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HOUSE OF REPRESENTAT IVES
coMMITTEE TO TNVESTTGATE THE ADMTN|ST.RAT|ON gF JUSTICE

Commonweo lth of Pennsylvonio
Horrisburg, Pennsylvonio

MEMORANDUM v
FILE:

cc:

By Jomes R. Molley

Dote Jonvory 23, 1974

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASS ISTANCE ADMIN ISTRATION
Governor's Justice Commission

On Jonuory 17, 1974, contoct wos mode with ERSKINE STEWART, Stoff Director
of the Legol ond Monetory Affoirs Subcommittee of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operotions, Room 8-377, Royburn House Office Building, Woshington,
D. C.

It is noted this Committee issued o report on Moy 18, 1972 relotive to their
lopking into the block gront progroms of the Low Enforcement Assistonce Ad-
ministrotion. Mr. Stewort qdvised thot his Committee hod not issued ony reports
since the 1972 report ond thot his stoff hod not performed ony odditionol work
of ony kind relotive to the Low Enforcement Assistonce Administrotion progrom
due to lock of personnel ovoiloble to conduct ony such inquiries.

Mr. DAN STANTON, Director, Civil Division, Generol Accounting Office,
wqs interviewed on Jonuary 22, 1974. He odvised thot ouditors of the Generol
Accounting Office hqd mode o number of inquiries relotive to the Office of the
Low Enforcement Assistonce Administrotion progrom in Pennsylvonio. He mqde
ovoiloble on oudit report, doted April 25, 1973, of the Governor's Justice
Commission, Horrisburg, Pennsylvonio, reloting to the hondling of the LEAA
funds. He odvised thot this report wos mode in con unction with the ossistonie
ond erotion of the Auditor Gene ro s sto e tqte nsylvonio .

is report covers o discussio n with monogement of the funds ovoi loble, o summory
of the qudi t findings, os well os the odministrqtion of progrom operotions, monoge-
ment of finonciol octivities ond oudit of sub-grontees.

He olso mode ovoiloble o letler to Mr. JERRIS LEONARD, Administrotor, Low
Enforcement Assistonce Admirristrotion, Deportment of Jusfice, for the develop-
ment of criminql iusfice informotion systems. While this letter mentions the
Stote of Pennsylvonio os being one of the oreos looked into, it is not broken
down to ony specific informotion reloting to the stote.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION - 2

Jonuory 23, 1974

Mr. Stqnfon olso mode ovoiloble o letter doted October 25, 1973 to DONALD
E. SANTARELLI, Administrotor, Low Enforcement Assistonce Administrotion,
(successor to Leonord), U.S. Deportment of Justice, odvising of the completion
of o review of the odministrotion of the Discretionory Gront Progrom. The
informotion in this letter coverc o number of stotes, but does not specificolly
mention the Stote of Pennsylvqnio in ony woy.

Mr. Stonton odvised thot while the Generql Accounting Office does hondle
the overoll ouditing for the Federol Government of LEAA motters, they do not
hondle specific checks of the entire progrom ond thot fhere is on octuol oudit
mode by the LEAA os such.

Mr. Stonton odvised thot there wos one report thot might be of interest (he
did nof hove o copy). This report would be of the Philodelphio Regionol Office
ond is coptioned: ( Copy of this report contoined in GJC File )

Review of Policies ond Procedures for Developing
Comprehensive Lqw Enforcement Plons

Stqte of Pennsylvonio
Low Enforcement Assistonce Administrotion

Summory
Code No. 18534

He odvised thot oudits ore under the iurisdiction of Mr. HURLEY BLANKENSHIP,
Audit Monoger, Woshington Field Office, Low Enforcement Assistonce Adminis-
trof ion.

Mr. Blonkenship wos interviewed on Jqnuory 22, 1974, ot which time he odvised
thqt his office is under the Office of the lnspector Generol, LEAA, ond thot it
mokes on effort to insure thot the progrom is being properly odministered by the
stotes insofqr os they con with the omount of ossistonce thot is ovoiloble.

He stoted thot the Stote of Pennsylvonio is under the iurisdiction of Mr. CHARLES
F. RIKEVICH, Region Administrotor, LEAA, Srite 800, 325 Chestnut Street,
Philodelphio, Pennsylvonio, telephone No. 2'15:597-0800.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION - 3

Jonuory 23, 1974

He stoted thot CHRIS MORTON does most of the field work in the Stqte of
Pennsylvqnio qnd is extremely knowledgeoble concerning the LEAA progrom
throughout the stote. He would probobly be the best individuol to contoct
relotive to ony specific questions this Committee might hqve.

