they are committed to the idea of trying to use LEAA
funds as a starting point for making lasting improvements to
their criminal justice systems.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

To develop the information needed to assess the
long-term impact of the LEAA program, determine potential
weaknesses, and better insure that projects are continued,
we recommend that the Attorney General direct LEAA to:

--Require that LEAA and State information systems be
improved to provide for developing information on the
extent to which projects continue.

--Establish requirements for reporting in State law en-
forcement plans and in the LEAA Annual Report on the
continuation of long-term projects after LEAA funding
stops.

--Require that LEAA develop a coordinated continuation
policy to be implemented by each State, which ad-
dresses:

1. Defining how long LEAA funds should be used %o
support each type of project.

2. Developing funding methods which ease the transi-
tion to full State and/or local funding, such as
progressive matching rates.

3. Defining standard grant application provisions
which detail how, when, by whom, and under what
conditions project costs will be assumed.

4. Defining the types of technical assistance to be
offered in planning for future continuation of
projects.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS

The Department of Justice advised us by letter dated
November 13, 1974, of its comments on the report and how it

intends to improve the long-term impact of the LEAA grant
program.

The Department agreed with our recommendations that

LEAA and the States develop better information on the extent
to which projects continue and report such data in LEAA’ s
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Annual Report and stated that it would explore ways to
obtain and report it.

The Department did not agree to completely implement
our recommendation that LEAA modify its current project
continuation guidelines to develop a more coordinated
continuation policy to be implemented by each State. It
stated that the issues of defining how long LEAA funds
should be used, of developing methods of transition to full
local funding, and of defining standard grant application
provisions and the nature of technical assistance to be
provided are far reaching and will be given further study by
LEAA. .

We agree with LEAA that such changes could be far
reaching and therefore do not object to further study. But
the danger is that the issue will be studied indefinitely
and no conclusion will be reached. Therefore we believe it
would be desirable if LEAA completed its study of these
matters before submitting its fiscal year 1976 budget
request to the Congress and reported to the Congress on what
it believes should be done as a result of our findings and
recommendations.

The Department stated that LEAA would consider setting
parameters in terms of guidelines to be followed that were
consistent with its legislation, which the Department stated
does not appear to warrant LEAA dictating a rigid policy.

We agree that such guidelines should provide general param-
eters and allow the States specific flexibility.

The Department also believed that LEAA s December 10,
1973, continuation guidelines were adequate. It cited
certain sections of the December 1973 guidelines that it
believed adequately addressed the issue. We noted on pages
8 and 9 of this report that these guidelines were a step in
the right direction. However, we believe they need to be
more specific to insure that the cost assumption issue is
addressed adequately.

The Administrator of the Oregon State criminal justice
planning agency believed the key to continual funding of
worthwhile projects is institutionalization. He noted that

"In the broadest sense, this included not only

the simple act of increased local funding, but also
the qualities of affirmative acceptance by sponsor
agencies, clientele, public, and other criminal
justice agencies. All of these would result in

a genuinely “built-in’ character of the subject
activities within the governmental structure, as
distinguished from possibly grudging adoption.
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Incorporation of the concept of institution-
alization into policy and guidelines would be a
constructive move."

We believe the best way to incorporate the concept of
institutionalization into policy and guidelines is for LEAA
to make its December 1973 guidelines specific.

Generally the States reviewed agreed that there was a
need to more fully consider ways to insure that worthwhile
projects continue once LEAA funding stops and to obtain
better information on what happens to projects when LEAA
funding stops. Moreover, several noted that they were
taking action to improve the ability of projects to secure
fundings once LEAA funding ceased. For example, California
stated that future grant applications will include "the
detail of how, when, and by whom costs are expected to be
assumed." Additionally, California will instruct its
project liaison staff to make cost assumption efforts a
priority item when providing technical assistance and making
monitoring visits to projects. Ohio has included in its
directives a statement reemphasizing to subgrantees their
responsibilities for assuring continued funding.
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APPENDIX I

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

Address Reply to the
Division Indicated
and Refer to Initials and Number

NOV 13 1974

Mr. Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter responds to your request for comments on
the draft report titled, ''Need to Improve the Long-Term
Impact of the LEAA Grant Program' (B-171019).

