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ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN STATE AND
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON JURISPRUDENCE

AND GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., in room 2228, Dirksen Senate

Office Building, Senator Howell Heflin (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.

Present: Senators Heflin, Biden, and Dole.
Senator HEFLIN. If we can get started, I think we should. We have

a large number of witnesses and I think this is an important hearing.
I would like to get started as quickly as we can.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HEFLIN

I believe today's hearing will be an informative and constructive
mechanism to examine the Federal responsibility to State and local
law enforcement in the field of criminal justice.
Next to inflation and economic ills which plague this Nation, crime

is probably the most serious domestic problem that the American
people face today. During the past few years, there has been an alarm-
ing increase in overall crime in this country.

Current studies indicate that last year murder rose by 18 percent
over 1978, forcible rape by 13 percent, and robbery by 10 percent.
There is no reason to believe that these trends in violent crime will
begin to reverse in the near future. FBI statistics for the first 6 months
of 1980 reveal that violent crimes are up 10 percent over last year.

Recent surveys also suggest that fear of crime is having a chilling
effect—if the word "chilling" can be used, and it probably is used very
lightly—on the majority of Americans, causing many to drastically
alter their lifestyle. This research reveals that 4 out of 10 Americans
are highly fearful of becoming victims of a violent crime, such as murder,
rape, robbery, and assault. One person in four has stopped going places
he or she used to go at night because of fear of becoming a victim of a
violent crime. Nine out of ten Americans lock the doors of their homes
and apartments and ask visitors to identify themselves before allow-
ing them to enter. Four out of ten people feel unsafe in their homes,
neighborhoods, workplaces, and shopping centers.
In recent years, the United States has also seen a significant increase

in white collar crime, which is resulting in staggering costs to our
economy. In a 1976 study conducted by the Joint Economic Commit-

(1)
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tee of Congress, it was estimated that such crimes as bankruptcy, fraud
bribery and kickbacks, consumer fraud, credit card and check fraud,
insurance fraud and securities fraud are costing our economy $44
billion per year. As with crimes of a violent nature, white collar crime
is increasing yearly by leaps and bounds.

All across this land, in our cities and in our towns, in our suburbs
and in our rural areas, crime is soaring at an alarming rate and is,
diminishing the quality of life for all Americans, regardless of race,
sex, or creed.

It has long been my belief that if we are to significantly reduce
crime in this country, the Federal Government must share the re-
sponsibility of law enforcement at State and local levels. I am there-
fore deeply disappointed at the demise of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, due to budgetary cutbacks, earlier this
year. I believe this program has been of enormous benefit to our
State and local governments in their efforts to improve the admin-
istration of criminal justice at every level. By providing financial
aid and technical assistance to those governments, we have made
vast improvements in the areas of crime prevention and control.
LEAA proved to be extremely successful in a number of programs,

such as statewide court modernization, training of court professionals,
jury management, uniform sentencing guideline, career criminal
programs, prosecutor's management information systems, "sting"
antifencing projects, law enforcement training programs, health care
in jails, drug and alcohol diversion, victim/witness assistance, de-
institutionalization of status offenders, and others. These programs
have had clear and definable impacts on crime reduction all across
this country. LEAA has a legacy of professionalizing law enforcement
at every level of the criminal justice system.
In efforts by Congress to reduce Federal spending and bring in-

flation under control, LEAA has been reduced to a nominal existence.
LEAA's critics cite inefficiency and waste as sufficient reasons to
eliminate this program, and I can understand their concerns. How-
ever, with the abolition of LEAA, the Federal Government will have
no program whose primary function is to assist State and local gov-
ernments in their attempt to control crime and improve the criminal
justice system.
During these hearings, this committee hopes to explore some of

the problems of LEAA, as well as what role, if any, the Federal
Government should take in criminal justice at the State and local
levels of operation.

Shall the agency be reorganized under a new name? Should a new
effort be limited to a few general overall programs? Is there a need
for a different approach in such an assistance program?

These and other questions should be addressed by Congress, and
this hearing today is, of course, a first step.
Today we will hear from three panels. Our first panel will provide

us with statistical information regarding the current status of crime in
this country and what trends we can anticipate in the future. Our
other panels will consist of representatives from law enforcement and
government associations, and will present their perception on Federal
responsibility in the area of law enforcement.

6
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We have a large number of witnesses today. Prepared statements
have been prepared which have been carefully thought out in advance
and contain very crucial and essential information. Those, of course,
will be entered into the record and the record will be made not only
for this Congress but for the next Congress.
Due to the large number of witnesses, we ask that each of the

witnesses that testifies attempts to summarize or attempts to be suc-
cinct and be brief in his presentation.
Senator Dole is here. Would you like to make an opening statement

before we start?
Senator DOLE. We have a number of witnesses. They would like to

testify rather than hear me make statements. So I ask that my state-
ment be made a part of the record. I would just say that I have
introduced legislation, S. 3209. I hope it will address some of the
problems that exist in our Nation's jails and prisons.

It also is designed to improve rural detention centers, halfway
houses, reformatories, work farms, community based facilities as well
as police facilities. The primary purpose is to provide technical and
financial assistance to the State and local governments to undertake
comprehensive criminal justice programs to improve the criminal
justice programs in the State.
I discussed that at some length in my statement. I ask that it be

made a part of the record.
Senator HEFLIN. SO ordered.
[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOLE

Mr. Chairman, on February 2, 1980, the eyes of this nation were focused
on the New Mexico Penitentiary which was the scene of an unprecedented ram-
page of killing. The prison's design follows the 100-year-old tradition of a
series of long double-tiered cellblocks and dormitories for the efficient warehousing
of the residents. The New Mexico Penitentiary is not this country's worst peni-
tentiary, although it has been described as unfit for human habitation.
The New Mexico Penitentiary is typical of American prisons, which generally

are underfunded, understaffed, and filled far beyond capacity. In some prisons
two or more inmates are housed in single-man cells, bunks are lined up side-by-side
in the dormitories and some men sleep on the floor because of the crowded con-
ditions. Stabbings and rapes occur with garish frequency. Guards are ill paid.
Medical treatment is inadequate. There are not enough prison jobs or classes
so most of the prisoners are idle for hours on end.

It was reported in the New York Times for November 13 that in the first 8
months of 1980, felony reports—covering everything from murder to drug possession
to car theft—totaled 407,630, an increase of 18.7 percent over the same period
last year and 11.1 percent over the same period in 1976, the previous peak year
for serious crimes.
The number of serious crimes in New York City is virtually certain to set a

record this year and their occurrence is continuing to shift from high-crime areas
to middle-income neighborhoods. Trend data from several years, beginning in the
early 1960's suggest that there is an 18-month lag between increases in reported
crime and a corresponding impact on the inmate population. In general, New
York City has 10 percent of the Nation's reported crime and it generally is a
bellwether for current trends in the United States. These data suggest that as
overloaded as our criminal justice system is now, the situation will be much worse
in the coming months.
I have introduced S. 3209, a bill that addresses the problems that exist in

our Nation's jails and prisons. Additionally, this legislation is designed to improve
rural courthouses, detention centers, halfway houses, reformatories, workfarms,
and community-based facilities as well as police facilities.
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The primary purpose of this bill is to provide technical and financial assistance
to the State and local governments to undertake comprehensive criminal justice
construction programs to improve the criminal justice system of the States.
Under S. 3209 a criminal justice facilities administration would be established

within the Department of Justice to make grants to the State and local govern-
ments for the construction and modernization of criminal justice facilities. In
making grants to a State, the administrator will take into account the population
of the State and the volume of criminal justice activity. To insure that this agency
operates smoothly, the administration will prepare and submit an annual report
to the President, for transmittal to Congress on the activities and programs of the
administration.

STATE PLANS •

A State will be required to submit a State plan for a 7-year period. The plan
will set forth a comprehensive statewide program for the construction and modern-
ization of criminal justice facilities within the State. The State plan will include
innovations and advanced techniques in the design of such facilities.

This legislation requires States to submit plans to modernize prison industries
and work release programs. Additionally, to the extent that it is permissible under
State law, convict labor could be used in projects that are funded by S. 3209.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Many criminal justice facilities have historic significance although some have
been allowed to deteriorate and are in various states of disrepair. Since these
buildings are important landmarks that are vital to the identity of the State and
our Nation's sense of history, S. 3209 will encourage State plans to include the
renovation and remodeling of these kinds of facilities, particularly county court-
houses.

DUAL PURPOSE

Today many school buildings are not being used because they were built for
an era when Americans had larger families. With today's trend toward smaller
families, there is a lack of students to fill these schools. To prevent this kind of
wasted resource, S. 3209 provides that to the extent practical criminal justice
facilities be designed so that they could be used for other criminal justice purposes
if they are no longer used for the specific purpose for which they were built. The
dual purpose concept has particular relevance in the design of neighborhood
justice centers and station houses for law enforcement personnel.

It is important to note that the Federal funds that are made available under
this bill are not designed to supplant State or local funds, but are intended to be
used to increase the amounts of funds that generally are available for the con-
struction and renovation of criminal justice facilities in the State.
Whenever more than $500,000 is spent on the construction or modernization of

a criminal justice facility under criminal justice statutes that are presently in
existence, the construction shall be consistent with the State master plan. The
Senator from Kansas believes that this provision will prevent Government waste
by requiring a unified Federal effort in a particular State.

DEMONSTRATION GRANTS

The administrator of the criminal justice facilities shall have the authority to
make demonstration grants to the States. The demonstration grants would be
designed to test the applicability of advanced practices to the design, construction
and modernization of criminal justice facilities. These demonstration grants can
also be used to test the need for the construction and modernization of criminal
justice facilities.

CLEARINGHOUSE

A clearinghouse on the construction and modernization of criminal justice
facilities will be established under this legislation. The clearinghouse will collect
information pertaining to the construction and modernization of criminal justice
facilities together with explanations of how the construction program can be used
to improve the administration of the criminal justice system within each State.
This information would be disseminated to architects, planners, and public
officials interested in construction and modernization of criminal justice facilities.

S
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE DEVELOPMENT BONDS

In an effort to generate additional funds for the construction and modernization
of prison facilities, State and local agencies will be able to make bonds available.
The Senator from Kansas has studied the various tax advantages that these
development bonds will present to investors and it is hoped that these bonds will
result in increased funding for construction and modernization projects.

REALITY

The Senator from Kansas has suggested two funding sources for this legislation,
revenue bonds and a direct federal appropriation of $6.5 billion over 7 years. It is
my intention to offer these funding proposals in an effort to get Congress moving
in this area.
In light of the top priority given by the incoming administration to cutting

taxes and balancing the Federal budget, it is not the Senator from Kansas' belief
that funds will be made available in the budget for the immediate, full-scale
implementation of this proposal. However, S. 3209 is designed to serve as a
catalyst for discussion between Members of Congress and representatives from
criminal justice agencies and interested groups. It is imperative that this dialogue
begin as soon as possible since there is an urgent need for concerted action in tnis
area. This need is underscored by the fact that courts have already mandated the
construction of an estimated $3 billion for prison facilities to replace or upgrade
facilities that fail to meet constitutional standards.
The figure will increase sharply with the implementation of legislation passed by

Congress this year that grants the Department of Justice broad new authority to
institute lawsuits against State and local agencies over alleged deprivation of rights
of inmates residing in State owned, operated, or controlled facilities. Presently, in
too many jurisdictions, funds are not available for construction, even if mandated
by the courts.
What I do suggest is that this bill could serve as a vehicle for drawing attention

to the critical shortfall in funding for criminal justice construction, a shortfall that
grows worse with each passing day. Reformers who call for determinate sentenc-
ing legislation must also face hard reality that the net effect is to fill the corrections
system to the overflowing mark.

Hopefully Congress will face the hard choice next year and seek to reorder
national priorities to deal with these pressing needs.

Senator HEFLIN. Our first panel will deal with statistics relevant to
crime
Mr. Paul Zolbe, section chief of the uniform crime reporting section

of the FBI; Dr. Harry Scarr, director, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
here in Washington; and Mr. Timothy Flanagan, project codirector,
utilization of criminal justice statistics project, sourcebook of criminal
justice statistics of the Criminal Justice Research Center in
Albany, N.Y.
Mr. Zolbe, if you would begin, we would appreciate it.

PANEL OF EXPERTS ON CRIME:
STATEMENTS OF PAUL ZOLBE, SECTION CHIEF, UNIFORM CRIME
REPORTING SECTION, FBI; DR. HARRY SCARR, DIRECTOR,
BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS, AND TIMOTHY FLANAGAN,
PROJECT CODIRECTOR, UTILIZATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE STA-
TISTICS PROJECT, CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH CENTER

Mr. ZOLBE. I would like to read our statement. It is relatively
short and I think it is pertinent to our inquiry today.
I welcome this opportunity to appear before your subcommittee

to comment on the apparent increase of crime, as measured by the
UCR program.



6

In order to put these comments in perspective, it may help to note
the background of the UCR program. Prior to 1930, there was no
gathering of criminal statistics nationally. Responding to this appar-
ent need, the International Association of Chiefs of Police—IACP—
developed a crime statistics program which met the needs of law
enforcement and, at the same time, provided the American public
information regarding this aspect of our society.
The majority of States have penal codes. The definitions of indivi-

dual crimes within these codes vary from State to State. The counting
of crime by State penal code definition would produce statistics of
questionable value. To overcome this problem, the UCR program
established uniform definitions. In 1930, the IACP initiated the
UCR program with the advice and consent of the Nation's leading
law enforcement executives, who agreed to count crime on the basis
of the uniform definitions established by the program. Congress,
recognizing the utility of the UCR program, empowered the Attorney
General to designate the FBI as administrator of this national sta-
tistical effort. The FBI, having logical lines of communication with
the Nation's law enforcement community, was well suited to serve
as a clearinghouse for national crime statistics.

• For the past 50 years, the FBI has issued periodic reports reflecting
the incidence of reported crime based upon a crime index. Prior to
1979, the crime index consisted of those crimes which were (1) most
likely to be reported to law enforcement, (2) which occurred with
sufficient frequency that tabulation would have significance, and
(3) which would be considered serious by virtue of their nature or
volume. The crime index consists of murder, rape, robbery, aggravated
assault, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft. In 1979,
arson was added to this list by congressional mandate.
At the inception of the UCR program, it was considered imperative

that individual States establish UCR programs. The rationale
for this concept provided a State with the capability to analyze
crime problems unique to that State. There have been States sen-
sitive to this need who have created their own UCR systems. In 1968,
with the passage of the Omnibus Crime Control bill, Federal moneys
became available to assist additional States in developing their own
UCR programs. The bill also provided funds to support the national
UCR program.
At the program's inception in 1930, 250 agencies participated. By

1968, this number had grown to nearly 8,000 agencies. As a result of
the development of State UCR programs, this number has grown to
over 15,000. These agencies serve nearly 98 percent of the Nation's
population.
Each year there are two preliminary reports and an annual publica-

tion issued by the FBI reflecting the incidence of reported criminal
activity. Over time these reports allow for an evaluation of the serious-
ness of criminal activity in our Nation.
By way of example, let it be noted that during the period 1960-69,

crime, as measured by the crime index, increased 119 percent. This
represented an annual average growth of nearly 12 percent. In the
following 10-year period, 1970-79, crime rose 50 percent, representing
an annual average of 5 percent.
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To provide a greater understanding regarding reported crime, it is
broken down into two groups: violent crime and crime against
property. The violent crimes are murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault. During the 1960-69 period, violent crimes rose by 129 percent.
In the period 1970-79, violent crimes rose 60 percent. The crimes
against property—burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft—
rose 118 percent. In the period 1970-79, the increase was 49 percent.
In order that this committee may more fully understand the dynam-

ics of crime statistics, a copy of the most recent publication, "Crime
• in the United States-1979," has been made a part of this statement.

A graphic representation of the increase of crime, 1960-79, has also
been affixed to this testimony.
While the FBI has never previously predicted the incidence of

• crime, the chart provided with this statement does suggest an antici-
pated number of original events perceived for calendar year 1980.
Thank you, sir.
[The publication, "Crime in the United States-1979," referred to

above is on file with the committee.]
[The graphic representation referred to above follows:]

•

•
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Table. 1-1..234 of Ohne, United Stales, 1970-1979

Pop:A.:in.o 

. 6i...

Index
total

Modified.
Crime
..k.

tota/

Violent.
c6m,

P roperty.
er,

ldurdet
an on.
d,.n

mg agent

slaughter

Forci ble
rape Robbery

Au.
sated
mush

Burglary
-

in,..);;;;Y-
Motor

le
theft

Arson'

Number of °Rens..
1970-203,235,298  8,093,000 738,820 7.359.200 16000 37.990 349.860 334,970 2,205.003 4,225,800 928.420
1971-206,212,330  8,588,230 816,500 7,771,720 17,780 42,260 387.700 368.700 2,399,300 4,424,20/ 948,200
1972-208,230.0O3  
1973-209,851,0GO  

8,248,800
8,718.103

834,900
175,910

7,413,930
7,842.200

18,670
19,640

46,850
51,400

376,290
354,220

393.090
420.650

2,375,570
3,565,500

4,151,200
4,347.903

887,200
928,8C0

1974-211,392,CO3  
1975-213,124,0(0  

10,253,430
11,256,6CO

974,720
1,026,280

9,278,720
10.230,330

20,710
20,510

55.400 •
56,090

442.400
464,970

456.210
484,710

3,039.200
3,252.100

5.262,500
5,977,700

977.100
1030.500

1976-214,659.003  11,304,800 986,580 10,318,200 16,780 56,730 420,210 490,850 3,019,803 6,270,600 937,600
1977-216,332,CM  
1978-1111,059.000  

10,935,800
11,141,300

1,009,500
1,061,830

9,926,370
10,079,500

19,120
19,590

63,020
67,130

404,850
417,040

522,510
558,130

3.052.200
3,104,503

5,605,720
5,983.403

968.400
991,600

1979-220,099000  
Rate per I90,020 inhabitants.