He mentioned thot KARL BOYES , Erie, Pennsylvonio , former employee of
the Governor's Justice Commission of Pennsylvonio, hos on extremely good

knowledge of the workings of the LEAA progrom within the Governor's
Justice Commission ond should be of considerqble ossistonce. ( This

individuol hos been inferviewed on severol occosions by this Committee. )

He mentioned thot the minutes of the meetings thot qre held monthly by the

Justice Commission relqtive to LEAA motters contoin o greot deol of informo-
tion ond thqt it might be of volue to try to obtoin these minutes ond review
them for informotion relotive to octions foken by the Justice Commission

with regord to the hondling of LEAA motters.

During the discussion with Mr. Blonkenship, hu mentioned thot the Auditor
Generol's Office in Pennsylvonio hod cooperoted very well with the LEAA

ouditors ond thot there were o number of reports ovoiloble thot hod been

prepored by the Auditor Generol, Robert P. Cosey. He mentioned the
fol lowing specific reports:

Al legheny Regionol Plonning Couhci I

Pi ttsburgh, Pennsyl vonio
From Jonuory 1, 1973 to June 30, 1973
From Jonuory 1, 1972 to December 31, 1972

Deportment of Public Welfore
LEAA Sub-Gronts DA 004-70 ond DA 176-71
Jvly 1 , 1970 to -,!une 30, 1972

Deportment of Justice
Bureou of Correclions
LEAA Sub-Gront DA 104'71
Jonuory I, 1971 to August 3l , 1972

t
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION - 4
Jonuo ry 23 , 1974

Blonkenship stoted thot he wos reosonobly sure thot Cosey's office either hod

completed or wos in the process of ouditing the Pennsylvonio Stote Police
with regord to their use of LEAA funds ond this might be o source of informo-
tion thot would be of volue to this Committee.

Both Mr. Blonkenship ond Mr. Stonton, os well os CHARLES STRAUB

(formerly with LEAA in Philodelphio - now in the Woshington office ),
pointed out very emphoticolly fhot the gronting of funds under the progrom

wos strictly o stote function ond thot the Federol Government did not
octuolly select or opprove the gronting of funds for ony specific purpose.

They stoted their function wos merely to moke certoin thot the funds were
being ufilized for the purposes intended under the Low Enforcement Assistonce
Act ond thot their qudits were designed to moke sure thot the progrom wos

functioning in line with the regulotions set forth in the Act.

LEA DS:

Stote Auditor Cosey's office should be contocted ond on effort mode to obtoin
copies of the reports specificolly mentioned in this memorondum. Also moke

inquiry relotive to the stotus of the oudit of the Pennsylvonio Stote Police.
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UT.IITED STETSS GETqTRAL ACCOUNTII;G OTTICT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548
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B-171019

Dear Mr. Leonard :

The General Accounting Office has revier,*ed the award of
grants by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),

Department of Justice, for the development of criminal justice
inf ormation sys tems . our rev j-ew covered both dis cretionary
grants ar^;arcecl directly by LEAA and subgrants ariarded by State

f,furrring agencies (SPAs) from their block grants ' These

grants, .*iled action grants, ale authorized under part C of
the 0mnibus crime contiol and safe streets Act of 1968, as

arrended (42 U. S . C . 37 A1) .

our work was perforrned principally in californj.a' L: ,

also mad.e inquiries of SPAs ir, Il11nois, Massachusetts, Mich-
igan, llew -Tersey, Pennsylvania, and Texas , to obtain inf orma-

tion on their grant ewarcs and their grant application review
procerlureS.

Although our discussion of sPA control,s over the awardin8

of grants f 6r inf ormation sys teurs pertains largely to the ca1-

ifornia spA, we belie.,,e that information obtained f rom other
States and from LEAA officials indicated a national need for
controls to prevent duplicative design and development of
criminal information aad retrieval systems'

SU BSTANTIAL FIJ}'IDS ARE BEING AWARDED

FOR INFOR.},,IA ON SYSTEMSTI

According to LEAA surveys of state plans fol-fiscal yearF

1970 and 1971, about $50 million of fiscir year 1970 and 1971

bloc.k grant f unds were devoted to cr iminal j us tice inf ormatian
systems. In adriition, about $+ millicn qf fiscal year 1970

and 1971 discretionary grant funds triere used for similar pur-

;;;ui : Of this $4 million, about $5.1 million was for the
broject SEARCH (system for the Electrcnic Anal.ysis and Re-

trilval of Criminal Histories) to assist ?P States in develop-
ing a computerized crii",rinal history exchange syste:n. Because

th; goal ir to have this systen tu11y operational in all States
by f gZ S, subs tantial f unding of i;:f or:;3ti.cn systenls can be ex-

pected in the future.