While we are in general agreement with the report and
its recommendations, we believe that some statements made
in various sections of the report confuse the issues
involved, and the statistics presented tend to be somewhat
nonsupportive of GAO's position. For example, the state-~
ment made on page 16 of the report indicates that many
apparently worthwhile long-term projects were discontinued
or had their operations significantly reduced after LEAA
funding ended. However, on page 1B, the report states
that as of June 30, 1973, only a small percentage of
projects no longer receiving LEAA funds were for long-term
purposes. Also, the report notes on page 19 that 338 of
440 long-term projects in six States were in fact continued
with local funding after LEAA funding ended as of July 1,
1973. The facts in these statements are not consistent
and tend to confuse the reader. With regard to the
statistics cited on pages 16 and 20 of the report, a total
of 39,457 block grants are shown as awarded with eventual
identification of only 95 long-term projects that were
discontinued because LEAA funding ended. These statistics
tend to leave the reader with the impression that the
problem is relatively insignificant.

GAO note: Page references in

thi
draft report. S letter refer to the
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GAO also recognizes that not all long-term grants
should continue to receive funding. It is possible that
some of the 95 grants characterized by State and local
project officials as having ''merit but not continued" might
have been found "terminated for good reason'" had these
grants received full-fledged evaluations.

In general, we agree that there is a need to improve
LEAA's evaluation capability to assess project effectiveness
and efficiency, especially in relation to other services or
programs already in operation. LEAA is placing strong
emphasis on improving evaluation criteria as a means of
providing local officials with more complete and objective
data on which to base the decision of whether to continue
or discontinue funding.

We also agree with the recommendation that LEAA and
State Information Systems should be improved to provide
better data concerning not only project continuation but
also general outcome. Both the national and State Grant
Management Information Systems are moving in this direction
and continuous reviews will be made to determine whether
additional modifications are required. LEAA will be
collecting comprehensive information to determine historic
program priority trends among State and local governments.
With this information, LEAA will be able to identify those
States willing to commit their own funds for projects
1nitially supported with LEAA funds. We consider this

information essentlal therefore, GAO's recommendation is a
sound one. :

The report also recommends that '"the extent to which
projects continue be reported in State law enforcement plans
and the LEAA Annual Report.'" LEAA will examine possible
methods of obtaining this information. One possible
solution would be to require States to attach a "past progress"
document to their comprehensive plans. This document would
provide details of previously funded and continuing projects.
We believe information developed in some form, showing the
extent to Wthh projects continue, would serve a useful
purpose. '

The final recommendation suggests that "LEAA develop
a coordinated continuation pollcy to be implemented by each
State, which addresses:

--Defining how long LEAA funds should be used to
support each type of project;
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--Developing funding methods which ease the
transition to full State and/or local funding,
such as through the use of progressive matching
rates;

—-Defining standard grant application provisions
which detail how, when, by whom, and under what
conditions project costs will be assumed; and

--Defining the types of technical assistance that
must be offered to all projects."

The issues involved in this recommendation are far reaching
and will require further study by LEAA. Our preliminary
views on the four points included in the recommendation

are noted below.

The first and second recommendations suggest defining
how long LEAA funds should be used to support each type of
project and developing funding methods which ease the transition
to full State or local funding. LEAA legislation does not
appear to warrant the agency dictating a rigid policy in
this area. On the other hand, development of a coordinated
LEAA/State continuation policy is important and, where
feasible, LEAA will consider establishing guidelines in
terms of parameters to be followed.

The third point recommends defining standard grant
application provisions which detail how, when, by whom, and
under what conditions project costs will be assumed. This
recommendation is based on GAO's conclusion that "The varying .
degrees of success the States had in continuing worthwhile
projects after LEAA funding stopped were attributal to a
lack of adequate LEAA guidelines and the resulting differences
in State policies that developed." We do not agree with the
conclusion and believe that the LEAA guidelines issued in
December 1973 are adequate, but will require stringent
enforcement. LEAA published a Guideline Manual titled,

"State Planning Agency Grants,'" M4100.1B, on December 10,

1973. We believe the manual contains an adequate policy
statement on the State assumption of cost in Chapter 1,

paragraph 19, '"(Comprehensive Law Enforcement) Plan Implemen-
tation." In addition, Chapter 3, Comprehensive Law Enforcement
Plan Outline, contains a major section entitled, '"The Multi-

Year Plan". This section describes multiyear budgeting
procedures, includes subsections providing for State/local
matching contributions, and acknowledges the need for flexibility
in preparing budget estimates and updates. Because circumstances
and conditions differ among the States, LEAA has intentionally
permitted continuation policies, budgeting practices, program
priorities, and administrative procedures to differ among

the States. However, minimum requirements exist for all

States.
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LEAA recognizes that some State Planning Agencies
(SPA) need more help in writing their plans and that more
systematic data collection is required to evaluate long-
term grant efforts. However, we believe rigid '"guidelines"
designed to eradicate variations among States are inappro-
priate.