11152,703 1,178,540 10,974,200 21,460 75,990 406,850 614,210 3,299,530 6577.5(0 1.097,210

1970  3.984.5 363.5 3,621.0 7.9 18.7 172.1 164.8 1,084.9 2,079.3 456.8
1971  
1972 ., 

4,164.7
3,961.4

396.0
401.0

3,761.8
3,560.4

86
9.0

20.5
22.5

155.0
180.7

178.8
158.8

1,163.5
1,140.8

2,145.5
1,993.6

459.5
426.1

1973  
1974  

4,154.4
4,85.3.4

417.4
461.1

3,737.0
4,389.3

9.4
• 9.11

24.5
26.2

183.1
209.3

2(0.5
215.8

1,222.5
•1,437.7

2,071.9
2,489.5

4416
462.2

1975  5.281.7 481.5 4103.2 9.6 26.3 218.2 227.4 1,525.9 1804.8 469.4
1976  
1977  

5,266.4
5,055.1

459.6
466.6

4,806.8
4,5118.4

811
II

26.4
29.1

195.3
187.1

228.7
241.5

1,439.4
1,410.9

2,921.3
2.729.9

446.1
447.6

19711  5,109.3 416.9 4,622.4 9.0 30.8 191.3 255.9 1,423.7 2,743.9 454.7
1979  5,521.5 535.5 4,986.0 9.7 34.5 212.1 279.1 1,499.1 1988.4 49155

'Populations are Bureau of Census 38888i508817 estimates as of July 1.8.68389 Apri 1 1970, cen
Ihe to rounding. the offenses may not add to totals

oonoction or Indna oflensn, ,.beg n in 1979 However. summary statistics are not yet available for inclusion in this table. The number of
anon °Rome reported by individual law enforcement agencies is displayed in tables tbrough 9 a thi‘ publication.

99647577 608877 are offensa of murder. forcible rape. 'ob.., 484 auravated assault. Property crinses are offenses of burglary, 55r6689-711811. and motor vehicle theft. Data are not
included for the property crime of anon.

Crime rates calculated prior to rounding number of offenses.

•

•
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APPENDIX IV

10-YEAR TRENDS IN CRIME,- 1970-1979
This appendix graphically presents quarterly crime data

for the 10-year period, 1970-1979, and examines basic
crime trends. The approach taken herein supplements
percent-change comparisons for two 1-year periods and
yields a generalized perspective of the movement of
crime.

While a particular offense may possess a substantial
number of traits or attributes in common with other
crimes, each offense has its own unique patterns and
characteristics. Because of the emphasis on the individual-
ity of each crime in the appendix, no higher level of
aggregation was introduced.

Quarterly crime rates for each Index offense were
computed for the period 1970-1979, utilizing data from
agencies having submitted all 12 months of crime reports
and the corresponding agency jurisdictional populations.
Statistics on arson are not included in the appendix since
the collection of data on this crime did not commence
until April of 1979. Population figures were not adjusted
to account for possible quarterly changes.
The first quarter of 1970 was selected as the base period

and the quarterly crime rate corresponding to that period
was equated to 100. The "relative quarterly crime rates

resulting from the standardization process are presented in
both graphic and tabular form.
In order to eliminate the effect of seasonal fluctuations,

4-quarter moving averages were computed for each Index

crime. The results of these computations are presented in
both graphic and tabular form. On the graphs, the moving

average curves are depicted as smooth dotted lines that
pass through the quarterly data.

Murder Trend
During the 10-year period, 1970-1979, the relative

crime rates for murder fluctuated between le) and 153.

Although seasonality was not pronounced, murder consis-
tently peaked in the second half of the year throughout

the 10-year period under consideration. Yearly highs

occurred in the fourth quarter for 5 of the 10 years,
occurred jointly in the third and fourth quarters for 3

years, and occurred in the third quarter for 2 years.

Overall, there was a gradual increase in murder from 1970

to 1974, followed by a slight decline during 1975 and

1976. A gradual upward trend commenced in 1977 and

continued through 1979. It is anticipated that this upward
movement will continue into 1980.

Year Quarter
Relative
Crime
Rath

Murtkr Trend by Quarter
1470.1979

Moving
Average

Year Quart.

Relative
Cnme
Ra.

Moving
Average

1970 1 J.aury-March 100 1975 1 January.March 134 1313

2 April...
3 July-September

106
110

2 April-June
3 July-September

126
136

136
131

4 Ccother-Drecember 114 113 4 October-December 136 127

1971 I .1.muar,March 112 115 1976 1 January-March to to

2 April-June
3 3 dy.September

116
125

1111
120

2 April.June
3 Jul) .Seprember 123

119
116

4 October-December 124 120 4 October-Darn.r 111 116

1972 1 January-M•rch 114 122 1977 1 January-March 112 117

2 April-June
3 :ul, -September

115
140

124
126

2 April-Jame
3 July.Septernber

113
122

119
120

4 October-December 121 4 October-December 12S 120

1973 1 January-March 121 129 1971 I January-March Itt 120

2 April.June
3 July -September

124
131

130 2 April.June
3 July•September

115
125

120
121

4 October-December 1. 133 4 October-December 121

1974 1 January-March 127 133 1979 1 Januar, -March 17_3 126

2 Apnl-June •
3 July-September

126
139

135
137

2 April-June
3 30i - 't'"

122 to

4 Omar-December 153 131 4 Ocrober-Decernber 140

•Fmal crime data for the first and second quarters of 19. an nor available for computing cnming averages for thc last bras quarters of 19711.

325
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Forcible Rape Trend
Between 1970 and 1979, the relative crime rate for

forcible rape ranged from 100 to 221. The low occurred in
the first quarter of 1970, while the high was reached in the
third quarter of 1979. Forcible rape invariably peaked in
the summer months and was lowest in the winter months
of the year. As can be seen from the accompanying chart,

1978 1979

250

225

200

175

150

125

100

75

50

25

-0

quarterly forcible rape rates are distinguished by undula-
tions with pointed peaks and troughs.
The moving average indicated (except for a slight

decline during 1975 and 1976) a steady increase between
1970 and 1979. Further, forcible rape showed the highest
increase among all Crime Index offenses during the past
decade. The trend has shown no sign of mitigating.

•
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Yea.r

Forcible 32, Trci I by
1970-1979

Moving
Year

Average
Moving
Average

Q.rter
Relative
Crime
R.

Quarter
Relative
Crime
Rate

1970 1 7anuary•Marc5 100 112 1975 1 lanuary-March 133 156
2 April•June
3 July•September

114
131

113
113

2 April-June
3 July-September

162
178

155
155

4 October-December 106 115 4 October-December 147 153

1971 1 lartuary•March 101 117 1976 1 January-March 130 152
2 April-June 123 121 2 April-3u. 151 151
3 July-September
4 October-Decernber

142
124

125
129

3 July-Sepiember
4 Cletober-December

179
137

150
153

1972 1 January-March III 133 1977 I January•March 136 156
2 April-June 137 135 2 Apribhme 165 161
3 luly•September
4 October-December

160
129

137
139

3 July-September
1 October-Decernbar

195
160

164
166

1973 1 January-March 123 141 1978 1 January-March 139 166
2 April-June
3 July•September

148
171

145
148

2 Apri!-June
3 July-September

174
206

171
174

4 October-December 144 149 4 Ociober-December 166 177

S 1974 1 January-March
2 April-June

131
155

152
154

1979 I January-March
2 April-June

154
187

181
186

3 July-September 183 155 3 luly-Scpiember 221
4 October-December 150 156 4 October-December 193 •

•Firal crimc data the first and second quarters of 1980 are not available for computing moving as ctages . the 1. two quarters of 1979:

2

2

2

1

1

FORCIBLE RAPE TREND BY QUARTER, 1970-1975
RELATIVE GRIME RATE  

MOVING AVERAGE
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Trend
From 1970 to 1979, the relative crime rate for robbery

varied betv.een 91 and 152. The high was reached in the
fourth quarter of 1974, while the low occurred in the
second quarter of 1978. Although seasonality was general-
ly mild, robbery consistently peaked in the fourth quarter
and bottomed out in the second quarter of the year. It will
be noted that the configuration of quarterly robbery rates
is generally characterized by single peaks and troughs.

According to the moving average figures, there was a
period of relative stability between 1970 and 1973. The
robbery trend began to increase toward the end of 1973
and continued to rise until the close of 1974. This upward
movement was followed by a steady decline between 1975
and 1977, which gave way to an upward trend that lasted
into 1979. This latter trend increase, however, has not yet
reached the peak experienced in 1974.

ce

Year Quarter
Relative
Crime
Rate

Robbery Trend by Qnarter
1970-1979

Moving
Year

Average
Quarter

Relative
Crime
Rale

Mewing
Average

1970 / January-March 100 100 1975 1 January-March 132 131
2 Apol-June 95 104 2 April-June 114 130
3 July-September
4 October-December

106
123

106 3 July-September
4 October-December

1211
137

125
121 •

1971 1 January-March 113 112 1976 1 January-March 112 116
2 AprilJune
3 July-September

101
113

114
113

2 April-June
3 July -September

97
110 106

4 October-December 129 112 4 OcUsber-December 116 106

1972 1 January-March 105 113 1977 1 January-March 103 105
2 April-June
3 July-September

103
117

112
III

2 April-June
3 July-September

94
102

104
103

4 October-December 1 111 It 4 October-December 114 102

1973 I Jemmy, -March 106 109 19711 1 January-March 91 102
2 April-June
3 July -September

99
112

109
109

2 April-June
3 July-September

91
106

103
106

4 October-December 120 110 4 October-December 122 110

1974 1 January-March 105 113 1979 1 January-March 115 112
2 April-June
3 July-September
4 Ociober-Decembier

108
127
152

119
126
131

2 April-June
3 July-September
4 October-December

100
114
129

114

•

•Flisal crime data for t. first and second quarters of 1960 are not available for computing moving averages the last two quarters of 1979.

•
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• Aasra,ated Assault Trend
During the decade, 1970 to 1979, the relative crime rate

for aggravated assault oscillated between 100 and 201.

The rate was lowest in the first quarter of 1970 and

reached a peak in the third quarter of 1979. Aggravated

assault was consistently highest in the third quarter and

lowest in the first quarter of each year. A review of the

accompanying graph shows that undulations for quarterly

aggravated assault rates were marked by single peaks and

troughs.
The moving average trend generally displayed a steady

upward movement, commencing in the first quarter of

1970 and continuing through the end of 1979. This steady

increase shows no signs of abating.

Aggravated Assault Trend by Quarter

Year Quarter
Relative
Crime
Rate

Moving
Average

1970-1979

Year Quarter
Relative
Crime
Rate

Moving
Average

1970 IJanuary-March 100 Ill 1975 1 January-March 141 156

2 April-June 119 115 2 April-June 163 157

3 July-September
4 October-December

130
115

117
120

3 July-September
4 October-December

173
150 -•

156
155

1971 1 January-March 109 122 1976 I January-Much 135 154

2 April-June
3 July-September

129
138

124
126

2 April•June
3 July•September

151
175

154
153

4 October-December 126 129 4 October.Decernber 143 155

1972 1 January-March 114 130 1977 1 January-March 139 157

2 April-June
3 July-September

136
151

132
114

2 April.June
3 July-September

167
180

159
161

4 October-December 129 136 4 October-December 157 163

1973 1 January-March 123 138 1978 1 January-March 143 163

2 April.June
3 July-September

145
156

140
142

2 April.June
3 July-September

173
191

168
In

4 October•December 139 144 4 October-December 173 176

1974 1 January-March 131 146 1979 1 January-March 160 178

2 April-June 151 149 2 April-June 183 180

3 July-September
4 October-December

168
150

151
154

3 July•September
4 Ociober-December

201
182 •

•Final crime data for the firta and second quarters of 1980 are 1101 available for computing moving averag
es for the last two quarters of 1979.

•

•
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Burglary Trend The moving average curve began to rise in 1973. This

The relative crime rate for burglary fluctuated between uptrend lasted until the end of 1974, at which time the

99 and 148. Burglary peaked in the second half of each data began to show a decline. This decrease continued

year throughout the entire decade under study. In until the end of 1976, after which the curve remained

reviewing the graph, it will be observed that the burglary relatively stable.

trend data were generally characterized by dual peaks and

troughs.

Burglary Trend by Quarter
1970-1979

Relative Relative
Moving Moving

Year Quarter Crime Year Quarter Crime
Average Average

Rate Rate

1970 1 January-March 100 101 1975 1 January-March 142 141

2 April-June
3 July-September

99
109

104
106

2 April-June
3 July-Sept ember

131
143

140
151

4 October-December 112 10/ 4 October•December 142 135

1971 1 January-March 107 109 1976 1 January-March 127 133

2 April-June
3 July-September

105
117

ttl
112

1 April-June
3 July-September

124
133

130
127

4 October-Dearmber 118 112 4 October•December 121 125

1972 1 January-Mamb 106 112 1977 I January-March 119 124

2 April-June 1011 110 2 April-June 113 124

3 July-September
4 October-December

115
107

109
109

3 July-September
4 October-December

131
131

125
124

1973 1 January-March 105 109 197/1 1 January-Much 117 125

2 April-June
3 July-September

106
121

112
116

2 April-Jam
3 July-September

119
133

123
127

4 October-December 126 120 4 October-December 134 121

1974 1 January-March 119 125 1979 1 January-March 125 130

2 April-June
3 July-September

12.3
140

130
135

2 April-June
3 July-September

124
137

131

4 October-December 143 139 4 October-December 139

•Tinal crime data the fira and sax.. quarters of 1510 are not availabk computing moving averages for the last rwo quarters of 1979,

•
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Larceny-theft Trend
Larceny-theft relative crime rates fluctuated between

92 and 160 during the years 1970 to 1979. The low
occurred in the first quarter of 1973, while the high was
reached in the third quarters of 1975 and 1979. Larceny-
theft consistently peaked in the third quarter of each year
and bottomed out in the first quarter of all years but 1976,
when the annual low occurred in the fourth quarter.

Generally, the configuration of quarterly larceny-theft
rates was characterized by singular peaks and troughs.
The moving average curve for larceny-theft began to

rise at the start of 1973 and continued its ascent uatil early
1976. Subsequently, a 2-year decline was experienced, but
a rise again ensued, commencing in 1978 and continuing
into 1979.

Year Quarter
Relative
Crime
Rate

Lveeny-tbett Trend by Quarter
1470-1979

Moving Quarter
AN erase

Relative
Crime
Rete

Moving
Average

1970 1 January-March 710 III 1975 1 January•March 126 141

2 April-June
3 July-September 125

114
115

2 April-Jun
3 Jul,-Scpternber

146
160

1.
148

4 October-December 118 116 4 October•December 151 150

1971 1 January-March
•
103 117 1976 1 Januar, •March 140 151

2 April-June
3 July-September

121
129

118
117

2 Aptil-June
3 July-September

154
159

149
146 S

4 October-December 116 115 4 October-December 131 142

1972 1 January-March 98 113 1977 1 January-March 123 136

2 April-June 115 110 2 April-June 140 136

3 July-September
4 October-December

117
110

107
106

3 July-September
4 October-December

146
135

135
134

1973 1 January-March 92 106 1978 1 January-March 116 134
2 April-June III 109 2 April-June 131 136

3 July-September
4 October•December

125
113

112
117

3 July-September -
4 October-December

150
141

138
140

1974 1 January-March 1011 122 1979 January-March 128 143

2 April-June
3 July-September

132
146

128
133

2 April-June
3 July-September

147
160

145

4 October-December 137 137 4 October-Ekcernber 151 •

•Final crime data for the and lacond quancri of 1910 *re available rof computin, moving averases for the Ing two quancrs of 1979.

•
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Motor ‘'ehicle Theft Trend
The relative crime rates for motor vehicle theft fluctu-

ated between 84 and 112, the lowest range of variation of
any Index offense during the 10-year period under study.
The low was reached in the first quarter of 1978, while the
peak was reached in the fourth quarter of 1970 and the
third quarter of 1971. Generally, motor vehicle theft

peaked in the third quarter of each year. Only in 1970,
when the relative crime rate peaked in the fourth quarter,

was this not the case. The low for motor vehicle theft
consistently occurred in the first quarter of the year. It
will be noted from a review of the graph that the relative
crime rate data are characterized by dual peaks and single
troughs, a departure from the types of configurations
distinguishing the other Index crimes.
The moving average trend was generally stable

throughout most of the decade under review.

Year Quarter
Relative
Crime
RA.

Nfotor Vehicle Theft Trend by Quarter
1970-1979

Moving
Year Quarter

Average

Relative
Crime
RA.

Moving
Avcrage

1970 1 J.uary-March 100 106 1975 1 January-March 97 103

2 April-June
3 July-September

104
I 1 1

107
107

2 April-June
3 July-September

98
109

101
102

4 October-December 112 107 4 October-December 107 100 •
1971 1 January-March 107 1976 1 January-March 94

2 April-June
3 July-September

105
112

107
106

2 April-June
3 July -September

92
99

95
93

4 October-December 109 4 October-December 94 93

1972 1 Jantury-March 93 102 1977 1 Janinvy-March 83 93
2 April-June
3 July.September

9.
103 97

2 April-June
3 July-September

92
100

93
93

4 October-December 97 4 October-December
•

93

1973 1 January-March E9 1978 1 January-March 14 93

2 April-June 95 98 2 April-June 91 94
3 July-September
4 October-December

107 99
100

3 July•September
4 October-December

102
1011

94

1974 1 lantury-March 92 103 979 1 January-March 99
2 April-June 97 101 2 ApritTune 101
3 July-September
4 October-December

110
108

102
103

3 July -September
4 October-December 105

'Final crime data for tbe first and second qiurters of 1980 are not available for computing moving averages for the last two quarters of 1979.

•
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Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
Dr. Harry Scarr is our next witness.
Dr. SCARR. Thank you. I will abstract from my statement, since

I was invited to comment on the LEAA program of the last decade.
I will limit my comments to the statements of trends.
I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before your sub-

committee on the past experience of Federal programs designed to
improve the program of criminal justice.
Let me begin by noting several facts about the decade just past,

facts that are particularly relevant to these hearings, and what these
facts may tell us about the future.
The national crime survey, which has been conducted by the Bureau

since 1972, shows that there has been little significant change during
the seventies in the rates for most of the crimes measured by the
survey. Although there are exceptions—for example, assault and
household larceny rates were significantly higher in 1979 than in
1973—it is noteworthy that these were in the relatively less serious
crime categories. The rates for crimes which are often thought to be
most frightening—rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, and
motor vehicle theft—were not significantly higher in 1979 than they
were in 1973; in fact, the household burglary rate declined.
These statements are in no way intended to minimize the seriousness

of crime. Criminal victimization of individuals and households in the
United States remains a serious problem, even when the rates do not
increase. What is important to note is that we begin the 1980's ap-
parently in a considerably different stance than we began the 1970's,
when the best information we had available at that time indicated that
the serious crime rate had been increasing substantially throughout
the previous decade, the 1960's. There are several things that will affect
the crime rate.