i-
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NEED FOR BETTER COI\ITROLS AT CAL I FORNIA SPA

Since enactment of the Safe Streets Act, the California
SPA has awarded 20 action grants totaling about $6.5 million
for information systems.' The application review process in-
cludes evaluations by ( i) regional criminal j us tice boards ,(2) SPA staff, and (5) SPA task forces (concerned with the
particular areas of criminal justice) . In addition, SPA on
occasion has contracted with consultants to perform technical
reviews of grant applications. These consultant reviews are
for evaluating the technical aspects of the applications, in-
cluding the trans ferabili ty of: proposed sys tems , and for as -
certaining whether the applicants took advantage of previous
or current developments of systems by other governmental ju-
risdictions so as to avoid unnecessary duplication of effort.

ltle were told by SPA and consul tant pers onne 1 that no sys -
tem existed for accumulating and disseminating information on
existing information systems " They also said that grant ap-
plicat,ions often did not contain sufficient information about
proposed systems. For these reasons, they often were unable
to determine whether proposed systems were similar in design
to systens which already were operational or under develop-
ment by other criminal justice agencies.

The potentiel benefits to be derived from an effective
nethod of sharing data on information systems are demonstrated
by the follouing examples. In these cas€s, existing system
desi gns rt'Bre adapted to mee t the needs of other agencie s at
substant j-aI savings in developmental cos ts . This sharing and
the concomitant benefits were not the resuLt of any SPA re-
quirement , but the resul t of indivi<iuaL ini tiative by the t
grantees.

The San Francisco Police Department received LEAA grants
totaling about $02 S ,000 to aid in developing a maj or
po1 ice information system. The systen, which will in-
clude .f ield- support , command- control , and rnanagement-
analyses modul€s , is expected to cos t about $ 1 .6 million

?

' Example 1.
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with nearly $f million coming fron grrnt funds. San
Franc i s co
about $ So
ve 1 opmen t
a system
cisco pro
the Ohio
lice agen

project officials estimate that they will save
0,
a1
de
je
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ci

000 in developmental costs plus ?, years t de-
time by basing their field-support module on

veloped by Hamilton County, Ohio. San Fran-
ct officials told us that they had learned of
stem through informal contacts with other po-
es.

Example Z

Orange County, Californi^i has applied for a grant of
$fSg ,000 to aid the county in adapting a subj ect- in-
process system currently- under development by Santa Clara
County, California. This system will automate the rec-
ords of individuals as they progress through the criminal
justice sys tem from bookings to case dispositions .

Orange County officials, although not yet sure how much
of the system they can adopt, expect to real-:-ze savings
in both costs and time. Again, the system sharing was
the result of initiative on the part of project person-
ne1.

Exanple 3

Walnut Creek, California, jointly with three neighboring
cities , has received LEAA grants totaling about $ fg S ,000
to aid in developing a police infcrmation system for au-
tomating and consolidating the records of their four po-
lice departments. The records include arrest reports,
traffic citations , fie 1d interrogation .reports , warrants ,
court orders, and rap sheets. Project officials estimate
that approximately 25 percent of the programming required
for the system can be based on automated police informa-
tion.systems in operation in other States. They estimate
also that savings of $zz r000 to $47 ,000, will be realized
f?om adopting the programming of these other systems.

We discussed the need for a more formal means of dissemi-
nating data. on existing information systems with personnel at

5
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the California SPA and other State and Local agencies. They
were in general agreenent that significant savings could be
achieved through sharing system design and that a formal sys-
tem for disseminating information was needed.

Because of, the potential problem of duplicative projects,
the California Intergovernmental Board of Electronic Data
Processing had requested planning funds from SPA. The board,
which comprised State, county, and 1ocal officials working in
data processing and which was retained by the California Ccun-
ciI on Criminal Justice to perlorm technical reyiews of prol-
ect applications, T€quested the funds to develop priorities,
set standards, and establish a clearinghouse for criminal jus-
tice information systems. Upon being refused planning funds
for the project, the board submitted an application to SPA for
an action grant. SPA disapproved this application because the
stated project objectives overlapped its responsibilities and
because it coulC contract directly with a consultant for the
work proposed in the grant application. At the time of our
review , SPA hari no t alard ed such. a contr act .