With respect to the last point, LEAA recognizes the
need for more effective technical assistance from both
the SPA and LEAA, The Office of National Priority Programs
was established within LEAA to carry out national priority
initiatives which will promote the reduction and prevention
of crime and delinquency through long-term fundamental
changes in local institutions., The basic strategy of the
approach is to have LEAA function as a catalyst to promote
effective community action on community problems. This
strategy is being implemented by having skilled professionals,
working in teams and backed by discretionary funds, actively
participate with a community group to diagnose problems
and opportunities, select appropriate responses, and implement
approved reforms leading to permanent changes. When
finished, the team of skilled professionals will leave
behind not only specific improvements and practical plans
tailored to local needs and perceptions, but also a cadre
of local personnel trained to continue the evaluation and
implementation process. Thus, LEAA is actively promoting
the national objective of fostering good useful projects
by providing professional expertise and initial funding in
a process which will culminate in an orderly progression
to local operation, local control, and local support.

To be more responsive to technical assistance needs,
LEAA's Office of Regional Operations and its regional offices
are increasing their technical expertise, both in-house
and through contracts, in the various areas of the criminal
justice system. We will also give additional consideration
to finding ways for improving the technical assistance
provided by SPA's. Possibly, as suggested by GAO, a set
of minimum guidelines would be helpful.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this
draft report. Please feel free to contact us if you
have any questions.

Sincerely

Glen E. Pommerening
Assistant Attorney General
for Administration
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Primary
reason for
stopping or

reducing
operations

Ineffective
Not needed

Inadequate
evaluation

Poor administration
Other (note b)

Total

LONG-TERM PROJECTS THAT STOPPED

OR SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCED OPERATIONS

CIN SIX STATES VISITED

Projects
that
should Alabama (note c) California
have Total Merited Total Merited
Total continued projects continuation  projects continuation
projects Number Percent Number Number Percent Number Number Percent
13 - - - - - 5 . :
1 - - 1 - - 2 - -
13 5 38 - - - 6 2 33
72 58 81 18 18 100 25 16 64
19 7 37 2 2 100 6 1 17
I T 4 4 00 12 1 58
159 95 60 25 24 96 56 26 46

3ppimarily due to jnadequate cost assumption planning regarding such things as securing a firm
commitment from potential funding sponsors and developing adequate increasing local matching rates.

BIncludes such things as lack of qualified persons to hire and change in regional priorities.

CSee pp. 14 and 15 for explanation of why so many projects in Alabama merited continuation.



Michigan Ohio Oregon Washington
Total Merited Total MerTted Total Merited Total Merited
projects _continuation projects continuation projects - continuation projects continuation
Number ™ Number ~Percent Number Number Percent WNumber  Number Percent Number Number Percent
6 - - - - - - - - 2 - -
1 - - 3 - - - - - 4 - -
1 - - 1 - - 3 1 33 2 2 100
6 5 83 8 6 75 5 5 100 10 8 80
4 - - 4 3 75 - - - 3 1 33
S A 80 6 6 100 - - - 4 4 100
23 ] 39 22 15 68 8 _6 75 25 15 60