First, our changing demography has potential implications for
changing the allocation of resources across the different elements of the
criminal justice system. The aging of the population in our country
can be expected to result in a relatively diminishing demand for
resources for apprehension purposes but, paradoxically, in a relatively
heavier demand for resources for correctional purposes. Interestingly
enough, although it is the young who commit the crimes that make the
most intensive demands on the law enforcement community, it is the
older, more persistent criminals who represent the major burden on our
correctional systems.
This is not an original idea. Dr. Bernstein of Carnegie Mellon

Institute advances it in a much more scholarly manner.
Thus, as the populat. on distribution in the United States changes,

with the aging out of the high-crime-rate teens into the high-imprison-
ment-rate twenties of those born during the period 1947-62 following
World War II, known as the baby boom, the criminal justice system
will be required to respond by redistributing its resources accordingly
among the various components.

Second, in planning the redistribution of justice system resources
to meet this population change, we must recognize the temporary
nature of the pressure for more correctional resources in the United
States. In about 10 years, those born during the baby boom will also
have passed through the high-imprisonment ages. Thus, the appro-

•
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priate response for the United States to the resulting pressure on
corrections facilities may not necessarily be the expansion of prison
capacity by building expensive new facilities that would have only
a short useful life and that could not be otherwise justified. Rather,
a more appropriate response may be to focus on the marginal prisoners
for the purpose of finding other more creative ways for dealing with
them outside the traditional prison setting, at least for the next
decade.

Third, the experience of the United States suggests that successful
approaches to crime prevention and offender treatment must rely
increasingly on methods that are demonstrably realistic and cost,
effective. In my opinion, it is imperative that the Federal Govern-
ment continue to support a vigorous research, development, and
statistical program in the areas of crime prevention and offender
management, principally to assure that the knowledge base from
which we operate is the best that can be obtained. We can no longer
afford the uncritical acceptance of ideas that we wish were true and
the consumption of scarce resources 'Lo implement those ideas. We
must satisfy ourselves on the basis of solid evidence, gathered accord-
ing to the best scientific methods available, that the ideas upon which
action is to be predicated are, in fact, true.

Fourth, shifts in the nature of crime require shifts in the nature of
law enforcement responses to concentrate on different kinds of crime
from those which have traditionally commanded the attention of law
enforcement officials, and to focus some resources on different kinds of
criminals. We are, for example, devoting much greater attention than
we have in the past to white-collar crime, fraud, computer crime,
economic and regulatory crime, environmental crime, political cor-
ruption, and terrorism.

Fifth, the need for international cooperation in dealing with crime
will expand. Circumstances attending economic progress, such as
inexpensive and rapid international travel, easily permeable borders,
and technologically sophisticated means of communication, all reduce
the historical significance of geographic boundaries. We believe that
all countries will very likely increase their cooperative efforts to
improve their collective ability to deal with criminals who today
take advantage of the fact that international borders are currently
less of a barrier to transnational crimes than they are to international
law enforcement efforts.
Examining these trends—a relatively stable crime rate, shifts in

the demography of the general population, expected changes in prison
population, shifts in law enforcement resources to white-collar . crime
and international offenders, and diminishing resources that will put
empirical information at a premium—trends which indicate to us the
larger issues criminal justice has faced in the past decade, and having
made some guesses about those we expect to need attention in the
coming decade, let me now turn to the nature of the Federal involve-
ment in criminal justice, what we have learned from that involvement
in the past, and what I, from my limited perspective and specialized
experience, think that involvement might be in the future, given
those trends and lessons.
I would like to comment briefly on what we have learned from the

past decade, even though this panel is limited to the statistics of the
crime problem.
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To begin with, it is difficult to recall just how little we knew about
criminal justice 12 years ago compared to what we now know. The
trends that I discussed just a few moments ago were, for the most
part, unmeasurable with any meaningful degree of precision in 1968.
It was through Federal leadership and funding that trend statistics
like these were developed. Federal leadership and funding were also
instrumental in establishing criminal justice research and development
communities in academia, in nongovernmental think tanks, in research
organizations, in universities, and in private industry. So the informa-
tion we have available to us now is much better than the information
we had available to us then to deal with this chronic and persistent
problem.
The research and development community has taught us much of

what we know about criminal justice today, information that was
either directly funded by the Federal Government or was indirectly
promoted by the Federal Government by creating interest in criminal
justice in the research and development community.
Mr. Chairman, I think Federal leadership and funding during the

seventies enabled us to develop better statistics describing crime. I
believe that that funding affected the uniform crime reporting program
and enabled us to begin the national survey of victims of crime which
enabled us to look at the dark figures of crime, those crimes that are
apparently committed in the population, but do not come to the
attention of the police. That, Mr. Chairman, is one of the greatest
challenges facing us in the eighties, to begin to understand what
determines that particular figure.
Mr. Chairman, I think that the remainder of my remarks deal

with the LEAA and the Federal Government's experience over the
past decade, so I would like to conclude there.
Thank you.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
Next we will hear from Mr. Flanagan.
Mr. FLANAGAN. Thank you.
My name is Timothy Flanagan. I will also abstract from the state-

ment and concentrate on four areas: trends in official crime statistics
over the recent 20 years, 7-year trend findings from the national
crime survey program, some of the literature and the research that
has been done on correlates of the national crime rate, and, finally,
data from the periodic national public opinion surveys that have
sought to measure the public's perception of the level of crime and the
degree of public fear of crime.
As Dr. Zolbe mentioned, the uniform crime reports are the oldest

and best known sources of data on the nature and extent of crime in
this country. Some of the limitations of using the UCR data base
essentially for trend analysis have been noted in the past.
One question of. interest in the sixties was whether we were seeing

an actual increase in the crime rate or whether we were seeing increases
in reporting to the police and reporting of offenses by police agencies.
Although those problems have not been resolved with any finality at
this point, the data show from 1960 to 1979 the rate per 100,000
persons for the total index crime rate has increased by 193 percent.
The violent crime rate demonstrates a greater increase over the
20-year period than the property crime rate. The rate of violent crime

•

•

•



27

4

a

in 1979 increased by 47 percent over 1970 and by 233 percent over
1960 levels.
The Northeast region led the country over the past two decades in

increases in the total index crime rate, followed by the Southern
region and the North Central States. The Western region recorded the
smallest percent increase in the total crime rate from 1960 to 1979,
but it must be observed that the Western region began and ended the
time series with the highest actual crime rate. For example, in 1979,
the total index crime rate for the Western States was 31 percent
higher than the rate in the Northeast, 41 percent higher than the
North Central region, and 35 percent higher than the Southern region.
For the violent crime rate over the period 1960 to 1979, the North-

east region rose 499 percent, the North Central 218 percent, the
Southern 247 percent, and the Western States 274 percent. However,
once again, the Western region began and ended the period with the
highest violent crime rate. In 1979, the Western violent crime rate
was 12 percent higher than the Northeast, 61 percent higher than the
North Central, and 25 percent higher than the Southern region rate.

Historically, urban areas have been thought to be centers of
criminal activity while suburban and rural areas have been character-
ized as comparatively safe locales. These assumptions are, in some
respects, affirmed by the trend data on crime rates when examined in
relation to size of place. However, in other respects, these assumptions
are questioned.
In each year of the past two decades, the rate of reported crime in.

urban areas has been substantially greater than the rate for non-
SMSA areas and rural areas.
The characteristics of arrests over time give us some indication of

the changing nature of the crime problem. In recent years we have
heard a lot of discussion about a juvenile crime wave, especially with
respect to violent crimes. The pattern shows that the youth share of
arrests varied by time of crime. In 1979, for example, persons under 18
accounted for 43 percent of arrests for property crimes and 20 percent
for arrests for violent offenses. However, the proportion of arrests
attributed to persons under 18 has remained stable over time, only
varying between 20 and 23 percent of all of the rest of the violent
crimes. Thus, these data would not lend credence to the arguments
insofar as the relative contribution of youthful arrests to the total
arrest picture, which appears to have been stable over the last decade.
With respect to the distribution by sex, however, we have seen a

doubling of arrests attributable to females for property offenses during
the past two decades. However, arrests attributed to females for vio-
lent crimes has remained stable during the past 20 years. Because
property crimes make up the bulk of the index total, the total crime
index also reflects a doubling of the proportion of arrests involving
females.
The proportion of arrests for violent crimes that is attributed to

whites has hovered at about 44 percent during the period of 1960 to
1979, while the white share of property crime arrests has been around
68 percent. The proportionate share of blacks has been roughly 54
percent and 29 percent, respectively. The proportion of arrests in-
volving other races has never exceeded 2.5 percent. Thus, while blacks
have been, and continue to be, overrepresented in the official arrest
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statistics relative to the proportion of blacks in the general population,
this fraction does not appear to be increasing over time.
The final measure of police activity to be examined is the clearance

rate or the proportion of crimes known to the police that are cleared
by arrests. Clearance rates for violent crimes are substantially higher
than for property crimes. The clearance rates vary by size of place.
These data show that rural areas have slightly higher clearance rates
than cities or suburban areas for property crimes, but substantially
higher clearance rates for violent crimes.

Also a pattern that emerges from the data is the relative stability
of the clearance rates, especially during the last decade. In the total
index crimes, the clearance rates for cities from 1970 to 1979 have
ranged from 19 to 22 percent, for suburban areas from 16 to 20 percent,
and in rural areas from 22 to 25 percent.
An alternative approach to the measurement and assessment in

trends of criminal behavior is represented by the data collected through
the national crime survey, as Dr. Zolbe mentioned.
The national crime survey is a continuous national survey of house-

holds that collects data on the criminal victimization experiences of
household members. It attempts to get around the real limitation of
the uniform crime reporting system, which is that it is restricted to
crimes known to police
The 1973 to 1979 data show that crimes of violence increased by 6.1

percent, led by a nearly 17-percent increase in the simple assault
victimization rate and a nearly 14-percent increase in the rape rate.
In the household sector, rates of burglary and motor vehicle theft

decreased by over 8 percent. However, household larceny was recorded
at a 25-percent increase.
There has been some discussion among social scientists, especially

since the data from the national crime survey has come out about
the apparent inconsistency between victimization rates derived from
the surveys and official estimates of crime rates as recorded by the
UC R data.
In short, the two programs seem, at least on their face, to paint

a different picture of the crime problem.
I think the conventional wisdom on the issue now is that neither

of the programs is capable of providing us with a true estimate of the
volume of crime in the United States. Both of the programs have
inherent strengths, have inherent limitations; and I think that
knowledge of both is necessary to fully understand the changes in the
nature of crime.
With respect to forecasts into the future, the critical issue is to

discrover what factors in society drive the crime rate, what factors
are associated with increases in crime over time. Once they are
identified, then it becomes a relatively straightfoward process of
projecting those into the future. The critical issue which remains
unresolved is to find those indicators.
The most clearly documented factor is the age composition of the

population.
To the extent that we have a change in the age structure, we will

have changes in the crime rate.
Other factors which are debated are mobility pattern, racial com-

position, economic trends, changes in lifestyle.

•
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On the plane down this morning, I noted in the New York Times
an article which indicated a Bureau of the Census report of data
which indicated a 51-percent increase in female-headed families
during the decade of 1970 to 1979. The implications and ramifi-
cations for the crime rate are largely unknown, but can be speculated.

Given the limitations of our ability to predict, recent forecasts
can be noted.
In an analysis of crime rates from 1950 to 1978, Fox found that the

proportion of young nonwhite males and the Consumer Price Index
were both strongly related to the crime rate and, on the basis of that,
predicted a general reduction in the 1980's and a trend increase in the
1990's.
The forecast of robbery, burglary, and auto theft rings for 1985

reported by Cohen, Felson & Land also incorporates anticipated
shifts in the age structure of the population during the next 5 years.

Finally, one last measure of the problem of crime in this country
are the periodic opinion surveys of the public that have been done
by national polling organizations on fear of crime.
The trends are very disconcerting. The Harris survey shows that a

plurality of the population feels that the crime rate in their own area
has increased over the previous year. The Gallup organization and the
National Opinion Research Center indicate that 40 to 45 percent feel
that there are areas within a mile of their home in which they would be
afraid to walk alone at night.
During the period 1966 to 1978, between 40 and 60 percent of the

public told opinion survey interviewers that they felt more uneasy on.
the streets than they had in the previous year. Although this propor-
tion has been falling somewhat since 1975, the difference is being made
up in large measure by respondents who report that they feel not much
different in terms of personal safety rather than less uneasy.
So in summary, while some of the projections are encouraging with

respect to at least the short term, 5-to-10-year projections of the crime
rate, the very real problem, fear of crime in the cities, and the con-
sequences of that for the quality of American life, deserve equal
attention.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
Mr. Zolbe, I am interested in your testimony.
The crime rate index figures from 1960 to 1969, compared to the

period 1970 to 1979—during the decade of the sixties, crime increased
119 percent; but in the seventies, it increased by only 50 percent. The
same is true with violent crimes. There is a sizable reduction in the
percentage of increase during the seventies on an annual basis.
Of course, the decade of the seventies did not have LEAA. LEAA

was created by an act of Congress in 1968.
I make this observation and, because of your position with the FBI,

I do not expect you to reply to this. It would appear that the growth
of crime was reduced during the period that LEAA was operating at
its fullest. That is a comment of mine. I think your statistics would
support that.
Do you care to comment?
Mr. ZOLBE. When we compute the percentages, obviously we are

dealing with a larger number, so that 50 percent might not be as incon-
sequential as it seems on the face of it because crime has m fact

71-190 0 - 81 - 3
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continued to increase. What we don't know is what that growth would
have been without LEAA.
Senator HEFLIN. I notice you have a graph attached to your written

statement and I wanted Senator Dole to become cognizant of this.
It shows that in 1975, the total number of offenses was just slightly

over 11 million. There was very little increase in the total; a decrease
in 1977 and 1978.
I would like to comment that Mr Peter Velde was the Admin-

istrator of the LEAA during the 1974-76 period. So Mr. Velde,
it appears that during your administration, you brought about a
restraint on crime.
I am interested in the course of predictions of what might happen

with crime in the future.
Your written testimony is very helpful. I do not know whether

there have been any studies of, say, crime and its relationship to a
recession, which would have an effect on unemployment.
Do any of you have any figures that show a relationship to years of

recession and crime, in regard to those particular periods?
Mr. FLANAGAN. One of the studies I mentioned, the one done by

Cohen, Felson & Land, took into account the changes in the employ-
ment rate in the future in calculating forecasts of the crime rate.
They note that the influence of increased unemployment varies by

type of crime.
For the burglary rate, for example, increased unemployment might

mean the presence of additional guardians around households, and
they may have an effect which would decrease the household's
burglary rate.
However, in robbery, for example, economic conditions may have

the opposite effect. I would say at least the social science literature
has not resolved that issue, however, the true effects of economic
conditions measured on the crime rate. We can only speculate.
Senator HEFLIN. I have seen in recent reports in the media that

there have been some statistics of crime in rural areas and that the
increase in crime in rural areas in recent years has grown unusually
large, particularly in comparison with urban crime.

Is there any significance to that fact that any of you gentlemen
would like to point to?
Mr. ZOLBE. It could very well be the mobility factor that we are in-

volved in, and it has been transpiring over the past two decades, as
you are well aware.
In our most recent release, which reflects the reported crime in-

cidence in the first half of 1980, as compared to that same period in
1979, we found that total crime increased by 14 percent, but the
national experience was only 10 percent.
So there is, in fact, data available to indicate more crime is occurring

m the rural areas than has occurred in the past, as opposed to what is
happening in the larger core cities.
Mr. SCARR. Senator, this may be something that could be looked

at as a possible consequence of the LEAA program. If one assumes
that better crime reporting is available to rural counties, it would be
more likely to have happened with Federal funds from the Federal
Government. I had my place ripped off a couple of times in an area

a
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where I wouldn't have though it would happen. Better statistics
might be a result of the LEAA.
Mr. ZOLBE. Yes; there is no question about that. With the moneys

that have been made available, we have been able to assist sheriffs'
offices, small- to medium-sized law enforcement agencies, to improve
their record systems in order for them to provide us with a set of
statistics with more credibility than in the past.

Senator HEFLIN. Has anybody made any studies? I realize that
statistics were very inadequate during the period of the thirties
when you had a depression, but of those existing statistics that would
indicate that the economic ills have an effect upon the incidences of
crime, do you know whether anyone has attempted to make any
studies of this?

• Mr. SCARE. I think, Mr. Chairman, there may have been some
studies made. I can't lay my hands on it, but it was common wisdom,
when I was studying criminology 25 years ago, that in depressions
juvenile crime went down and adult crimes went up, and in good times,
juvenile crime went up and adult crime went down. The validity of
those statements, I would not want to attest to.
Senator HEFLIN. The factors that you have been listing for the

eighties, a question of inflation, a question of unemployment and other
matters of this sort, based on past history, if we have a period, a decade
or periods within the decade, of economic ill, is it more predictable
that crime would increase?
Mr. SCARE. Not in my judgment, Mr. Chairman. I think the major

factor that we can look to, to be able to say something about crime,
is the population factor at this point. The age distribution in the
population is probably the best "predictor," and it is not much of a
predictor.
Mr. VELDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Following up with the chairman's question about a study done

by Johns Hopkins, which looked at 400 years of crime in Scandanavia,
which has kept criminal statistics and I forget which country it was,
but they kept accurate statistics on that period of time.
As I recall, one of their correlations showed a relationship between

economic conditions and reported crime.
Mr. ZOLBE. They had a much longer period. I know 50 years

sounds like a long period of time, but it is not very long when you are
looking for hills and valleys, so to speak, in a trend table. We don't
have enough experience yet.
Mr. VELDE. What about the trend in urban crime for the first

8 months of this year?
Mr. ZOLBE. The first 6 months.
Mr. VELDE. Isn't it fair to say as New York City goes so goes the

rest of the country?
The New York Times reported for the first 8 months of this year

that crime was up in New York City something like 16 percent for
violent crimes and 11 percent for property crimes.
Mr. ZOLBE. We are only talking about 6 months, and you are

absolutely correct; they have had quite a rise in crime.
Mr. VELDE. Is that a fair indicator?
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Mr. ZOLBE. I would hesitate to say, as New York goes, so goes the
rest of the country, because in the State of California, there are 21
million people. I am afraid our large population areas are increasing
and New York is not as influential as it once was.
Mr. VELDE. What about juvenile crime. What does the UCR data

show for the 1980 trends?
Mr. ZOLBE. We wait for the close of the calendar year before we

aggregate all the data. We have found that individuals arrested for
the commission of a crime, in terms of age structure, tends to be very
static.