NEED FOR CONTROLS AT NATIONAL LEVEL

0n the basis of our findings in California and our test
checks in otirer States, w€ believe that the problem of dupli-
cative sys tem ciesign and developmental costs is national in
scope. For example, projects for the development of subject-
in-process information systems had been fu.nded -;-n California
Texas , Ari zona, and New Jersey . Ca1 ifornia and Texas SPAs
each had funded two such systems. In addition, Texas had de-
veloped a simiLar system as part of its participation in Proj-
ect SEARCH o I

. There appears to have been no fcrrnal coordination between
the proj ects . For example , although officials of Maricopa
County, Arizona, in their discretionary grant application, had
specifically requested LEAA to provide them with information
on any known infornation systems of a similar nature, LEAA did
not provide such information. 0n the basis of our work at

,+
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LEAA headqrrarre-s,
available at LEAA.

that such information was not

During our Jutry 1971 testimony before the Subcommitteeegal and Mone tary Affairs , House Committee on Govern-0perations , ori the adminis tration of LEAA grants , rA/ethat we believeci that there was a need for national co-nation and dissemination of information on research proj-
' Similarly, we beli-eve that there is a nebd to dissemi-inforrnat ion on exi s t ing cr iminal j us ti ce inf orrnati on
ems .
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LEAA comments

rn August 1971 we discussed the need for control proce-dures to minimize duplicative system deveropment costs withthe Director, systems Development Division, LEAA. He agreedthat there was a need for tuct procedures and that there waspotential fot savings in this area. He informed us that theDivision plannec to establish a granr application review pro-cedure for discretionary grants ifrat *o,rra be designed to min-imize duplicatiotr of desigt, work. The grant reviertr processplanned would not have covered. grants by spAs.

In November l97L we discussed the results of our reviewwith LEAA of f icials who s tated that the sys tens Derre}opmentDivision was implementing plans to resolve the problem of du-Plication. These plans provid.ed for the hirirg of computersystems analysts who would be assigned to the igaa ,"gionalof f ices and who rvould be ins tructed to become thoroughly f a-miliar with the activitie-s withi.n the regions and to workclosely with the states to make reviews and onsite evaluationsof applications for grants of Federal funds for compute*yr - 
"'

tems .

ttre Sys tems Development Division also- plans to obtaininformation that will enable it to naintain a'clearinghousefor docfumented systems and to promote their use as appropri-ate ' The !i,is j-on plans also to maintain an up- to-date inven-tory of information sys tems and automatic data processir,g 
- -
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facilities in the criminal justice community. To ensure that
grant applicants take advantage of existing systems where sp--
propriate, LEAA plans to require that a State I s comprehensive
1aw enforcement plan specifically provide that existing sys-
tems be considered and that systems developed be adequately
documented to facilitate future sharing.

Through the coordinated efforts of the Systems Develop-
ment Division and the regional computer systems analysts,
LEAA expects to minimize duplicative development and design
of crininal _iustice information systems.

CONCLUS I ON

In view of the substantial grant funds being committed to
information systems and in view of the recognized potential for
savings through minimiz:.ng duplicative developmental costs, we
believe that there is an urgent need for control over the award
of this type of grant. As part of such control, LEAA should.
inform applicants of the benefits and means of adapting exist-
ing systems when emphasizing the desirabili.ty of such action.
Both SPA and.LEAA officials have recognized the need for con-
trol over such awards and have started to implement proposed
actions designed to provide the required controls. For the
cgntrols to be eff ective, grairt app.licants should be required
to check wi th the LEAA regional comput.er sys tems analys ts as a
condition to grant approval, to determine whether similar sys-
tems exist that might be adopted.

We believe that LEAATs plans to minimize duplicative de-
velopmental costs sirould be implemented as expeditiously as
poss j.b1e and that the controls should be evaluated periodi -
ca1ly to ensure that the objectives are being met. We shall
appreciate receiving your comments on this matter.

Copies of this report are being sent to the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations; the Subcomrnittee on Legal
and lvlonetary Affairs, House Committee on Government

6
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Operations; the Director, Office of Management and Budget; and
to the Assistant Attorrrey General for Administration.

We appreciate the cobperation and courtesy extended to us
by LEAA and State employees during our review. If you so de-sirer w€ shall be pleased to discuss this matter with you orwith members of your staff. .