45



APPENDIX III

TOTAL PROCECTS TERMINATED AND STATUS
OF LONG-TERM FROJECTS NO LONGER FUNDED BY LEAA
IN 39 STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Long-term projects Percent
No Tonger reduced
Total getting Not or not
projects LEA~ furds _operating Reduced __ operating _
State terminated Humber Amount Number  Amount Vumber Amount Hunber  Amouni
Alabama 1,310 163 $ 2,593,556 19 % 280,45 €& S 216,526 15 19
Alaska 154 12 27,663 2 15,450 - - 17 4
Arizona 425 20 284,736 1 8,793 i A3,768 n 18
Arkansas 679 88 678,073 8 54,382 {a) (a} 3 6
California 450 101 L, 385,920 33 3,673,226 23 2,813,457 58 48
Colorado (b) (v ib) {b) {b) (o) {b) {v) {b)
Connecticut 575 21 £27,553 [ 139,463 (a) (8) 2 22
Delaware 63 : 149,360 2 83,73% (a) Laj A 56
Florida (b) (b (b} (&) {b) (b} (b} {bj {b)
Georgia 1,479 1 788,441 2 32,29 Z 8,287 10 5
Hawaii 129 L 140,787 z 12,629 1 7,300 25 28
Idaho 753 9 104,332 2 6,564 - - 27 6
I11inois 769 ir7 26,992,265 i 2,700,485 4 152,680 0 33
Indiana 1,397 K 1,754,427 20 405,335 12 332,732 43 a3
Towa 546 EN 2,089,771 2 156,300 7 516,271 24 32
Kansas 602 37 1,201,127 11 449,160 1 13,851 32 39
Kentucky 228 20 922,623 10 309,976 1 103,828 55 45
Louisiana 1,867 9 1,397,568 - - i 43,132 1 3
Maine {b) (b) (b) ) (b) (b) (h) (b) (b)
Maryland 616 - 23 2,290,956 4 575,512 (2} (a} 17 25
Massachusetts (b) (b) {b) {(b) (b) {b) (b) b} (b}
Michigan 265 64 4,481,277 19 842,251 4 235,458 36 24
Minnesota (b) (b} {b) {b) {b) {b) (b} {b) {b)
Mississippi 804 3 110,318 - - - - - -
Missouri 690 47 1,413,708 ) 85 882 {a) {a) 13 8
Montana 1,010 24 581,842 5 92 97 1 7,606 25 17
Nebraska 640 33 875,056 1 7,572 3 14,395 12 5
Nevada 343 24 370,763 8 65,302 | 9.000 38 26
New Hampshire {b) (b) (b) () {h) {b) (b} (b} (b)
New Jersey 284 10 255,268 3 38,127 {a) fa) 30 15
New Mexico {b) {b) {b) (b) (h} () {h) ) (B
New York 225 65 12,951,740 23 2,113,387 i 11,550 37 o4
North Carolina 258 54 1,033,946 a 185,394 ia) {a} 7 18
North Dakota 450 17 572,864 5 122,147 {a) (2} 29 21
Ohio 1,068 40 2,066,293 13 681,032 9 336.645 55 Y4
Dklahoma {b) {b) (b} {b) {b) (b) B) (b) {1}
Oregon 1z 28 1,644,352 5 403,214 3 11,545 29 25
Pennsylvania . b Eh; b (6} )] <b2 )] (h) {b)
Rhode Island b b b {p) (b} (h) h) (b) (0
South Carolina 1,980 écg fcg écg (__cg Sue {c) (d} {d)
South Dakota (b} b b b (b h)
Tennessee 1,234 8 309,579 - - 3 223,480 38 72
Texas 399 28 2,232,733 1 1,140~ (2) a4 -
Utah 331 9 378,456 i 128,226 - {a} 11 34
Vermont 133 3 36,575 - - - {a) - -
Virginia 1,067 2 133,244 - - - (a; - -
Washington 268 44 3,218,356 13 716,532 12 1,569,606 57 72
West Virginia 526 4 559,383 3 136,261 - (a) 75 24
Wisconsin 905 57 1,823,919 10 247,449 "3 292,273 23 3
Hyoming 542 9 158,997 7 102,315 - {a) 78 4
District of Columbia 125 15 2,369,578 5 589,705 - {a) 13 I
Total 25,701 1,518  $93.667.405 333 22,471,474 99 $7,099.677
Total projects not operating or reduced 432
Total amount of projects not operating or reduced $239,571 151
AUnknown.

bSupp1ied no data,
CReported no long-term projects,

ot applicable.
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APPENDIX IV

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES .

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

From To
ATTORNEY GENERAL:
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Present
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973  Jan. 1974
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May 1973
Richard G. Kleindienst
(acting) Mar. 1972 June 1972
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972
ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION:
Richard W. Velde Sept. 1974 Present
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973  Aug. 1974
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Mar. 1973
Vacant June 1970 May 1971
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 1969 June 1970
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Copies of GAO reports are available to the general public at

a cost of $1.00 a copy. There is no charge for reports furnished
to Members of Congress and congressional committee staff
members; officials of Federal, State, local, and foreign govern-
ments; members of the press; college libraries, faculty members,
and students; and non«profit organizations.

Requesters entitled to reports without charge should address
their requests to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section, Room 4522
441 G Street, NW.

Washingfon, D.C. 20548

Requesters who are required to pay for reports should send
their requests with checks or money orders to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section

P.O. Box 1020

Washington, D.C. 20013

Checks or money orders should be made payable to the
U.S. General Accounting Office. Stamps or Superintendent
of Documents coupons will not be accepted. Please do not
send cash,

To expedite filling your order, use the report number in the
lower left corner of the front cover,
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