Unfortunately law, enforcement is, in fact, arresting the younger
portion of our population for crimes.
Mr. VELDE. Have any of you looked at any of the indicators of

narcotics-related crimes, seizure of hard drugs, and so forth? If so,
what do those trends indicate this year?
Mr. ZOLBE. We can only address the arrest issues. As far as number

of cases, volume of cases, the types of drugs involved in those cases,
the FBI, through the UCR, cannot comment. However, we can pro-
vide this committee with data regarding the age, sex, and race of
persons arrested for those crimes.
Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman, I believe the members of the Senate

Judiciary Committee have recently received a letter from Mr. Morgan-
thau—he is the district attorney in New York City—and other State
officials, indicating a very severe epidemic, increase of heroin and
heroin-related deaths and overdoses and so on. I just wonder if this
showed up in any of your data.
Mr. SCARR. I think, Mr. Velde, that one of the things that indicates

is, once again, the inaccuracy of the data base.
The Drug Enforcement Administration had several data systems

that attempt to keep track of drug-related cases, but I think that we
really don't have a very good indication at this moment of what the
prevalence and indication of drug abuse is. There have been several
studies done on a limited basis that attempt to determine, for example,
the average age of initial use of soft drugs, when they are used, or the
proportion of junior high school or high school students that are using
hard or soft drugs.
Some of that information indicates that the use is perhaps more

prevalent than it was in the recent past, but I would hesitate to gen-
eralize, because they were specific studies done on specific samples.
There does not exist an adequate national data base to address those
problems on a national basis.
Mr. VELDE. There are several surveys on censuses done of facilities

in the criminal justice system, beginning with the national jail survey
in 1970, and also a survey of the courts, and others.
I wonder whether it would be possible to submit to the committee

summary statements on the surveys indicating what kind of inventory
of facilities, what is the extent of overcrowding, if any, what are the
needs for modernization, and particularly would be of interest, what
facilities are under court order for overcrowding or upgrading or what
have you?
Mr. SCARR. I would be pleased to submit whatever information

the Bureau has with respect to those matters.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Scarr follows:]

•
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HARRY A. SCARR

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be here today
and to have the opportunity to testify before your subcommittee on the past
experience of federal programs designed to improve the administration of criminal
justice at the state and local levels and to share with you my thoughts on the role
the federal government might play in this area in the future. I am particularly
gratified that I, in my capacity as Director of the Bureau of Justice Statistics, have
been invited to appear as your first witness because I think it important that such
a reassessment of the past and consideration of the future take into account past
trends in criminal justice, as well as trends we might expect to see in the future.

Let me begin by noting several facts about the decade just past, facts that are
particularly relevant to these hearings, and what these facts may tell us about the
future. The National Crime Survey which has been conducted by the Bureau since
1972 shows that there has been little significant change during the seventies in the
rates for most of the crimes measured by the survey. Although there are excep-
tions—for example assault and household larceny rates were significantly higher in
1979 than in 1973—it is noteworthy that these were in the relatively less serious
crime categories. The rates for crimes which are often thought to be most frighten-
ing—rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, and motor vehicle theft—were
not significantly higher in 1979 than they were in 1973; in fact the household
burglary rate declined.
These statements are in no way intended to minimize the seriousness of crime.

Criminal victimization of individuals and households in the United States remains
a serious problem, even when the rates do not increase. What is important to note
is that we begin the 1980's apparently in a considerably different stance than we
began the 1970's when the best information we had available at that time indicated
that the serious crime rate had been increasing substantially throughout the pre-
vious decade, the 1960's.
Not only does it appear that serious crime did not greatly increase in the seven-

ties, we would hazard a guess, based on some projections from our data, that the
crime rate will remain relatively stable and that the rates for some types of crime
may actually decrease in the coming decade.
These projections are consistent with other trends that are related to the contin-

ually changing demography of our country.
In describing these trends, Mr. Chairman, let me take the liberty of quoting

extensively from the U.S. Delegation's Report to the Sixth United Nations Con-
gress on the Prevention of Crime and Treatment of Offenders held in Caracas,
Venezuela, just this past August.

First, our changing demography has potential implications for changing the
allocation of resources across the different elements of the criminal justice sys-
tem. The aging of the population in our country can be expected to result in a
relatively diminishing demand for resources for apprehension purposes but,
paradoxically, in a relatively heavier demand for resources for correctional
purposes. Interestingly enough, although it is the young who commit the crimes
that make the most intensive demands on the law enforcement community, it is
the older, more persistent criminals who represent the major burden on our cor-
rectional systems. Thus, as the population distribution in the United States
changes, with the aging out of the high-crime-rate teens into the high imprison-
ment-rate twenties of those born during the period 1947-62 following World
War II known as the "baby boom" the criminal justice system will be required
to respond by redistributing its resources accordingly among the various com-
ponents.
Second, in planning the redistribution of justice system resources to meet this

population change we must recognize the temporary nature of the pressure for
more correctional resources in the United States. In about 10 years, those born
during the "baby boom" will also have passed through the high imprisonment
ages. Thus, the appropriate response for the United States to the resulting pres-
sure on corrections facilities may not necessarily be the expansion of prison
capacity by building expensive new facilities that would have only a short useful
life and that could not be otherwise justified. Rather, a more appropriate response
may be to focus on the marginal prisoners for the purpose of finding other, more
creative ways for dealing with them outside the traditional prison setting, at
least for the next decade.

Third, the experience of the United States suggests that successful approaches
to crime prevention and offender treatment must rely increasingly on methods
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that are demonstrably realistic and cost-effective. In my opinion it is imperative
that the Federal government continue to support a vigorous research, develop-
ment, and statistical program in the areas of crime prevention and offender man-
agement, principally to assure that the knowledge base from which we operate
is the best that can be obtained. We can no longer afford the uncritical acceptance
of ideas that we wish were true and the consumption of scarce resources to imple-
ment those ideas. We must satisfy ourselves on the basis of solid evidence, gathered
according to the best scientific methods available, that the ideas upon which
action is to be predicated are in fact true.

Fourth, shifts in the nature of crime require shifts in the nature of law enforce-
ment responses to concentrate on different kinds of crime from those which have
traditionally commanded the attention of law enforcement officials, and to focus
on different kinds of criminals. We are, for example, devoting much greater
attention than we have in the past to white-collar crime, fraud, computer
crime, economic and regulatory crime, environmental crime, political corruption,
and terrorism.
Indeed, recent legislation enacted by the Congress enjoins the executive branch

to increase its emphasis in these areas. It is our belief that these kinds of crimes
will continue to require and to receive greater attention in the decade ahead,
though continued attention to street crime will, of course, be necessary as well.

Fifth, the need for international cooperation in dealing with crime will expand.
Circumstances attending economic progress, such as inexpensive and rapid inter-
national travel, easily permeable borders, and technologically sophisticated means
of communication, all reduce the historical significance of geographic boundaries.
We believe that all countries will very likely increase their cooperative efforts to
improve their collective ability to deal with criminals who today take advantage
of the fact that international borders are currently less of a barrier to trans-
national crimes than they are to international law enforcement efforts.

Sixth, we all recognize, Mr. Chairman, that we are entering an era of shrinking
governmental resources and it is clear that all governmental agencies at the Federal,
state and local levels will have to be increasingly more accountable for the expenses
of their operations and programs. I believe this will have consequential implica-
tions in a demand for more empirical information of greater precision than was
considered necessary in the past. It will no longer be possible to "make do" with
incomplete or inaccurate statistics, as we frequently did in the past. Rather,
detailed, accurate, and specific quantitative information, directed toward in-
forming us about specific problems, will be the order of the day.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I believe it is appropriate that the subcommittee that
convened these hearings is concerned with that aspect of criminal justice where
we have the greatest opportunity to enhance available quantitative information—
the judiciary. Although it is widely believed that criminal and civil court case-
loads have greatly increased over the past decade, and there are abundant numbers
to support that belief, it remains unfortunately true that in too many instances
we have no way of assessing with precision the real magnitude of this increase,
because the neccessary statistics do not exist in a sufficiently reliable form. One
frequently offered theory for why our courts are so crowded is that our society is
becoming increasingly litigious and that increases in the numbers of lawyers
in the society may contribute to this to some as yet imprecisely known degree.
In fact, law school graduates per year have doubled since 1969—from 17,000
graduates per year at the beginning of the decade to 34,000 per year by the decades
end. It remains unknown, however, to what extent this actually affects litigation
rates. We do know that judicial employment in this country in general has in-
creased at about the same rate as overall criminal justice employment—that is
around 60 percent since 1970, that the best information we have on the numbers of
judges is that they have increased by a third of that rate, all facts that suggest
that the business of the courts is booming—something that we really didn't
need statistics to tell us, of course, but something that we certainly will need
statistics and research to explain to us. Clearly one of the priorities for the coming
decade must be the development of a judicial statistical series that can measure
these types of trends better.

Examining these trends—a relatively stable crime rate, shifts in the demography
of the general population, expected changes in prison population, shifts in law
enforcement resources to white collar crime and international offenders and
diminishing resources that will put empirical information at a premium—trends
which indicate to us the larger issues criminal justice has faced in the past decade,
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and having made some guesses about those we expect to need attention in thecoming decade, let me now turn to the nature of the Federal involvement incriminal justice—what we've learned from that involvement in the past and whatI, from my limited perspective and specialized experience, think that involvementmight be in the future given those trends and lessons.
To begin with, it is difficult to recall just how little we knew about criminaljustice 12 years ago compared to what we now know. The trends that I discussedjust a few moments ago were, for the most part, unmeasurable with any meaningfuldegree of precision in 1968. It was through Federal leadership and funding thattrend statistics like these were developed.
Federal leadership and funding was also instrumental in establishing criminaljustice research and development communities in academia, in non-governmental"think-tanks," in research organizations, in universities, and in private industry.

Because Washington never will have all the answers to difficult policy questions,it was thought prudent to marshal the tremendous talent and resources representedby these organizations. Twelve years ago these resources were not directed towardthe problems of criminal justice; it was only through Federal leadership and fund-ing that a stable environment was provided in which this interest grew. Today weare fortunate to have some of the best minds in the country doing research injustice and developing new theories that will hopefully better inform policymakersin the 1980's.
This research and development community has taught us much of what we knowabout criminal justice today—information that was either directly funded by theFederal government or was indirectly promoted by the federal government bycreating interest in criminal justice in the research and development community.As an example, the interdependence of the various sectors of the criminal justicesystem has been abundantly demonstrated. Whereas in the past we intuitivelyknew that a change in one part of the system would affect another part, we are ina much better position today to anticipate the extent of such an impact and pre-pare for it.
Another result of past Federal involvement in my opinion has been the establish-ment of a legitimated rational criminal justice planning capability throughoutthe justice system; a planning capability that in many instances is making senseof what has been called the "non-system" of criminal justice.
How, for example, does a case get processed in this "non-system"? Typically,

a case begins in a municipal police department, proceeds through a state's attor-neys office and a county circuit court, and may end in a county jail, a county
probation agency, a state correctional facility, or even in a non-governmental
treatment program.
We can see from this homely example, how criminal justice not only involves

many disparate agencies, but crosses and criss-crosses levels and branches of
government and why careful planning and intergovernmental diplomacy are
required to insure that justice is indeed served for all of us, offenders and witnesses
and victims alike and that criminal justice institutions perform according to the
public interest. I believe that the Federal government can take credit for nurtur-
ing this capability over the past decade.

Federal leadership and funding during the seventies enabled us to develop
better statistics describing crime, statistics that have measured crime's impact
on society, and society's response to crime, statistics that get us closer to the
events we are interested in. The federal government has done this primarily in
two ways: first, through the establishment of the National Survey of Victims
of Crime and secondly through the establishment of a network of state statistics
bureaus that not only provide information needed for policy development and
program planning at the state and local level, but that also have the potential
of providing information necessary at the national level to inform decision-making
there. Perhaps the best example of the latter is the transformation of the Uniform
Crime Reporting program from a system based on reports from thousands of
local police departments to a program based largely on reports from the states,
who have already collated statistics frcm individual communities.
By examining the effects of federal involvement in criminal justice over the

past decade, we have also learned several negative things that should guide us in
deciding what kind of role the federal government should play in the future.
One thing we've learned, in my judgment, is something that perhaps we should

have foreseen 12 years ago, namely the blunt fact that too much money too fast
may not necessarily help a grant-in-aid program. Where the availability of funds
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far exceeds the ability of existing criminal justice systems to monitor their ex-
penditures adequately, the reputation of a program may suffer by money being
spent, with the best of intentions, on programs that sometimes prove to be of
questionable value.

Another thing I believe very strongly that we learned during the past decade is
that grant-in-aid money, research and development money, and statistics program
money are not fungible. Managers of operational programs are under great
pressure to solve immediate operation problems using whatever resources are at
hand; they usually have little time to develop innovative programs and statistical
systems that will assist them in the long run. Consequently, when all moneys are
mixed, the immediate operational demands consume the long-range research and
statistics funds for needs of the moment. Such a circumstance prevents the
development of the kind of capability which would help avoid the crisis manage-
ment situation in the first place, by inhibiting the creation of an adequate flow of
information to anticipate such "crises."
A corollary problem is that the type of risk capital, so to speak, needed to

develop innovative programs and statistical systems is usually beyond the financial
resources of most state and local governments. Such experimental programs usually
cost too much for any single jurisdiction. I believe we learned that the Federal
government is ideally suited to develop such innovative programs and statistics
because it can test them in a few places and demonstrate to many jurisdictions the
benefits they could derive if they implemented such "proven" programs.

Finally, to conclude this sample of lessons learned on a positive note, I think
we've learned over the past decade that the federal government can and should
play a role in improving the administration of justice at all levels of government,
Federal, state, and local. It can do this by providing the kind of high-risk capital
necessary to develop innovative programs and statistical reporting systems that
can be implemented by numerous jurisdictions, by supporting research on the
causes of crime and the management of offenders, and by supporting the develop-
ment of national crime and justice statisics in cooperation with state and local
governments—programs that meet the needs of the state and local governments
as well as those of the Federal government.
In brief, I believe we have learned from the Federal criminal justice involve-

ment in the past dozen years that the F ederal government has been instrumental
in the development of statistics and research findings that are necessary to inform
policy makers at all levels of government, that the Federal government has played
an important role in establishing a legitimated rational criminal justice planning
capability at the state and local levels of government, that grant-in-aid programs
can be harmed by the allocation of funds when existing organizations cannot
adequately monitor the influx of funds, that moneys for grants-in-aid, research and
statistics are not fungible, and that the Federal government has a legitimate and
vital role to play in assisting state and local governments in improving the adminis-
tration of justice.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your indulgence, and share with you
the things that I believe are necessary to allow the Federal government, using the
Bureau of Justice Statistics, the agency I am privileged to head, to meet its own
informational and statistical responsibilities in the coming decade.

Since assuming office two months ago, I have taken several steps that should
bring the Bureau closer to the model envisioned by Congress, and, thus, improve
the Federal government's stance in these matters.

First, perhaps the most important of these changes is a new emphasis on timely
release of data. The Federal government must produce statistics in a timely
manner and according to a publicly announced schedule if it is to adequately serve
users of its data. The Bureau is currently developing a release schedule for major
crime and justice indicators and is examining areas for more frequent release of data.
For example, I intend shortly to release quarterly data on national victimization
rates.

Efforts are also underway to shorten the time between data collection and pub-
lication. These focus on more rapid printing processes and on developing an in-
house analytic capability that will afford the Bureau more direct control over
the production and contents of the reports it issues.
Second, the Federal government must involve users of its data in thier produc-

tion, increase the utility of these data for their users,and minimize the burden on
those from whom the data are collected. I am in the process of reassessing, in the
face of drastically diminished resources, the extent to which justice data can be
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obtained though a Federal-State Cooperative Program. Criminal and civil justice
is primarily a state and local function, which is reflected in the Bureau's clear
statutory mandate to involve state and local governments in the collection of
justice statistics. Bureau staff are currently examining existing and potential data
collection programs inherited from the Bureau's predecessor office, to determine
which are candidates for "feeder-up" systems, in which states agencies collect data
from agencies and governments within their states, collate those data for their own
use and provide the data to the Bureau for use at the national level.

Third, the Federal government must assure that data needs are met and are met
in a cost-effective and statistically sound manner. The new Bureau is reviving
what I like to refer to as a "data needs assessment strategy." Under this strategy
an objective, knowledgeable, outside group such as the National Academy of
Sciences intensively studies data needed in a specific area and recommends an
optimum data collection methodology.
For example, the National Academy of Sciences performed such an evaluation

of our victimization survey program in the mid-1970's. Methodological work
based on that assessment is currently underway to redesign the victimization
survey. This work will incorporate advances in victimization methodology which
have been made since the program's inception in 1972 and will broaden the scope
of the survey—changes that are intended to further increase its usefulness to the
Congress, the Administration, criminal justice professionals and the general
public. We plan to fund a number of such assessments in the 1980's.
The Bureau is also working to close existing data gaps. For example, during the

past few years, the Bureau's predecessor office had been attempting to establish
a court caseload reporting program with the cooperation of state court administra-
tors. Much has been accomplished in setting recommended standard definitions
and reporting formats, and these are beginning to be implemented in various
states. We plan to continue working with State court administrators toward
the development of truly comparable national judicial statistics. Similar data
gaps exist in prosecution and public defense and the Bureau will work during the
coming decade to develop statistical information to support policy decisions in
these areas.
Mr. Chairman, I know I've covered a lot of ground this morning—trends in

criminal and civil justice that we've seen during the past decade, educated guesses
about what we expect to see in the next decade, lessons we've learned from the
Federal government's role in the administration of justice during the past 12 years.
Even though I may have said too much and overwhelmed you with detail, I

want to be sure I leave the committee with four main points:
First, improving the administration of justice is a complicated and ambitious

undertaking. There are no simple solutions, but, on the other hand, we have made
progress and have every reason to believe we will continue to make progress in
the decade ahead.