Sinc'ere1y yours ,

-o, .TI
Director, Civil Division

Mr. Jerris Leonard , Adminis trator
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Department of Jus ti"ce

I
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UNITED SfNTTS GET'iTNNL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

WASHINGTCIN, D.C. ?0548

osT ? 5 1973
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Mr. Donal d [. Sant,are'l 1i , Admi ni strator
Law Enforcernent Assi stance Adm'ini strati on
0epartment of Justi ce
l,lashi ngton, D. C, 20530

Dear I'1r. Santane'l l'i :

l^le have conrpletetj a review of the administration of the
df scretionary grant p!"ogram b,y the Lalv flnfcrcement Assistance ACirr'in-
istration (L[AA). ',,ie revietled the basic jaw authorizing the program
--the On:n'ibus Crime Contro'l and Safe Str.eets Act of '1968 t4? U,S.C.
37C1 )--anci the poi i ci es , procedures , and gui ciel i nes establ i shed by
LEAA fcr adininistrat'i on of the program. bJe also 'inqu'ired into
practices for adnrinistering discretionary grants at State Pianning
Agency (SpA) and 'local unit of government levels. ide examined
pertinent, records, repcrts, cfirrespondence, and seJected grant proiect
fi les at LEAA's regi onal off i ces i n Phi I aCel phi a, Pennsy'lvani a, and
San F'r^anci scc, Ce I i f orni a; e;t SPAs 'i n Cal i f orni a, i'1aryi and, and
Pennsyivania; and at seleited local agency subgranteei. '

At the three States visiteC, r,Ie sejected for review 4? discret'ionary
grai':t projects thar han b'een ai;araed iuring tiscal j/ears .i970, l97l , and
197?. Our nrajon consicEration in selecting these grants was the aiicunt
of t'ime ey.pencied by L:,:,A i ri alprovi ng tiie app i i cati 0ns " i,ie al so ri'i s-
cussed the au;;iin'r s;r'ai,cn cf t.l:r pl"0Er:n i;ith LtAA regicnal and headquar-
ters offic'ia"ls, representatives of SPAs, and representat'ives of the local
agenciei which received grants.

SUIvIMARY OF FINDII.{GS

Our revieu; of inforaration at LEAA headquarters and 42 pioiects funded
under the d"iscretionary grant prolr"am in rhe" three States vis'i ted showed
no appreciable diff,erence betl',reen the t3'pes of projects anC programs
funded with discret,iorrary grants and those fundeci by the States with the
bloik grant funds. The use of discretionar-v Erant funds to supplement.
the types of projects funCed under the Sloik gi^ant prCIgram i's not ilccorTl-
pl ishing LIAA's i:bj*cti ves for the di screii onary grant -program, 

nainely
I
i
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to (t) advance national priorities
emphasized in State plans; and (3)
and experimentaEion.

(2) draw attention to programs not
afford special impetus tor reform

AI thouqh
di s creti on aiy
and account f
LEAA nor the
were approved

LEAA makes a considerable effort in revierrring and
grant project applications, it has relied on spAs

cr the funcs and to monitor the pr"ojects. llje foun
SFAs l.iere effectively administering the program af
by LEAA. ,

approvi ng
to d'istri bute

d that neither
ter projects

AIso' our review of information at LEAA headquarters and at the
42 grantees 'in the three states visited shoured tnat:

--Program guidef ines were not issued in a timely manner.

--Grant recipients had excessive cash balances contrary
to the Federaj Government's letter-of-credit policy ind
LEAA instructions that funds advanced to rec'ipienti be
Iinrited to nrin'imum airourits needed anci be timed in accord
with actual cash requi ren:ents.

--Few on-site monitoring visits were made by LEAA and the
SPAs.

DISCRETIOIIARY GAA1IT FIJI{DS

Bt iii Ur" I- t\lT
ll I

,'t L
.: ,1 F i'

According to the leglslati
reserved 15 percent of tne fund
at its Ciscreticn 'i n ord:r to a
in tre grairt i.:ch:lisi:. Tie je
tion on tire incenCec use of ihe
used for the benefit of iarge c
hal stated that the purposes ct
(1) advance national' priorities
phasi zed 'i n State p l ans , and (3
experi mentati on.

T.ypes of projects bein funCed

e histcr"y of the act, the Congress
appropriated under part C for LtAq to use

I c:,r the FeCeral Gc';ernnent some f I exi bi f ity
islarive histcr-r ccniained little inforEa--
funds other than that the funds r.rould be
ties and for experilnental purposes. LEAA
the discret'ionary gnant program are to
(2) draw attent'ion to piogiams not e!'n-
afford special ir,rpetus for reform and

States which lve
e States wi th bl ock
'inanced with both block

!,

S
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' Many of the 42 projects tre reviewed in th
visited were simi lar. to projects being financ6
gnan! funds. Also, sori:s of the prcjects r/iere
and di screii onary grant f unds . For exanip I e :

e three
dbyth
bei ng f
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I a A discretionary grant of $52,266 was made to a State
agency to establish a rehabilitat'ive care center for
fema]eoffenders.Theapplicanthadsubmitteda
block Erant application for this project to the SPA.
The SPA rejected the application because only a
limited amount of block grant funds remained in the
budget for this type of project. The SPA advised the
app'li cant to subn:i t the project appl i cati on to LEAA
for possible funding under the discretionary grant
prog ram.