Second, the Federal government has a vital role to play in the undertaking;
that is a clear message from our experience.

Third, the Congress and the Federal government are in a much better position
to make informed decisions about criminal justice improvements and about their
proper role, than they were ten years ago.

Finally, one key to progress in the coming years will be, as it has been in the
past, continued attention to quality research and accurate statistics to guide us
in this most complicated and important endeavor.
I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to share my thoughts with you

today.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, gentlemen.
We appreciate your time.
Our next panel will consist of the Honorable Richard S. Gebelein,

attorney general of the State of Delaware, and also representing. the
National Association of Attorneys General; the Honorable Dennis J.
Roberts II, attorney general of the State of Rhode Island, and also
representing the National Association of Attorneys General; Mr.
John Lagomarcino, general counsel and director of legislative affairs
of the National Association of Governors; the Honorable Carl A.
Vergari, the district attorney for Westchester County, and also repre-
senting the National District Attorneys Association; Mr. Francis
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Schneider, county commissioner of New Castle County of Delaware,
and also representing the National Association of Counties; and Mr.
Lee Thomas, chairman of the National Criminal Justice Association,
and also director of the Division of Public Safety Programs in
Columbia, S.C.
We are delighted to have you gentlemen with us today.
We will call on Attorney General Gebelein from Delaware to begin.

PANEL OF LEGAL EXPERTS:

STATEMENTS OF HON. RICHARD S. GEBELEIN, ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL, STATE OF DELAWARE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF AT-
TORNEYS GENERAL; HON. DENNIS J. ROBERTS II, ATTORNEY
GENERAL, STATE OF RHODE ISLAND, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL; JOHN P. LAGOMARCINO, GENERAL
COUNSEL AND DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNORS; HON. CARL A. VERGARI, DISTRICT
ATTORNEY, WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NATIONAL DISTRICT AT-
TORNEYS ASSOCIATION; FRANCIS SCHNEIDER, COUNTY COM-
MISSIONER, NEW CASTLE COUNTY, DEL., NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF COUNTIES; AND LEE THOMAS, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
CRIMINAL JUSTICE ASSOCIATION, AND DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
PUBLIC SAFETY PROGRAMS, COLUMBIA, S.C.

Attorney General GEBELEIN. Senator, Mr. Chairman, thank you
very much for the opportunity to be here.
We have submitted testimony, and I would like to briefly summarize

the testimony and ask that it be included in the record.
Before doing that, though, I would like to bring regards from the

chief justice of our State, Daniel Hirshman, who indicated he knows
you from your judicial base.
Mr. Chairman, we have come here to testify in support of assistance

by the Federal Government to law enforcement agencies in general,
and State and local governments. In doing that, we would like to
mention just briefly a few of the successes that we have had, with a
minimum amount of Federal investment.
In our State of Delaware, which is a small State, of course, the

impact of a few Federal dollars has been significant.
In the area of prosecution of criminal cases, which resides in the

office of the attorney general in Delaware, we received a grant for a
3-year period totaling a little over $161,000. That grant, back in 1974
through 1976, allowed us to set up a felony screening project in our
State. The results of that experiment, an experiment which we would
not have been able to conduct but for the Federal money, was that
we were able to redesign prosecution in the State of Delaware.
In 1979, we restructured the office of the attorney general to include

a major felony screening effort, the purpose being to bring cases to
an earlier conclusion.
As you know, a lot of time is wasted, a lot of money is wasted, in

the criminal justice system. By bringing cases to a resolution earlier,
you save time, you save effort.
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In our office now, more than one-half of the attorneys are involved
in felony screening and then earlier disposition of cases. We have been
able to reduce by 30 percent the number of cases which are actually
brought to trial in our State. This has enabled our major trial courts
to devote time to civil cases.
The civil backlog had been growing and now it is beginning to be

cut in two.
I raise that because it is the type of thing that Federal money can

do and do well, to provide an opportunity for an innovative program,
to provide an opportunity to test or to try something and then to be
later implemented by State funds.
In another area, that of white collar crime and economic crime,

again, the size of our State has been a problem. It is difficult in a
State as small as Delaware to acquire the sophisticated equipment
necessary, the manpower necessary to conduct in-depth investigations
of economic or white collar crime.
In 1978, we acquired a Federal grant from LEAA to address the

issue of economic crime and official corruption. The grant was in the
neighborhood of $350,000, and that was over a 3-year period that
those funds were expended. As a result of that expenditure of funds,
we were able to recover more than $1 2 million for the State of Dela-
ware from fines and civil penalties and restitution. That money came
back to the taxpayers as a result of the funds provided by the Federal
Government.
That grant has been continued an additional 2 years and funding

at a level of $200,000.
In the last year, we have conducted some major investigations

which would not have been possible before. We investigated organized
gambling activity in northern Delaware and Pennsylvania, from
the State of Delaware and cooperation with Pennsylvania authorities.
We found that there was a disturbing trend that organized crime was
moving across the border into our State. They were moving in be-
cause they knew that Delaware didn't have the resources. We didn't
have a Federal strike force involved in the State of Delaware, and
they felt that this was a protected haven, in effect, to hide from
prosecution.

Because of the grant, we were able to put together apolice super-
visory board which decides how to investigate organized criminal
activities and which draws from the various local, State, and in some
instances Federal agencies, put together task forces and investigate
specific activities.
We were able to, this past month, indict crime figures from Pennsyl-

vania for controlling that activity from the State of Delaware.
In addition, arrests were made in Pennsylvania, based on the

information we were able to gather. That is the type of results that
we can get with Federal money. It is the type of results which we do
not have now. It is the type of thing we need if we are going to keep
up with crime.
The budget in my office is only 83 million. That is less than one-third

of the take of the gambling activity which we put an end to last
month. In a given year, that would take in more than $11 million
in gross revenues. The total fund of the State is less than $3 million.
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I want to mention an area that is of grave concern to me as chairman
of the Subcommittee on Corrections and Institutions of the National
Association of Attorneys General. That is the area of corrections
and correctional facilities.
During the past 2 years, we have had occasion to investigate our

prison system in Delaware and we found that it is severely lacking.
We have an overcrowding situation which is not unlike that of Federal
institutions and other State institutions. It is severe and it has re-
sulted in a situation where people simply do not go to jail for minor
offenses and people who are charged with crimes like white collar
crimes, while sentenced to jail, are released immediately; and the
reason is, we do not have any place to put them.
During the past several years, we have added 310 bed spaces to our

prison facility. Again, it sounds small because the State is small.
We have done that at a cost of $30 million, which our taxpayers
have borne. We do not have the funds to get involved in innovative
programs. We cannot try work-release programs simply because
we do not have the money to build houses for the people. That is an
area where I think the Federal Government should be concerned.
This past year, Congress passed, and the President signed, a bill of

rights for institutionalized citizens. That bill directs the Department
of Justice to bring law suits on behalf of people incarcerated.
The purpose of that bill was to provide humane treatment for these

individuals. In fact, though the Federal Government doesn't rec-
ognize this, the States simply do not have the ability to provide the
type of facilities that that law is designed to insure.
I think that just on a statistical basis in our State, we have one

major prison that has close to 900 individuals right now. The prison
is designed for 540, and a Federal court order tells us the maximum
number should be 728.
In addition, we released 105 people who were serving sentences.

It is a program called supervised custody. What it means is, they are
out on the street and not in jail. People need to be protected from those
individuals.

Basically, what I am saying is, in order for us to provide the types
of innovative programs such as rehabilitation programs, such as
halfway houses, work release centers, we are going to need Federal
funds. We will need assistance from the Federal Government.
I think that basically- concludes my remarks.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HEFLIN. Senator Biden, do you have an opening statement.
Senator BIDEN. Abe Lincoln tells a story about a man who was

ridden out of town on a rail and said, "But for the honor, I would rather
walk." That is how I feel about the new position I am about to assume
as ranking minority Member.
I do have an opening statement, which I will not interrupt the

procb2dings to read now, but I would ask the permission of the Chair
that the opening statement be put in the record.
I would hie to amend my opening statement to the degree that I

would like to personally welcome two Delawareans, Richard Gebelein
and Franny Schneider, both of whom have a longstanding and prac-
tical knowledge of what we do up here.
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Franny Schneider, Councilman Schneider, not only in his capacity
as a legislator, deals with the issues that this committee is looking
into, but he used to deal with it on the street as a police officer.
Our attorney general is a man who deals with it day to day.
I have read the statement. I am anxious to get a chance to question

when we get to that point.
Last, I would like to apologize for being late. My two colleagues

from Delaware will understand that there was a meeting going on this
morning relating to the future of the automobile industry, and as
important as this issue is, as my two Delaware colleagues are aware, in
my State, other than little industry involved with chemicals, the
automobile industry is the most important.
So I do apologize. That is the reason for my being late.
With that, I will cease and not interrupt until it is time to ask

questions.
Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Senator Biden follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BIDEN

I would like to commend Senator Heflin for holding this hearing on the Federal
responsibility to State and local criminal justice efforts. It will serve as an excellent
forum to discuss some of the problems and successes of the current Federal crime
program, the law enforcement assistance administration. It should also shed some
light on the role Federal Government should play in the future.
I am also happy to see that my State of Delaware is well represented to speak

on this issue today, with the Honorable Francis Schneider, president pro tern of
the county in which I live, New Castle. Mr. Schneider is the chairman of the Crim-
inal Justice Planning Subcommittee for the National Association of Counties.

Also, the Honorable Richard S. Gebelein, attorney general of Delaware is here
to testify. The concerns of go N ernment officials and prosecutors will be well repre-
sented by these two distinguished Delawareans.

With respect to the future involvement of the Federal Government in this area
I can state that as the chairman of the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, I am
consistently reminded as to how perplexing the crime issue is to all elected officials
at all levels of Government. These witnesses today will further document the
frustrations of trying to address a problem that continues to apparently get worse,
In yesterday's Wall Street Journal, I was quoted as saying that the issue of crime
was not brought up in this last Presidential election because the American people
may well believe that our last 10 year war on crime was a failure.
They have every right to believe that because that unfortunately is what we

promised them when LEAA was created 12 years ago. We in the Federal Govern-
ment promised a total war on crime as if the only thing we needed to do was de-
clare war and a problem like crime would be solved. Our expectations of the LEAA
program were grandiose and we are partially to blame for the scatter shot approach
LEAA took in dispersing money over a vast field of dissimilar crime problems.

It was for this reason that last year I introdaced several amendments to the
Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 which were to refocus this criminal
j ustice program on specific crime areas, instead of trying to throw a little money
at many different crime problems. It was perposterous to think that this Federal
program, which represented less than 2 percent of the criminal justice expendi-
tures of State and local governments, could have a major impact on crime.
My amendments were intended to focus limited Federal dollars on experimental

concepts which had shown some potential for success. I also wanted LEAA to
produce an annual evaluation of the entire program and a report 3 years after
the enactment of the bill which measured the success of the program. It was my
hope that the LEAA program could be objectively evaluated if there were clear
records of its accomplishments.
I believe that this more focused approach with emphasis on testing new criminal

justice techniques and then collecting information in a consistent manner would
have finally provided LEAA administrators the data needed to show Congress
the accomplishments of the agency.
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Also on this subject, I have in the past expressed concern about the Federal
Government's involvement in an area that is largely the responsibility of local and
State governments.
My contention is that the Federal Government's greatest contribution to

solving crime problems is in the area of research and development of new ideas.
Some of the more successful programs such as the prosecutor's management
information system (PROMIS) mentioned by Senator Heflin, were the result
of careful research and development. This particular program exemplifies the
contributions the Federal Government can offer State and local agencies.
The PROMIS concept involved a great deal of time and effort exerted at

Federal expense to develop and test the strategy. After this was completed the
Federal Government was then able to offer something to state and local govern-
ments which many have since institutionalized and eventually financed with
their own resources.

This is the kind of Federal effort I would like to see in the future. The Federal
role should be to test concepts which are beyond the daily budget constraints
of State and local government agencies. After the concepts have been proven
successful they could then be offered to State and local governments with technical
assistance if needed to set the program up in their jurisdiction.

It would then be the responsibility of State and local Governments to operate
these programs and it will be their program, with no strings attached.
I do not want to hear horror stories in the years to come of wasted funds and

unused equipment purchased under the auspices of the Federal Government's
war on crime. I do not want to promise the public again that if we declare war
on crime and spend $7 billion that this problem will be solved. The Federal
Government should focus its efforts and work on new concepts through careful
research, development and testing. It is by this process that the Federal role can
best contribute to addressing the problems of crime.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
I am going down the list as they have it here.
Attorney General Roberts, of Rhode Island.
Attorney- General ROBERTS. Good morning.
I appreciate the opportunity to be here this morning to express the

views and the experience of the State of Rhode Island and, I believe,
the views also of the National Association of Attorneys General.
We have prepared written testimony, which I would request to have

inserted in the record.
Senator HEFLIN. So ordered.
Attorney General ROBERTS. And a brief summary of major activi-

ties and results of law-enforcement programs in Rhode Island.
I would request that that be inserted in the record.
And a resolution adopted by the National Association of

Attorneys General at their winter meeting, November 16 through 19,
proposing renewed funding for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.
With your leave, I would ask that that be included in the record.
[The resolution follows:]

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL MID-WINTER MEETING

RESOLUTION

Proposing renewed funding for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Whereas, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and its component

units have generated substantial amounts of federal revenue to assist state and
local governments in law enforcement activity directly benefitting citizens of each
of the fifty states and five territories; and

Whereas, budget restrictions for the current fiscal year have resulted in the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration being dismantled much to the
detriment of the state and local governments, which have relied upon such funds
in developing long-term comprehensive criminal justice plans; and
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Whereas, the Attorneys General of the fifty states and five territories have been
in a position to receive Law Enforcement Assistance Administration program
funds and to implement innovative and creative criminal justice projects which
are presently in substantial jeopardy: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the National Association of Attorneys General urges the Congress
and the President-Elect of the United States to reinstitute adequate funding for
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration criminal justice programs for the
federal fiscal year 1982.

Attorney General ROBERTS. In Rhode Island, like Delaware,
and possibly unlike any other State, we have a unique situation.
The attorney general of Rhode Island is the central law-enforcement
office in the State. We have responsibility for central criminal juris-
diction. We have responsibility for all Federal felony prosecutions and
we have responsibility essentially for serving as a clearing house for
law enforcement programs.

Because of this unique role that the attorney general of Rhode
Island plays in the State law enforcement, I think it is literally im-
possible to overstate the importance that the LEAA has played in the
developing of programs there.
In the last 10 years, and specifically in the last 6 years, in our State

we have begun a series of innovative programs that could not have
begun but for the availability of LEAA funds. This covers the entire
spectrum of LEAA programs. They involve corrections, prosecutions;
they involve police on the street, courts. When we get criticism of
LEAA because of its excessive emphasis on hardware, on the un-
necessary buying of vans and radios and so forth—our experience has
been that 85 percent of the programs funneled by LEAA have in fact
been people oriented.
By way of illustration, at the present time, we have a number of

training programs for law enforcement officers. We have programs in
my office for the first time tyinc,

6 
together all of the disciplines into

a program such as the arson control program, and the statewide arson
task force is the only one in the country funded by Federal funds.
We have in our office a family violence program, which is reaching

out not only to the police, but to the volunteer sector and to those
who have made a major contribution before, people who are involved
in the kinds of problems we deal with daily in law enforcement.
These are things such as the Rape Crisis Center, Women's Centers,
organizations of this type that are an integral part of the justice
system in reporting and working with criminal cases that involve
family violence, making them realize the role they can play and should
play in the family violence area, as an example.
From the point of view of the purpose of LEAA, I think in Rhode

Island we have shown that the program can be successful in the sense
that if its goal is to have programs initiated by LEAA and then picked
up by the State programs, that in fact has happened.
I think some 23 or 24 programs that flow through the Attorney

General, some 14 or 15 have been picked up by State funding, and.
some four, which we are -presently operating under now, we would ex-
pect to have them picked up by the State.
We have shown a willingness there. We have shown that public

demand does call for and does result in the development of innovative
programs through LEAA.
I submit most of the States would be willing to pick up these

programs.
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At the present time, the zero budget for LEAA for the present
fiscal year could curtail some of these programs before they reached
the desirable point of maturity, such desirable programs as our arson
unit and the family violence unit, and a time when they have just
developed a constituency, developed a caseload, and have had some
successful prosecutions; but they have not gone the whole way.
What we need is a restoration of Federal funding for the next sub-

sequent fiscal years to pick up those kinds of difficulties.
I would say that perhaps one of the problems, as I understand it

from the officials of the LEAA, is that until you, Senator, called these
hearings into session, there was little or no organized input from law
enforcement officials, be they police or prosecutors or judges, in
calling on these priorities.
I think all of us in the national association have emphasized coopera-

tion between our Association of Prosecutors and the Federal
Government, the Department of Justice within our regions. We are
most grateful to you for giving us the opportunity to have our views
heard today.
Thank you.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Attorney General Roberts.
Next we will hear from Mr. John Lagomarcino.
Mr. LAGOMARCINO. My name is John Lagomarcino. I am here on

behalf of the National Governors Association, and particularly on
behalf of Governor Robert List of Nevada, who is chairman of our
Committee on Criminal Justice and Public Protection.
I would like to say that no group of individuals regrets the demise

of the LEAA more than the National Governors. We have been long-
standing supporters of the program and strongly hope that a con-
tinued coordinated national policy to deal with crime is discussed and
debated and comes out of the next Congress.
In your opening remarks, Senator, you gave a rather extensive list of

the successes of this program. These are very good examples of why
the LEAA. program, in our judgment, over the last decade or so, has
been, on balance, a successful program.
Perhaps one of the greatest regrets we have, however, about the

phase-out or demise of LEAA is that it will leave us with no overall
program of the State-Federal relations to fight crime.
Systematic planning and coordination is necessary in developing a

national policy on crime and justice. Coordination produces a more
rational formulation of public policy and a more rational system of
goals for each of . the separate components of the criminal justice
system. Coordination will help preserve scarce resources and improve
management and efficiencies.
We believe, in fact, that one of the great accomplishments of the

LEAA is the increased coordination that has resulted in this program
between State, county, and local law enforcement officials. It almost
seems trite and has been held out by some critics of the program as
such an .abstraction that it is meaningless; but in our judgment, and
I think it has been well stated by the attorneys general, that kind of
coordination produces results.
There are innumerable examples of law enforcement officials who

believe that because of this improved coordination, the system is better
able to fight crime than it was before LEAA existed in the development
and improvement of coordination.
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It is important, we believe, at the same time, if any new program is
developed by Congress, passed into law, that the States must continue
to be given the flexibility needed to handle their own unique problems.
States should be encouraged through any such program to develop
programs in consultation with the local units of government and with
the other elements of the criminal justice system.