.: -, C LLJ :': .:' L 2. A discretionary grant of $20S,395 vras made to a State
agency to ass'ist in funding an organ'ized crime control
unit project. The project was also being funded with
$+SS,000 of block grant funds.

3. A discretionary grant of $72,750 was made to enable a
county probation department to establ'ish professional
foster hoi;les for 20 females in the county's iuven'i le
detenti on faci f ity. Or'igi nal ly, the appi i cant had
submitted a block grant appl'ication to the SPA but it
uras rejected because the State did not have enough
block grant money to fund it.

Many applicants receiving funds under the discretionary grant program
- -initially intended to have their projects financed under the bi

,. ,-. . program. In sonle cases an appl i cati on was subm'itted, i n others

program because there vrere jimited bioclc grant funds available
specific program areas. LEAA, SPA, and project offic'iais told

.: there r/ias rea11y nc d'i fference bet'ireen the t3rees of orojects be
under rhe olock ano cjscretronary granE programs and that proje
funded under the discret,ionary grant program could have been fu
the b'lock grant prcgram.

ock grant
the aopli-

ck grant
ogk grant
within

j ng funded
crs oei ng
nded uncier

us that

In a letter dated Novernber 22, 1971, to the the
.::the Executive Cornnrittee of the National Conference o

Planning Admini strators stated:

nL
fS

EAA Admi ni strator,
tate Cri mi nal Justi ce

I
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Ch an

"LEAA advertiseC the discretionary grant program as
'the means by v;h'ich LEAA can advance natibnai priorities,
draw attention to programs not ernphasized in state p1ans,
ald prov'ide special inipetus for reforms and experimentation
within the total law enforcement improvenent structure
created by the Act.t However, the ACrn'inistration's approach
hql been anything but that. It created a shopping list
offering re]ativeiy smalJ awards for a broad variety ofprojects. itlo national priorities were or have been set by
LEAA for the use of these discret'ionary funds."

e in the Ci'rection
the di scret 'l cnaril q rant

:- - : In May 197i an LEM task force report on overa'll program activities
stated that LEAA vras spreading its resources so thinly that many efforts
lad developed minor results, and even those that may have made significant
impact were difficult to measure. The.task force recommended using d.is-
cretionary funds to finance programs having an inoredi ate impact on specific
crime related areas. In July l97l LEAA instituted a moratorium on the
funding of discretionary grant projectsi it resumed approving project ap-
plications in 0ctober l97l .

t In January 1972 LEAA announced that it had developed a high-impact
anti-crime program which rvould be financed with discretionary funds.
LEAA said that in past years discretionary grant funds had been alvarded

.- i ;._ ;,- for numerous and relatively sma'|1 projects, and that the impact program' ": t,- : .-.,: -rgpresented a major change in the direction of the discretionary grant
program.

pr0g ram

Under the imnact program a substantial an'lount of nrcney
directed o,rer a 3-y:ar ile;i0d to'rard reCucing tvro t.ri:es of
to-stranger streer-crime (homjcide, rape, ani robbery) and
eight middle-sized cities with a high overall crime rate.
program is to reduce the target crimes by 5 percent in 2 ye
cent in 5 years. The eight cities are to receive a total 0
wi th each c"i ty recei vi ng $s mi I I i on the fi rst year, $10 mi l
year and $S mi I I i on the thi rd year.

.r'.

LEAA had initially planned to use part C discretionary grant funds to
finance the program's first year cost of $+O million; however, in March
1972 I-EAA personnel advised us that of the $Zf million ava'i lable for dis-:cretionary grants from fiscai year 1972 funds only aooui $ro *tilion would
be spent on the in:pact program. The remaininE $30 million for the impaCt
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program was to come from funds made avai'lable pursuant to another part
of the act and from LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Cri mi nal Jus ti ce.

Discretionary grant funds have been used for other projects of
national scope. Project SEARCH--a project to develop a prototype of a
computerized criminai history exchange system--is an example of such a
project. For the most part, however, the funds alarded were generally
for proiects of the type that LEAA had apprcved before announc'i ng the
change in the direction of the discretionary grant program.

Concl us i ons

tle believe that projects of national scope should be increased to
maximize the-benefits from the discretionary grant program. The use of
discret"ionary grant funds to supplement the block grant program is not
accomplishing the announced objectives of the prog] am. If an extension
of the block grant program'is desired, LEFA could allocate discretionary
funds en block to the States rather than retaining approval authority for
individuai projects. Such an allocation couid be made after deducting
the funds earmarked for interstate projects and programs such as the impact
program.