Federal, categorical programs, on the other hand, allow State
flexibility. In these instances, States are often asked, sometimes, in-
deed, are required, to establish programs that have little or no relation
to their major crime problems. I don't think I need to go into any great
detail.
One other aspect of my statement that I wanted to mention deals

with correctional institutions.
Suffice it to say the need is great.
The only additional point I would like to make is that I would hope

Congress would give serious consideration to the legislation introduced
by Senator Dole, which I think will be given full hearings next year
in this committee, and similar legislative proposals.

Particularly noteworthy is the interest subsidy provision, which
may be viewed particularly favorably by Governors and, I think, at
the same time by voters.

Finally, the Governors have been active in the criminal justice
area. I would like to describe very briefly, and in conclusion, some of
our activities over the last few years to further the development of
coordinated criminal justice planning at the State and local levels.
The National Governors Association is encouraging States to assume

the cost of planning and coordination of criminal justice services. The
Governors have conducted workshops in several States, involving
Governors and State and local officials, in an attempt to discuss the
benefits of managing criminal justice as a system.
In this regard, Mr. Chairman, the Governors recently published a

book entitled "Criminal Justice: A Governor's Guide," which provides
Governors with options for institutionalizing the process of coordi-
nating criminal and juvenile justice services in State government.
At our recent annual meeting in Denver, the Governors repeated

their strong support for juvenile justice programs and juvenile jus-
tice delinquency prevention, and called for the development of a con-
certed, coordinated, national program to fight crime.
As I said a moment or two ago, Mr. Chairman, we think, or we

hope that this hearing today is a forerunner of a very serious com-
prehensive discussion and development of a national program to
fight crime, that will come out of the 97th Congress.
The Governors look forward to being very active participants in.

that debat e and discussion, and I can assure that, through our Crimi-
nal Justice Committee, chaired by Governor List, we can provide
whatever assistance and help we can. We plan and look forward to
being very active in that debate.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, sir.
Our next witness is the Honorable Carl A. Vergari of Westchester

County, N.Y.
Mr. VERGARI. Good morning, Senator.
I am respresenting the National District Attorneys. Association.

It is our firm position, sir, that the Federal Government has, can,
and should play an important role in the improvement of the criminal

71-190 0 - 81 - 4



46

justice services at the local level. LEAA, I think, left off with a valuable
experience. While much of the criticism of that agency is perhaps
justified, it proved that with Federal assistance, effective programs
can be conceived, adopted, and implemented and become permanent
enhancements to State and local justice systems.
I could cite for you a number of programs that have been put into

effect. They are detailed in the prepared written statement which I
am prepared to submit to you this morning.
I would like to cite the Commission on Victim and Witness Assist-

ance, which was founded in 1974, which addressed the problem of the
lack of public confidence in the willingness of the criminal justice
system to protect the victims of crimes and witnesses. We turned
that problem around with dissemination of experts to prosecutors,
technical assistance, so that now in the United States, victim-witness
assistance programs have become standard for prosecutors' offices.
There is still a glimmer of life left in this progam, and we think it is
something that should be continued.

Another very successful program was the economic crime project
that was begun in 1973. The National District Attorneys Association,
together with LEAA, sought to focus the interest and concern of
resources of local prosecutors on the problem of white collar crime.
Over the years we have worked with LEAA and have developed
programs and have demonstrated that local prosecutors can play an
effective role in this area.
We have published a wide variety of publications. We have become

a part of the national strategy on white collar crime. It is unfortunate
that this fine program went out with the LEAA bath water because
it was still going with the staff, expanding this concept among pro-
secutors' offices throughout the United States. The original 14 units
have grown to 31 and are still growing, and all of those programs
are locally funded. It is unfortunate that the funding for the national
staff went down for expanding that program.

Another program is the career criminal prosecution program, a very
successful innovative program designed to attack the crime rate.
It has been shown that a very disproportionate number of crimes are
committed by a relatively few number of persons, and the idea
behind that program, which has been funded in LEAA offices around
the country, was to target criminals, expedite their prosecution by
vertical means to eliminate plea bargaining, and to seek jail sentences.
In New York, in 12 areas in suburban and upstate New York, we
prosecuted some 1,400 targeted career criminals who, among them,
had 18,000 prior arrests and 7,000 prior felony convictions. Ninety-six
percent of these individuals were convicted as charged; 92 percent
received State prision sentences; 6 percent received local penitentiary
sentences; and only 2 percent received probation, a truly smashing
success, which is duplicated in all other States where that program
was instituted.
. Other programs include the major offenses bureau, the domestic
violence . program, pretrial services, juvenile justice enhancement,
prosecution management services, "sting" operations. I speak from
experience because I have participated in virtually all of these pro-
grams and know that they are effective and have instituted them in
my own county.
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These programs would not have been possible, would never have
gotten off the ground, without the stimulus of Federal funding. So,
to us, the issue is not whether the Federal Government should stay in
the business, but how it should stay in the business.

First, we feel that policies for funding should be changed. No cash
match requirement. Our feeling is that requiring a cash match for
funding has a very inhibiting effect. This is true. I am telling you the
way it is.
The local funding authorities are reluctant to get into the programs,

refuse to get into these programs in the first instance because of that
requirement.

Second, I think that the limits, 2- and 3-year limits on funding,
should be extended with more gradual assumption by local authorities.
We find that State and local governments are at the limit of their
financial ability to meet the six services, and we find that when budget-
cutting time comes, law enforcement budgets seem to be among the
first to get the ax. So that is a problem.
I think also, quite frankly, that when the national impact, national

benefit is shown, consideration should be given for permanent Federal
funding. A good example is the economic crime project because this is
a fight on a national crime rate. When the FBI publishes its report
about crime rate, it talks about national crime rates going up 8, 9, 10,
11 percent annually, and this is a program that directly concerns itself
with an effort to keep the crime rate down.
Second, we think that new administrative approaches must be

found in managing this type of program. Our observations and im-
pressions of the LEAA were that an inordinate amount of time and
money was used by consultants, cumbersome auditing procedures,
reporting procedures. Sometimes we had to hire statistical and clerical
people and give up operational personnel just to meet reporting re-
quirements. We found very often that evaluators came in and had
little or no prosecutorial experience and would sit down with us, find
out how our criminal justice system works, and find how a program
fits and then later sit in judgment of our performance. Sucessful
programs depend on successful professionals.
I think, personally, the promising approach, at least as far as

program-oriented aid is concerned, is that we use these organizations to
their maximum, organizations of professionals such as you have heard
here this morning, through advisory boards or commissions composed
of members.
The National District Attorneys Association is ready and eager to

participate in any program of that kind.
One final note. There is another interesting and promising develop-

ment which merits the support of the Congress. As our law enforcement
resources at all levels of government seem to diminish, and our prob-
lems grow, Federal, State and local authorities are moving toward.
cooperation, coordinated activities. There has been set up in the Jus-
tice Department an executive working group which combines the
Justice Department and representatives from the National Attorneys
General Association and the National District Attorneys Association.
What we are trying to do is eliminate conflicts and duplications that
occur in areas of concurrent jurisdiction, and we are planning and
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implementing programs to cross-designate assistance, form State and
local committees, and establish models for mutual assistance in in-
vestigations on such things as toxic waste disposal, which is one
current area of interest that is being worked on.
The Justice Department is to be commended for its leadership in

this regard, and we trust that the new administration will keep this
program going, and the Congress should fund it.
Thank you for the time you have given us this morning.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you very much.
Next we will hear from Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. You have a copy of my statement. Rather than read

it or highlight it, I want to expand on it with a few comments of what
our Association feels should be a proper Federal role as far as crime
and crime control is concerned in the country.
Our association, as you probably know, is made up of directors, at

a State level, who have been administering the LEAA program at the
State level for the past 12 years. We feel, obviously, that there have
been tremendous successes in the past as far as the LEAA program
was concerned. We feel it was vital as far as the crime control programs
and efforts in this country in the 1st 12 years.
I can tell you over and over of the successes in my State, and the

impact they have had on a State and local level, the impact they have
had on life in our State. You have heard that, and I will not go over
that again.
I can tell you there is a long way to go. Crime is a major problem in

my State. I live in a little town of less than 400 people, and have lived
there all my life. Crime has had more of an impact on changing the
quality of life in that town during the last 15 years, more than any-
thing that has affected those people. There is a need for all levels of
people to continue joining together in a partnership to deal with crime.
I think that if we look at where we are going, where we are going with
these three levels of government, I suggest first that we have, as
John Lagomarcino and the National Governors Association has
suggested—realize that our capacity to identify, analyze crime and
develop solutions to crime has got to be a continued effort on all of
our parts, and it has to be a joint effort. We have to have the capacity
at the State level to continue to work on the problems that we know are
there, problems in our criminal justice system, and our capacity to
respond. I think that capacity at the Federal level, with the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, a single Federal agency to provide that leader-
ship and capacity, that the ability at the State level for that and on
down to the ability of the local governments, to have that capacity,
to deal with crime and have systemwide planning, is critical.
Second, I think we have to continue a major emphasis on delin-

quency prevention and delinquency control. We have the foundation
in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, which is in
the process of being authorized. I think that act gives us the capacity
to deal more with delinquents which always has to be a major priority.

Third, and the one we talked mostly about today, is our ability to
deal with adult crime through the criminal justice system, dealing
largely with adults. I think we all know what is happening with cor-
rections in this country. It is nearing crisis, or has reached crisis in a
number of States.
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My State leads the Nation, and second in the world, in the number
of people we incarcerate per thousand. That is a distinction we do not
want, but it is a problem we are trying to address. In my State we
are trying to address that in a number of ways.

Finally, we cannot do it alone. The legislation that Senator Dole
mentioned, S. 3209, which is a correctional facilities, criminal justice
facilities improvement act, is one we feel would help us in that regard,
one that we feel is vitally necessary if we are going to be able to deal
with that crisis.
Law enforcement and the kind of assistance law enforcement needs

is ever increasing. I think we talk about the level of sophistication and
the criminal level. The spread of the problem to urban areas and to
rural areas shows that we need to work together jointly for the
improvement of law enforcement. I think some of the improvements
made over the last number of years are really significant. If you
take them in a broad sense, you can see the impact they have had.
Do not concentrate on how many single radios we may have bought.
Concentrate on the fact that we have a statewide radio communica-
tion system that allows all our law enforcement agencies to com-
municate, to work together daily on an operational basis. That is
where the impact has been.
I think there is a continued tremendous need for assistance and

improvement. Obviously, prosecution, courts, defendants, we have
heard about this today. There is a need there and a continuing need.
I would conclude by saying that the Federal role has got to be a

strong role, has got to be an aggressive role and one of leadership,
in partnership with State and local governments, to deal with crime,
to deal with improvements in the criminal justice system. I would
suggest that we take this opportunity not to continue too long the
discussion of why the LEAA program has suffered a demise, but to
talk about where we go from here, to talk about a new approach, a
clean approach, a new delivery system, unencumbered by many of
the things attached to delivery system under the LEAA program, one
that recognizes and builds on the successes we have had in that
program and eliminates the failures we have had in that program, one
that we recognize is a proper role for each level of government to play.
I would suggest there is an immediate need for action by Congress.

As many of you know, there is a continuing strong program at the
State and local government level with LEAA funds. There is clearly
$1 billion in the pipeline out there that we are administering for crime
control, criminal justice system improvement programs. We need to
have a strong agency in Washington that we can deal with.
I am concerned with the reorganization plan that is pending with

you for the reorganization of OJARS and the LEAA and the rapid
phaseout of these programs. I think it is incumbent on you to look
at that and be sure that they are not being phased out more rapidly
than the program is being phased out at the State and local levels.
The integrity of that program and the integrity of that money is
crucial.

Finally, I would suggest another immediate area of concern is the
appropriation for that agency for this year, specifically the Bureau of
Justice Statistics. It appears that the appropriation will be at such a
level that that agency will be in sore need of additional funds if it is
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to provide the kind of information we need, the kind of information
we need to move forward to determine what should be done about
crime in this country.
I appreciate the opportunity, and my association appreciates the

opportunity to be with you today. Thank you.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
Next we will hear from Mr Schneider.
Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr name is Francis Schneider. I appreciate this

opportunity to be here. I am a county commissioner from New
Castle, Del. More importantly, I serve as the chairman of the National
Association of Counties, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Planning.
I appear in that role to testify today before the committee.
I do not think it is any secret that NACO has been a staunch

supporter of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration during
the reauthorization process and, more recently, during the appro-
priations process. LEAA has provided necessary assistance to counties
by funding innovative programs which our financially strapped
counties could not afford to experiment with.
However, it now appears that the agency will be phased out, with

little chance that LEAA, in its present form, will be resurrected.
NACO looks upon the current situation as an opportunity. The LEAA
program with its record of successes and problems is dying. Its demise
has inspired a new and healthy dialog about exactly what the Federal
role in criminal justice should be NACO believes the Federal Govern-
ment should have a role, and I shall outline our ideas later. First,
what have we learned?
We have learned that there is a place in the criminal justice system

for the types of programs LEAA has funded. State and local govern-
ments picked up the costs of 80 percent of the programs that were
originally funded by LEAA and due for continuation—a very high
success rate.
Among the programs that have been successful at the county level

are victim-witness programs, et cetera. You have heard them all.
A thread that runs through these programs shows LEAA's most

important contribution to the criminal justice system: cooperation
and coordination among police, prosecutors, courts, and corrections.
Any change in one area of the system affects the others. LEAA,
through its support of system coordination, has encouraged the frag-
mented components to consider these impacts when developing pro-
grams and policies. It has also fostered this closer cooperation by fund-
ing programs that cross functional lines between police, prosecutors,
courts, and corrections. Thus, system overloads, duplication of effort,
and, therefore, costs have been reduced.
Many of these programs also promote cooperation between citizens

and the criminal justice system. If they can expect sensitive treatment
and efficient service, both victims and witnesses are more likely to
report crimes. In addition, a well managed jury system can make this
contact. with the criminal justice system a positive experience for
Jurors, increasing their willingness to serve and participate.
A .major reason that this cooperation and coordination have been

possible is the development of criminal justice planning, which was
fostered by LEAA. Good analysis and planning can help local govern-
pent policymakers and criminal justice agency officials make more
informed decisions about the operations of the system.
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LEAA has, of course, had its problems. If it had been a trouble-free
agency, we would not be here today talking about it.
The passage of time, I think, will allow us to be a bit more certain

about LEAA's fatal flaws. However, unrealistic expectations, rather
than poor performance, have done much of the damage. When LEAA
was first established, it had a mandate to reduce crime, a mandate
it has been saddled with for most of its existence. Today, 20-20
hindsight tells us it is unrealistic to expect such a impact for at least
two reasons: First, at the height of its appropriations, LEAA con-
tributed no more than 5 percent of the total criminal justice expendi-
tures in the United States. That amount of money has not been enough
to make inroads into the vast and varied problems of crime.
Even more important, it is becoming increasingly clear that even

the criminal justice system as a whole cannot have a significant
effect on the crime rate. Characteristics of our society, such as poverty,
unemployment, and demographics, over which the criminal justice
system has no control, have a much greater influence on the incidence
of crime.
In the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979, Congress and the

administration changed LEAA's mandate to improving the criminal
justice system. This is a goal which the agency both could and should
achieve. The programs listed earlier all accomplished some improve-
ments in the system. Unfortunately, the JSIA was never really im-
plemented, in part because LEAA was unable to survive its inability
to meet the mandate to reduce crime.
In one case, complying an early mandate of the program has created

problems for the agency more recently. Congress clearly intended that,
LEAA should fund hardware projects when the agency was estab-
lished. Its concentration of hardware purchases in the first years of
the program haunts the program to this day, 5 years after such expen-
ditures were relegated to a very low priority in LEAA.
Another basic problem has been the absence of an equal partner-

ship between State and local governments in the LEAA program.
Until the recent passage of the Justice System Improvement Act,
States had been given much more authority in the program than they
have in the criminal justice system. Evidence for this can be seen in
relative criminal justice expenditures, a good measure of authority;
that is, decisionmaking occurs where appropriations are made.
In 1977, local governments accounted for 60 percent of the total

$21.5 billion in U.S. criminal justice expenditures. They spent $13
billion; States spent $6 billion, or 27 percent; and the Federal Govern-
ment spent $3 billion, or 13 percent.
Thus, when LEAA was made a State-level program, States were

given power of the purse without political accountability. Crime occurs
in communities: citizens hold accountable their mayors, police depart-
ments, county prosecutors

' 
and sheriffs for crime, not the Governor.