LEAA moved toward the impact program because it was making a larEe
number of arrrards involving relatively small amounts of grant funds. Approv-
ing the san're type of projects that caused LEAA to move toward the impact
program in the first place should be avoided.

Recommendat'ion

\-l
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l.le reconrnend that LEAA clarify its position on discretionary grants.
LEAA should concentrate cn acccrplishirTE the gcais it has establisfied for
the di screti onary grant Drcgram Dy 'i Centi f;ri ng r:sti onal pri ori ti es and em-
phasizing programs that are not being conducted by the States or that have

. potenti al for wi despread app'li cati on.
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NIID OR IT:PP.OVTI{INT IN AD IiiNISTRATICN
R, R.A

i''
LEAA has overall responsibility for the adm'inistration of the

discretionary grant program and hasl assigned certain administrative
functions to the SPAs before and after pioject approval by LEAA.

- LEAA' among.other things, issues guidelines and reviels and approves
PI9!ec.t appl'ications before grants are avrarded. After project apprbval, 

.

LEAA channels funds to the SPAs for distribution, reviews progrei! and
financial reports, performs audits at the applicint leve'ls', aiA monitors
grant activities. In the eariy part of fiscal year 1972, LEAA increasedilt.rfgional offices from 7 to:'.I0 and gave them more authority in ad-
ministering the program.

The sPAs review the grant applications before the
proved by LEAA. After the grants are awarded the spAs
funds gfven to applicants, ieceive reports on project
monitor the projects.

p

a
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rojects are ap-
ccount for the
tivities, and
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According to the Executive Committee of the National Conference of
State Crimi nal Just'i ce Pl ann'ing Admi nistrators , the responsi bi l'it'ies for
the discretionary grant program that LEAA has iss'igned lo the SPAs have
placed an adninistrative burden on the SPAs. Alsol SpA officials told us
that they do not have time to administer the progrim after the grants
are at'rarded because of limited staff and adininisirat'ive duties associated
with the block grant program.

P ram uidelines not issued
n a tir: "t:-;naeF.1 .. +'irrLl

LEAA did not issue program guidelines concerning the direction of the
discreticnary grant prcqrar,l for fiscal year .l973 until February 1973, This
7-month cieiay i.s_typical of prior years. The guidef ines for fiscal years
l?70r 1971, and 197? were not available until 6,6, and 8 months, reipec-tively, after the start of the fiscal years. In the absence of ttmety
notfce of the direction of LEAA's program, wB believe that funds are irot
put to use ?s.sgon qs poss'ible to he'lp reduce crime and potential appli-
,cants may find i.t difficult to pian,projects and prepare applications. 

t
In February 1973 we sugge

I i nes on the di recti on l.rhi ch 
- t

Marcli 1973 LEAA informed us th
tionary grant guide which woul
the general prograni segments,
tion on the funds allocated fo

ted to LEAA that it issue more timely guide-
e prograrn will take in an ensuing year. In
t it vras considering publishing a discre-
list the administrative requirements and

nd pubiishing separateiy each year informa-
the various program segments.
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Funds advan ced be fore needed

App'li cant A

Appl i can t c.

The Government,s policy is to improve, as much as possible,_the
(revised) detg-trit to,-isog, p"oria.. toithe ri. oitt. Ietter-of-creditoEthod of financins cash-advaniei. rnii *irriil li..iiiJl'u, amount which' " a reciDient n:ay wi ihdraw, 

-wh.n -neua. 
o, through any commercia.r bank it se_

' Jgrlrr. by issu-ance,of a fayment ,or.hur. The Treasury circu]ar points outthat the timing and amouhfoi'iuit,-iarun.es should be as close to actua.ldaily disbursements as is adminisirativery feasibi".- i[u-pr"pose of thisrrEthod or rinancins is to reduce ie;a;;i ;.b;-i;;;i; uri'tfiL interest costsof borrowi ng.

LEAA has prescribed procedures to implement the lettei-oi-tredi t method.i i"i 'i:i: The.procedures'ouligate-t[e-5p;;';; time withdrawars to coincide with actuai, needs.so that cash on hand is the minimum n;;;;;";;; iisu'Jrsements. rne :-' procedures aiso provide that the SpAs must devise a system of payment togrant recipients that approximates the ietter-oi-...oii-n.tnod so that re_clpients will not have ib.le cash on-hand.

Our review of the discretionary grint expenditure and status reportsfor lt'g-42.projects showed 19 projeiti lul stbnificant excessive cash balances.The follouring cases illustrate'relipientii p.i.ti..i or-miintaining funds inexcess of their cash requirements.

\-,
In June'1970, applica!! A in Pennsylvania was awarded a dfs-
9I9tl9lary grant for $.I00,000. ThA applicani [aa been advanced
$25,000 on October 2, 1970, and aiter'.I8 montha the $iS,OOO lvassti]l on hand. -

Applicant B

Applicant B in i4ary'land was awarded a discretionary grant for
$47193.l in August ig7l. ExpenJitrr. reports in the project fileshowed that as of 0ctober .I5, .I97.I, 

the'appit.unt had been advanced$12,000. six months rater the appfiiint-Ilpr.ilo rhat $r0,336 hadstill not been expended. rr-- 'brv'Y\

0n November 4, 1910,
cretionary grant for
by the applicant, l,le
Fqblyqry 1972 rhe app
of $53,657.

?pplicant C in California was awarded a dis-
$l:z,4BB. 0n the bas'is of information reported
determined that from Jahuary lgTl through'| 

---

licant maintained an averagl monthly uaiince
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I Because of the excessive cash balances that were maintained by the
SppJicants, substantial unneceslary interest costs were being incurredby lhe Federal Governnient. l,Je havi discussed this rnatter with LEAAofficials trho told us that they will coniinre io emphasize to SpAs andgrantees the irnportance of complying with Federal rlgJiuiions on the use : ::of Jetters-of-credit. t r

Need for better moni tori n
o s cret 'l 0nar ro ects

l{e believe that the weaknesses in administration discussed above--- ". courd have been corrected or minimized ii ii;;-ipA;';na-ilnn adequiieiy ::-l-'-. r-;-.';.;"'monitored (desk and on-site) aiscreiiJnary-g"unt"i.iiriii"r. -. :.----
LEAAIs discretionary grant guidelines provide that the SpAsmonitor.the projects. liso, urRR nas eiiiuirstred desk ana-on-fite- monitoring guiderines_ana piocedures roi iii regionii oiii."".na'huad- . ..

quarters personnel. The.guideiines provide aetiirs as-to ,rtui'io"ao incarrying out the monitoring responsibirities. However, ttre pioieauresonly require on-site monitiring'visits ai neeaeo ina-n6t-o, I'p"ii"iri.or scheduled routi ne basis.

LEAA and the spAs made felv on-site nonitoring visits. 0f the42 projects examined, LEAA made monitor;ng viiiii''to'riii and the spAsvisited four others. The spAs a'lso visitEd *rree oi Ih;-ri;; ii:.i.liivisited by LEAA- In one state. some projects tral reen'iunaed againwithout being visited. In another stitel--w[ere-r6il"on]rtt. visits vrere .

rr,-.-- ".r "i mgce-.oy LEAA regional personnel, the visi'ts ioriiii.a if.r.ro"y reviewi- -- of fiscal records -

v

LEAA regional and SPA offic'ials told us that insufficient manpot,,,er
h-ud preclucied thenr from fulfilling their on-site mon'itoring respons.ibilit.ies.
Concl usi ons

The action which LEAA is considering in connection with the issuance ofg:1j:lin!l-:_should enable more timely iiiuance-ot program gridetines and -:Improve program administration. ' J J

I

v

' we U9]i-ivq that effective and continuous monitoring of project op6ra:.: ' ' 
!19!: by LEAA is eiieniiii-i.-a.i..i-lii";;;;.;";;il"1H n.ur,"rr..,. strengthen program administration, and oetter ins[re'i.hi.v.ild.i-ii'program
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t'{e believe also that effective financial administration of the
program is essent.ial to apprise management of the use being made of
grant funds and on-site monitoring is necessary to jnsure compliance
with financial requirernents and to inquire into the effectiveness of
projects t'rhich have the potentiai of being rep'licated at other
I ocati ons.

Recommendat'i ons

[.Ie recommend that LEAA

--improve its monitoring program to determine that grant
rebipients do not maiitiin excessive cash balances and
that advances are made in accord with the recip'ients'
actual needs, and

--invol ve i tsel f more ful 1y
on projects after approvin
on-site monitoring visits
velopments, providing assi
ing on future project fund

in the program by following up
g appl i cati ons, mak'ing peri odi c
to keep abreast of project de-
stance where needed, and decid-
i ng.

hle appreciate the cooperation and courtesy extended to us by LEAA,
SPA' and project officials during our revieiv. -hle 

r^rould like to irave
your written conments on the matters presented in th'is report, including
your comments 0n acti ons taken or pl anned 0n the reconrnendat'ions.

If you so desire, Ive shall be pleased to discuss the report with
you or mernbers of your staff.

Sincerely yours,

0o*"''/
Daniel F
Assistan

/-
tanton
i rector
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