Yet he and his staff have had far more authority to determine the dis-
tribution of LEAA funds.
A related funding issues derives from the fact that local governments

have been required to take over the costs of effective programs in 3
to 5 .years following the original Federal funding. Since budgetary
decisions regarding local programs are made by local elected officials,
they should have a strong role in program development and
administration.
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Closely tied to program development is a determination of needs

and priorities. Communities where crime occurs are best able to
determine their own priorities and the best mechanisms for achieving

them.
The Justice System Improvement Act addressed this problem of

inconsistent authority, as well as that of unrealistic expectations. The
act allowed large cities and counties to receive guaranteed allocations

of funds, and gave them more authority to determine their priorities

and administer their programs. As the Senate report states, "local
governments performing the greater portion of criminal and juvenile

ijustice responsibilities must have a larger say n the funding priorities."
States continue to have an important role, with responsibility for

reviewing local programs and administering programs for smaller
localities and State agencies.

Whatever the successes and problems of the past, the present
situation, in which there is no Federal agency focusing on criminal
justice assistance, is unacceptable. The problem can be described in
the familiar good news/bad news characterization. The good news is
that some of LEAA's programs are so successful they will not die with

the agency. The bad news is that they are being transferred to other
departments and agencies, creating a bureaucratic maze for State and
local officials that will be almost impossible to decipher. Moreover, in
the absence of financial and technical assistance to State and local
governments, both the pertinence and dissemination of criminal justice
research and statistics are likely to be diminished.
In the future, there must be an identifiable Federal office or agency

responsible for coordinating Federal criminal justice activities.
The Federal Government should see its role as a catalyst for change

and a forum for ideas. This implies a recognition that most of the
innovative ideas that LEAA has funded as experimental programs
have percolated up from State and local governments. The Federal
Government should use its unique capabilities and resources to
evaluate and disseminate effective programs through seed money,
technical assistance, and information sharing.
Thus, a future Federal criminal justice assistance program should

have a clear identity, should foster innovative ideas for improving,
the criminal justice system, and should encourage an equal partner-
ship between States and localities.
Thank you. I will be happy to answer any questions you may have.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
Gentlemen, I realize that you made a lot of statements in your

written reports. I have not read them all, so I am not completely
familiar with each of them but as I view LEAA and the assistance
program for crime, we are at a crossroads.
I have been handed a letter which was recently sent from the De-

partment of Justice which will, in effect, as I understand it, dismantle
the mechanisms of the LEAA. It is a letter addressed to Senator
Strom .Thurmond, the ranking minority member of the Judiciary
Committee, from Kevin D. Rooney, who is the Assistant Attorney
General for Administration.
I would like to ask that this be entered into the record.
[The letter referred to above follows:]

A
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U.S. Department ofJust ice

26 1913D

Honorable Strom Thurmond
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on the Judiciary
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Thurmond:

Washington, D.C. 20530

The purpose of this letter is to notify you of the Justice System Improvement
Act (JSIA) Reorganization Plan.

The JSIA of 1979 legislated substantial changes in the Federal criminal jus-
tice assistance program. The changes mandated by the JSIA were then effected
by the President's FY 1981 budget. The Office of Justice Assistance, Research
and Statistics (OJARS) has prepared a reorganization plan which is designed
to meet the demands created by the legislative and Presidential actions.

The magnitude of the actions necessary to implement this plan are significant.
Approximately $650 million of outstanding Federal funds are involved. The jobs
of approximately 30,000 State and local employees working on criminal justice
programs in every State and major unit of local government will ultimately be
affected. At least 500 Department of Justice (DOJ) employees will be directly
affected by this reorganization.

From a policy standpoint, closure of, and accountability for a Federal grant
program with the greater part of three years funding still unexpended is a
major new action for the Federal government. It is a significant responsi-
bility for DOJ. Accordingly, the reorganization is designed to maximize
accountability for these funds.

The reorganization assumes Congressional approval of the President's FY 1981
Budget, which contains no new program monies for the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration (LEAA) and establishes personnel ceilings of 421 permanent
full-time (PET) employees at the start of the fiscal year and 399 PET employees
at the end of FY 1981. Congressional approval of the reprogramming of $3.2
million in administrative funds to support 79 additional PFT employees through
FY 1981 is also essential to the orderly phase down of LEAA, with maximum
accountability for grant funds, presented in this plan. The delicately
balanced reorganization has been structured to achieve these goals:

(1) To create an LEAA structure that will efficiently bring the State/
local assistance program, as originally envisioned by JSIA, to a
close;
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(2) To create an independent National Institute of Justice (NIJ) and

Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS); and

(3) To be prepared to create an independent Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).

Achievement of these goals will not be easy under any circumstances. However,

external events could occur which would make the goals even more difficult to

attain. One or more State Criminal Justice Councils or State Planning Agencies

may close for lack of administrative funds. Should this occur, it would create

a substantial additional workload for LEAA and the support service offices in

OJARS, and would increase the potential for fraud, waste, and abuse of Federal

funds.

Enclosures I -V depict the proposed structure of LEAA, OJJDP, NIJ, BJS, and

OJARS. Enclosure VI shows the proposed allocation of staff resources in
FY 1980 and FY 1981. It is readily apparent that OJARS and LEAA will be

reducing personnel, while OJJDP, NIJ and BJS will be increasing staff.

The organization is designed to take maximum advantage of the limited

resources available and to balance the several, often competing demands for

those resources. The significant remaining grant workload necessitates an
OJARS and LEAA capacity that can carry out the administrative tasks necessary

to responsibly phase out the program. At the same time, on-going programs

must have the staff they need to perform their continuing and expanded

responsibilities.

LEAA will focus its efforts on remaining grant administrative duties for the
(ximirll justice assistance programs, including management and closeout of

grants, contracts and interagency agreements. The organization provides for
continued performance of these critical administrative duties and, concur-
rently, an orderly and steady contraction of LEAA program and structure.
Over the next year LEAA staff will decline by more than half.

Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act may

result in the establishment ,of OJJDP as a separate, independent agency.
Should such reauthorization occur, the plan allows the flexibility to accom-
modate growth in the OJJDP program. It is for this reason that a separate

organizational chart is included for OJJDP.

The JSIA calls for strengthened and independent programs of research and
statistics, and implementing this statutory mandate is a key goal of the
reorganization. The NIJ has responsibility for the Federal leadership role
in justice research. NIJ carries out a program of basic and applied
research, testing and training, information dissemination and evaluation.

The BJS has a broadened justice statistics collection and analysis mandate.
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OJARS provides all support services for LEAA and OJJDP, NIJ and BJS. A key
role for WARS in FY 1981 is the coordination of transition planning and
implementation. OJARS, like LEAA, will be reducing staff. However, WARS
will have a substantial workload in FY 1981, as it provides the core adminis-
trative services essential to phasing out the program--accounting, audit,
information systems, and legal assistance. In addition, OJARS will give
priority to ensuring that all civil rights complaints are investigated before
the program is phased out.

Remaining program administrative duties require an OJARS and LEAA structure
during the upcoming fiscal year. However, these duties will diminish over
time. By FY 1982 the OJARS and LEAA structures will no longer be required.
An efficient method of providing support services to NIJ, BJS and OJJDP (if
it becomes an independent agency) is being developed by my staff and WARS
officials. Attorney advisors/program counsel will be assigned to NIJ and
BJS. It has already been decided to transfer the OJARS audit function to
the Department in FY 1981, in order to provide for orderly and timely
auditing in support of program phase out. Other functions will be trans-
ferred at some time during the fiscal year to the Department. By FY 1982
only a small, residual capability will be needed to handle the final phase
out of the program. A Joint Transition Team (JTT), comprised of former
OJARS and LEAA staff, will be established to perform remaining tasks and
wrap-up loose ends during fiscal year 1982. Persons on the JTT will be
transferred to the Department when their work is completed.

An immediate effect of the budget changes is that no funds are provided to
State and local governments for FY 1981 and beyond for the cost of adminis-
tering LEAA programs. Since State and local administrative costs are funded
on an annual basis, such an action could seriously jeopardize the continued
existence of the State and local agencies which play a pivotal and vital role
in administering the criminal and juvenile justice formula grant programs
and assuring that accountability requirements are met. However, as you are
aware from our letter of August 5, we have taken action which will allow
States to use unexpended action funds for administrative programs. The
States will be reprogramming only unobligated or reverted monies; no action
projects will be terminated solely for the purpose of providing administrative
funds.

A principal issue in any reorganization is its impact on personnel and pro-
ductivity. Over the years, the LEAA/OJARS organization has attracted and
developed many dedicated program and support personnel. To retain experienced
personnel to staff the new organizations and to maintain accountability over
continuing programs OJJDP, NIJ and BJS will be developing their staffs to
their projected FY 1981 levels through internal recruitment.
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Several LEAA programs of prove
n effectiveness and value can 

be transferred

to other Federal agencies. These programs include initi
atives such as the

community anti-crime program, dr
ug treatment programs, arson 

prevention and

control, corrections standards a
nd training, courts improvemen

t efforts,

and enforcement activities. Formal negotiations to trans
fer these worthwhile

programs to other agencies will 
begin immediately.

In conjunction with the implem
entation of the reorganization s

everal important

amendments need to be made to pe
nding legislation: to ensure that OJJDP will

have an alternate administrative
 structure at the State level;

 to vest grant

property inventory ownership wit
h the States; and to relieve L

EAA of Section

816(b) reporting requirements. 
Such additional statutory langu

age which is

required to implement major elem
ents of the reorganization will 

be developed

during implementation. The Department will be forward
ing the necessary

legislative proposals to you.

If you have any questions or comm
ents concerning the reorganizat

ion plan please

feel free to contact Mr. Guy K. Zim
merman, Director, Evaluation S

taff, Justice

Management Division, at 724-5705
.

Sincerely

767P
Kevin D. Rooney
Assistant Attorney General

for Administration

Enclosures
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Enclosure I

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

Office of
Administration

Associate Administrator*

Office of Juvenile
Justice and

Delinquency Prevention

Deputy Associate
Administrator
For Programs

Office of
Community Anti-Crime

Programs

o Community Anti-
Crime Division

o Urban Crime Pre-
vention Division

Deputy Associate
Administrator

National Institute
of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency
Prevention

o Formula Program o Research and
o Special Emphasis Development

o Training and
Dissemination

o Administrator; May be established as separate agency.

jiirogram Divisions are: Adjudication, Corrections,

npower Development.
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Current
Offices

PROPOSED PEF,SCA;;EL ALLOCA7IONF

On Board Office
6/20/80 Reorg. 10/1 

Partial FY 81
Decent.

Ex. Direction

1 DJARS

1
4

Dir. OJARS 8 (+3)

OCG 9 OGC 7 (-2)
OPM 15 OPRC 9 (-6)
OCRC 20 OCRC 19 (-1)
PIO 8 PIO 3 (-5)
CLO 6 CLO 3 (-3)
DC 70 OC 67 (-3)
00S 39 OAS 30 (-9)
OEEO 3 ____ -- (-3)
DAI 79 OAI 70 (-9)

Enclo'..ure Vi

Total 254 216 (-38)

Ex. Direction 3
OCJP 100
OCACP 15 LEAA 59' (-70)
OCJET 6
Ex. 005 Tra. 5

iubtotal 129 59 (-70)

)JJDP 42 OJJDP 101 (+59) '
'SOB 5 PSOB 5

total 176 165 (-11 )

4IJ 66 NIJ 79 (+13)

3JS 27 BJS 40 (+13)

;RAND TOTAL 523 500 (-23)

Less OAI 421

lecommended Grant & Financial Management PERS/EEO PI CL ' Total
Vartial Decent.

_

'Illocation NIJ 2 1 1 1 5
L0/1/80

BJS 2 1 1 1_ 5

Total 4 2 2 2 10

le LEAA personnel ceiling may prove inadequate if States close shop during FY 81, leaving the:
;rant administration responsibilities for LEAA or if significant numbers of States continue
)perations through FY 82 because of their reprogramming authority. These personnel allocation 
dll need to be reassessed in October 1980 and periodically thereafter.
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U.S. Departmcnt of Justice

AUG 0 5 1980

Honorable Ernest F. Hollings
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Departments
of State, Justice and Commerce, the
Judiciary and Related Agencies

Committee on Appropriations
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Washinvon. RC. 20530

We are writing to notify you of our plans to allow the States to redirect the
expenditure of certain funds previously awarded to them through the grant
programs of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). A portion
of these resources is now required to cover various State and local administra-
tive costs associated with phasing out LEAA's major programs. As you are
aware, the President's revised Budget for FY 1981 has proposed that funding
for these programs be eliminated. Action taken thus far by Congress indicates
that it is in general agreement with this particular proposal.

During the course of detailed planning to implement the anticipated reductions,
Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics (OJARS) and LEAA officials
have more specifically identified the wide range of programmatic and administra-
tive responsibilities that must be met if all Federal funds are to be properly
accounted for. For example, it is estimated that there are at least $600
million in criminal and juvenile justice "formula" and categorical grants
which will remain active in progressively decreasing amounts at the State and
local levels of government through FY 1983. Approximately 34,000 individual
projects are on-going, for which monitoring, reporting, fund accounting and
close-out activities must be conducted.

Pursuant to legislative directives, LEAA has relied upon State-level agencies

(now criminal justice "councils"), local planning units, and judicial coordina-
ting committees to carry out most of the management functions associated with
its grant programs. The funds which have been proOded to support these neces-
sary services are awarded and expended within the dame fiscal year, i.e., they
do not allow for the continued operation of either these councils or the judicial
coordinating committees. The elimination of LEAA's major grant programs, par-

ticularly the Part D Formula Grants, means that no new resources will be made
available as of October 1, 1980, to support these councils and committees.

Under these circumstances, costs associated with closing down the programs
cannot be met.
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The Department believes that OJARS and LEAA's plan to use a portion of those

unexpended resources which become available to help meet these administrative-

related expenses is absolutely necessary in order to allow the phase-out

process to proceed in an orderly and efficient manner. We are of the opinion

that this redirection of unexpended funds is consistent with the Justice System

Improvement Act of 1979 and preceding legislation. Such use of resources should

also enable the ongoing juvenile justice formula grant program to continue to

be administered in FY 1981 with only minimal disruption.

Please feel free to contact me if you desire further information regarding

this matter. Thank you again for your consideration of this important item.

Sincerely,

Kevin D. Rooney
Assistant Attorney General
for Administration
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Senator HEFLIN. I have not had a chance to read it, but I have been
briefly told about it. This makes the possibility of a Federal assistance
program doubtful in the future. We have a new administration coming
in, and I do not know what that administration's policy will be toward
a Federal program to assist law enforcement at the local and State
level. Bearing this in mind, it seems to me there are some questions
that each of you representing your various associations and various
elements in the criminal justice program should address.
So I invite you to make an extension of your remarks and file them

with this committee. I do not think there is any particular hurry,
and it can be done in the next 2 weeks. Anybody else that is here or
who represents an association can, if he desires, file a statement to go
into this record. We would be delighted to have it in order that we
might make a complete record.
It seems to me there are some questions we need to address. One is,

Why a Federal assistance program to law enforcement at this stage?
We hear statistics and we know about crime. One question that
strikes my mind, that you may have covered but I have not heard
it, is, Is there a reason for a Federal assistance program other than
the fact that crime is a major problem? It seems to me that over the
last several decades the Federal Government has imposed—and I use
the word imposed not in a bad manner, but just to state that it oc-
curs—requirements on law enforcement, on the criminal justice
system, which have been a large burden, too.
Now, the U.S. Supreme Court, and I am not being critical, placed

additional requirements on the matter of handling cases. They have
also placed requirements on law enforcement. All of these are in
effect, a Federal mandate to the criminal justice system.
For example, with the requirement of a Miranda warning, it now

takes maybe 15 minutes to take a plea of guilty where it used to take
less than a minute in the courts.
Each of you might provide us with additional statements, in order

to make a case showing that there are Federal requirements that have
been placed upon your segment of the criminal justice system that
have come from the Federal level, whether it be from Congress or
whether it be from the courts. Again I am not trying to be critical of
the courts; that is not my purpose. But it is my purpose to show that
there have been additional burdens placed on local and State gov-
ernments, Federal requirements in the criminal justice field, and it
seems to me that those need to be addressed and put into the record.
Then in any extension of remarks that you might like to make, it

seems to me that you need to address the issue, as I stated it before,
of why a Federal assistance program. You can elaborate.
Then I think there ought to be at least some analysis on your part,

from your organization, of what is going to happen if there is no
Federal assistance program to help with crime. Then, if a Federal
assistance program is to be reorganized, how it should be reorganized.
I would like to have your thoughts in regard to what type of a program
we should have.
I think you have to bear in mind at least two things in answering

that question: one is, if it is a restricted and limited program from a
financial standpoint, and another is if it is more -fully financed. I
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think you would have to make that distinction, as to how it might be
attempted to be reorganized.
Then another question, if it is in a restricted posture, what pro-

grams ought to have priority.
I had a conversation with a very conservative-minded Democrat

who has opposed LEAA, and he opposed it on what he thought was
a waste of money. When I outlined to him what I thought were the
great advantages, like professionalizing of law enforcement through
educational programs, and the fact that many educational training
programs in many States would have to be abolished, he saw that
there was an advantage, and said he would support an LEAA program,
or a Federal assistance program to crime if it was concentrated on some
limited areasjthat would be of unquestionable benefit in this regard.
I am just passing on what he said in that regard.
Senator BIDEN. I assume he is talking about some other conserva-

tive Democrat who is a critic of LEAA rather than this Senator.
Senator HEFLIN. Yes.
Senator BIDEN. I am kidding.
Senator HEFLIN. Maybe he would not want me to call his name at

this time, but he is a person that is very thoughtful.
Senator BIDEN. I know of whom you speak, and I just wanted to

clear the record. That is all. I wanted to establish how conservative
I was. [Laughter.]

Senator HEFLIN. There is discussion in Congress—and I think
you should address this in your extension of remarks—concerning
revenue sharing, and that revenue sharing provides for State and
local government. Of course, revenue sharing for State governments
is questionable.
I think revenue sharing for cities and counties will continue at

the present level, but we have to address here the issue of revenue
sharing as opposed to Federal assistance programs.
I think that needs to be .addressed by your organizations in this

regard.
There is also the question of whether or not a new name.
I think perhaps there are several members of Congress who think of

LEAA in only its early days. In my observation and experience, LEAA
has had a turnaround, and I think Peter Velde's administration was
largely responsible for this turnaround. I think that we have had an
effective program that has been very successful.
To my amazement, some of the largest and most vocal opponents

were former Governors and a former chairman of a crime commission,
who are now in the Senate, that had experience in this regard. I do not
know about individual situations, but I do think that in any effort to
bring about a new organization or to revive LEAA where it can be
adequately funded, we have got to address the things that have
happened in the turnaround and that are proving effective.
I invite you to give us extended remarks in written form in regard to

these issues, and I think they are important for the hearing. As I said,
I do not know what this administration is going to do, but, obviously,
it is going to take a major effort to sell a new program of Federal
assistance to law enforcement.
In my judgment, there are many reasons why the statistics of

crime, the problems of crime, are such. I do not think that we can

A
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close our eyes. I listened to most of the testimony, and most of the
testimony you are giving us today is the same testimony we have
heard at each of the reauthorizations hearings. You are citing each of
the programs, and that sort of thing. I think we have to have a more
positive approach and to have a better rationale for selling a program
which will adequately meet the needs.
One of LEAA's opponents stated that LEAA does not make any

real difference. He said that LEAA's contribution amounted only to 2
percent of the total contributions made by government, the resources
of government that were devoted to fighting crime.
My opinion was that if that is only 2 percent, then it has acted as a

catalytic agent, and I do not think you can point to any other govern-
ment program that has had such a sizable effect on improving the
criminal justice system. What I am trying to say is, let's look at it from
the point that we have to put life into this program. We have opposi-
tion. How are you going to sell this? Let's sell it. I think that has to be
done on the basis of selling it to Congressmen and Senators and your
individual people back home.
I did not intend to make this speech, but the testimony so far has

been like we are at a reauthorization hearing; that LEAA is going to
continue. I think we have to realize where we are and look at the
arguments and the rationales that have been developed as well as
address the question of whether you are going to have a Federal
assistance program to assist law enforcement in the future.
I did not mean to make a big speech on this, but I think we have to

face up to this issue as we approach this.
With that in mind, and with the invitation for you to extend your

remarks, I do not have anything else.
Senator Biden?
Senator BIDEN. I would like to begin by associating myself with

the vast majority of the comments that you have made. I start with
the last point you made first; that is, I am sure these fellows at the
table understood what you meant when you said we are not at a
reauthorization hearing. We are at an "if" hearing, and what form
will it take.

Also, every point you raised, Judge, from the question of the
Federal Government and Supreme Court-imposed requirements on
States as to what that did to their budgets and their law enforcement
agency requirements, straight through to the question of whether or
not there should be a name, a new name, are questions that must be
answered. So I agree with the thrust of everything you have said.

It has been suggested—and I am sure none of the gentlemen at the
table have heard it suggested, but it has been suggested—that the
Senator from Delaware, who is now the ranking minority member of
the committee, has been a critic of the LEAA, that I have not liked
LEAA, and that I have been out to kill LEAA. Some have suggested
that I have suggested that I have succeeded in that effort.
From the beginning, straight through to this moment, I think the

question is just, as our friend from surburban New York has stated,
not whether the Federal Government will be involved in the crime
fight at a local level, but how it is going to be involved.
I would like to point out, I am not sure if it was the gentleman from

Rhode Island or the gentleman representing the Governors' associa-
tion, but someone said this is the first time you have all had an input.
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I would like to respectfully disagree with the gent lemanwho made
ithat statement and point out that I have personally been nyolved in

15 days of hearings with supporters and opponents on every single
solitary aspect of LEAA. I repeat: every single, solitary aspect. We
have heard from Governors, representatives of Governors, counties,
cities, police officers, former directors of programs, present directors
of programs, administrations, former administrations, and political
science professors and actually the folks on the street, the cop wearing
the badge. They have all been here.
I see an encouraging thread that is running through the discussion

today. I notice that all of the programs that were mentioned as
exemplary programs are programs that this Senator set out in the
grant formula which every one of your organizations resisted, every
one of them resisted putting into the Justice Improvements Act of
1979, every one, from speedy trials, combating arson, white collar,
drug programs, prison programs, et cetera, We did it for the very
reason you said, that they work, that they are good, they make sense.
The priorities do not require each of you to take these programs, but
said, these are our 23 priorities.
We did not say you had to do all of these, or in this order; but we

said, there are some priorities.
In terms of setting the record straight from one Senator who has

been deeply involved in this matter, I would like to suggest that all
the great success, every one that you have named—and there may be
others that you have not named—but every one named here this morn-
ing, although I did not hear Attorney General Gebelein's comments,
are programs which were spearheaded by the Federal Government,
using local talent, using local input, or wholesale stealing from one
locale; an idea, refining it and then sending it out to you folks and
saying, "This is a good idea; why don't you buy some of this?"
My argument has been that LEAA is in a very competitive situation.

To put it in perspective, gentlemen, the problem here is—is there
anyone representing any of the organizations that would suggest. for
example, that the drug problem is not a major part of your crime
problem? Isn't that a big problem? How about organized crime?
Organized crime is a big problem; right? Correction: super problem.
Talk to my State about that.
Let me tell you something, fellows. For all DEA does, do you know

how much money we spent on the Federal effort? Two million dollars.
Let's take a big if. Let's assume that all of the money we had for

LEAA we just spent on drugs, international drug trafficking, and made
a real dent in that area. We would diminish your crime problem signifi-
cantly. Yet, we only have $200 million for the whole darn program
$200 million.
No. 2, corrections, We spend under $350 million for the

whole Federal prison system, $350 million. I happen to think Senator
Dole's bill makes good sense, because the bill we started to come up
with last Congress had $7 or $8 million in it.
The Criminal Division, every single criminal program since I have

been here and chaired the subcommittee, I have tried to increase the
amount of money available, every single one.
Do you know how much we spend for that? Between $10 and $15

million for organized crime programs. There are all those sting teams,
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all those national offices, $10 to $15 million, and we say we are going
to go after organized crime in a big way.

Organized crime is an international mechanism. You cannot begin
to scratch it if you are the best in the world.

Attorney General Gebelein has trouble crossing the Pennsylvania
border from Delaware, while we at the Federal level spent only $10
to $15 million.
One last point before I get to the questions.
With all due respect to the Governors, there is only one thing that

the Governors agreed to at the Governors' conference. The sons of
guns came down here and passed one resolution, the only one they
could agree on. They passed it unanimously. The Federal Government
should balance their bucket. I love that. It just warms the cockles of
my heart, every one of 'them. Thirty-seven of your States had sur-
pluses. My own State had a surplus, but they still owe the Federal
Government $45 million on a loan.
They pass a resolution, tell Biden, balance the budget, and when

we do not balance the budget, everyone goes out and demagoa
6
s the

hell out of us. Every one of you comes here and lines up at the trough
and says, more, more, more. No one ever says, less.

Fellows, I think we have a problem, a problem of communication.
Let's talk in terms of what the chairman said is the object that I
pledge myself to.
The Senator from Alabama is right. How do we get the Federal

Government involved? We will not get it to happen, in my humble
opinion, sitting as a member of the Budget Committee and under-
standing the problems we have. Try line iteming a $645 billion budget
when you have an administration that is going to cut taxes one-third,
increase defense spending up to 20 percent, and while we have a reces-
sion. Figure that one out.

This ain't the time for us to be coming up here and saying, just
because there is a statistical problem with crime, we should spend
more on crime. We better focus and channel.
With all due respect, when we were writing this act, as the Senator

will recall, I suggested, folks, you have unrealistic figures, $800 million
figure; it will not happen. You have not been sitting on the Appro-
priations and Budget Committees. That is not the mood. No, let's
send it out. It will be $800 million. Business as usual.
The President, responding both to his needs and also to the mood

of this country, cut it to $570 million. What happened there was, the
only thing he left intact was the only thing that made sense, and that
is, the integrated Federal loan programs.
That upset the Senator from Alabama, the Senator from Massa-

chusetts, and a whole range of others, because all you guys started
calling them and saying, you are cutting out my promise program.
Councilman Schneider has a problem when he writes his budget. He
does not know from where he will get the money. We in Congress
fight as to what to do. I turned out to be wrong on the figure. The
folks wanted to spend even less than $570 million because, they con-
cluded, and I think wrongly so—and I have spoken to every one of
your national organizations at some point in the last 4 years; they
are still making this phony hardware argument. It is a phony argument.
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This Congress, and you all, have significantly improved the LEAA
program. It is basically a good program now, but it has a lot of old
baggage it is carrying; and because we come in kicking and dragging
our feet to any change, there is a significant loss of credibility. So it
makes it awfully hard to sell.

If there is any place the American public is willing to spend money
in, it is the area of crime, notwithstanding the fact they have given
up on us as politicians. They have basically given up on us.
We declared a war and we lost it, one that never could have been

won in the first place.
What do we do? We develop a new multi-billion-dollar business,

locks, guard dogs, private security. When you ask a person what
they are concerned about, they say crime.
They feel less safe in a suburb than ever before, less safe in their

own homes at 4 o'clock in the afternoon when most of the rapes
occur.
The reason they have is, they figure we do not know what the hell

we are talking about, and we overpromised them.
After that little speech, I think really we should understand that

the Senator from Alabama is correct; we better take a hard look
at what we are going to do and each of us think about another type
of cooperation.

There has been increased cooperation, and I say this with as much
humility as I can muster, in large part because of what I insisted be
put in the legislation over the years, cooperation between local and
State agencies.
You will notice it has occurred in the last several years, and people

will say, they ain't talking to me.
So the cooperation is working out in terms of the functional side,

but it has not worked out in terms of the political side. Governors
still demage against Senators. Senators g3t mad at Governors. At-
torneys general go for their piece. The police officers go for their
piece. So we have not really had a declaration of peace and a decision
among all of us to decide how we are going to build a new program
that makes a lot of sense.
Now, I have two questions, if I may.
The first is that we mentioned, someone mentioned, that there

should be permanent funding of the programs that work, and turn
them over to you and then you take them on. If they demonstrate
they work, then the Federal Government should take them on,
career criminal programs, any of the others you want to put on that
list.

If we have limited dollars, which I suspect we will, because now in
this budget process, fellows, you are all competing directly with the
Criminal Division, the DEA, totally limited Federal enforcement
arm. We have cops and robbers at the Federal level, too, and they are
having problems.
Now, what would be your view?
I would like each of you—that will take too long.
I would like each of you to respond in writing: What is your view

as to how the priorities should work in a limited budget structure with
less money that LEAA had several years ago, with less than a billion
dollars for the LEAA program?
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How should we do it? Should we set it up in such a way that the
Federal Government narrows down the focus of what it is going to
begin to package in order to sell, even if it keeps it and has to pay for
it; or should we distribute the money through a grant program or
through a revenue-sharing type mechanism and say, folks, here is
your chunk for law enforcement; do with it what you wish? Concep-
tually, how do we approach that?
The second question I have is that of the things the Federal Gov-

ernment can do that would most help your jurisdictions. What are
they?

Is it just a direct grant of money, or is it the Federal Government
focusing on a single problem? Is it taking back a greater share, for
example, of jurisdiction for bank robberies that we sort of left out
and let drop down to you all? Is it beefing up on the drug side, or is
it simply coming forth with more money for you, or is it setting out
any individual programs for us to pay the tab?
How do we do it? How do we get to the point where you are being

best served? In turn, that means our people are best served.
This idea of the match, of having an inhibiting effect, it clearly

does have an inhibiting effect, but in my mind, it has a very chasten-
ing effect. Let's move away from law enforcement for a moment.
I got into a little bit of trouble in my State a couple of years ago,

and I am still in trouble, becaues of when I suggested, for example,
on programs, whether EDA grants or highway grants, that the local
authorities should have to put up something, even if it is only 2 per-
cent, 1 percent, 5 percent; because you know what happened when
they did not? No responsibility.
I used to be a local official and I am sure Councilman Schneider is

not like this, but when I was on that same council, we used to say—
funny thing, come budget time, you would have the budget director
stand before you and say: Well, gentlemen, this is a program that
Councilman Jones has suggested. Someone would say: How much
does it cost? He would say: It doesn't cost anything. An alcohol pro-
gram that doesn't cost anything? Is it all voluntary contributions
from the community? No. It is a Federal program.
You must admit that that mentality exists in part in places. When

you all do not have to factor it in in order to ask the folks to raise their
taxes or to tell them, you have a deficit, there is less concern with
the precision of the program.
Case in point: A little place in Delaware where they did not have

any money, but wanted to build an office building.
Their Senator went down and got them money. They built them-

selves a great big facility in a small place, got it all built, several million
dollars. A beautiful structure.
They came to me, after they had it built, and said, we can't main-

tain the operation of the facility. We need a continuing Federal subsidy
to turn on the lights.
I am sure had they had to put up 2 percent, that that local

councilman would have said: How are we going to pay for this when it
gets going?
I do respectfully ask you to reconsider, the person who mentioned

the inhibiting effect of having some match, and answer for me honestly,
as honestly as you are able to, whether or not there is any value in
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requiring you all to come up with something for some of the new
innovative programs that we all acknowledge we must try.
I apologize for trespassing on the chairman's time for so long.
I want to reiterate, I am absolutely, positively, unequivocally

committed to the Federal Government's spending a great deal more
money on crime. I think we should be tripling our budget at a Federal
level in terms of fighting organized crime.
I think in spite of the Watergate mentality, we have our priorities

backwards. We spend more money on white collar crime than we do on
organized crime.
I want to get all of the cheating Congressmen and councilmen and

bureaucrats, but I would rather break up a crime family. We do not
do any of that. Almost none.
I would like very much to see us spend more money in international

drug trafficking, a lot more money, at a national level and an interna-
tional level.
I have sought to deal with host States, where they grow the stuff. I

want to spend a great deal more on law enforcement. That includes
helping you at a local level.
For example, nobody knows anything about—and we held about

two weeks of hearings on the matter in my subcommittee—recidivism.
We found staggering statistics and, keeping in mind Disralei's com-
ment about lies, damn lies, and statistics, we found an incredible report
from INSLAW, a research group. My recollection is, approximately
7 percent of criminals arrested accounted for almost 25 percent of all
the street criminals coming through the system in a year. That is a
staggering number. The career criminal program does a lot to move
those guys or women up to the top of the docket, but the fact is, we
have no idea how to rehabilitate them.
The current ranking minority member of this committee, Senator

Thurmond of South Carolina, is very proud that in his State of South
Carolina their incarceration rate is second in the world. You all have
problems 
Mr. THOMAS. I am not proud of it.
Senator BIDEN. But the chairman is, and he has some good reason

to be. The statistics cited in the career criminal program that 93
percent of the cases resulted in incarceration.

Well, the problem is, maybe we at a Federal level should get the
best minds in the country; maybe we should establish the equivalent
of a National Science Foundation for the criminal justice system and
pick out one or two or three or four of the most pressing problems that
face the system. Unless they are eventually spoken to, we will never
make a real dent in the problem, like recidivism, like the sentencing
system, or whatever else you want to mention.
Take the limited dollars we have and spend a billion dollars figuring

out about just one of them. Maybe that makes more sense than the
albeit catalytic seed money, than spreading it out across the landscape
and give it straight out in revenue sharing, just increase revenue sharing
and say, you pick out how much you want in law enforcement and we
will concentrate on one or two or three areas and try to come up with
some answers to it, or acknowledge we have no answers; because once
we acknowledge we have no answers, that is an answer.

If we acknowledge we do not know how to rehabilitate, we eliminate
that from the sentencing.

•
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Anyway, the ultimate issue is, there are limited dollars. The com-
petition is going to become cutthroat for those limited dollars. Even
within the area of law enforcement itself, U.S. attorneys are going to
be down here wanting a piece of the pie that presently goes to law
enforcement agencies, I predict. Judges are going to want more, and
so on and so forth.
I pledge to you on the record, so long as I am involved with this

committee, I will fight for more dollars, a lot more dollars, but we have
to come up with a consensus as to the way in which we can target
those limited dollars that gives you the flexibility you need, and I
acknowledge it is needed at the local level; and that gives the Federal
Government the best bang for their dollars.
I have trespassed on your time. The chairman is very gracious for

letting me go on.
I cease.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you. I appreciate your comments.
I did not ask any questions. Maybe some of you might want to

respond to what I and Senator Biden said with an extension of your
remarks.
You might have some other ideas that you foresee that each of the

associations, each of the groups ought to address in the extension of
remarks.

If any of you have an suggestions, we would be delighted to hear
from you.
Mr. VERGARI. I don't think there is any serious question that LEAA,

needed a very basic reconsideration, and perhaps what happened to
that agency happened for the best.
Our concern is that, as I pointed out, some very good programs

went out with the bath water. I don't know if it is possible to keep
them going or to salvage what we have going that is really good.
We have cited a number of them this morning.

If it were possible for the Congress to provide the funding to keep
these things going, at least until a final determination can be made
as to their worth, how they will be addressed and whether they should
be continued permanently, it seems a shame to me to have to stop
operations on such things as the economic crime project.
I know, for example, the career criminal program; I think that is the

most successful of all the local law enforcement programs in terms
of dealing with criminals.

If the New York State District Attorneys Association had not led a
very long and hard, but finally successful fight, we would not have
had the money.
We got the State legislature and the Governor to come up with a

few dollars to keep the program going for a few more months to see
where more money might be coming from, but that fine program nearly
went down the tube because of the meat ax approach that was given
on all LEAA programs.

Senator BIDEN. That was the intention of all of us on this program.
But it got caught in the budget process and almost a procedural

wrangle here. I, for one, think you are correct; that we should do
that. In return for that, I, for one, would also be seeking a commit-
ment that there would be a real effort not to discontinue it the fol-
lowing year and the next year; but I think we should extend it for
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another year while we have time to work out a more basic approach
to how we do LEAA.
Senator HEFLIN. Regarding this letter from the Department of

Justice, we invite you to comment on it in your extension of remarks.
It would pretty well, I am told, do away with the mechanisms of
LEAA, and we all know if you do away with the mechanisms, even
if you change its name, it takes a period of time to reinstitute or
start anew. In going so, you have startup time problems and things
like that.

If we are going to a new program, we do not want to have that
wasted time.
I have sort of lectured in regard to this, but really, I think LEAA

has more friends in the Senate than it does in the House. In one
battle I had, we got $100 million added, taken from foreign. aid.
Then in the conference committee, the House would not agree

to it, and the Budget Committee had to give up on that plan. We
made a fight, but we were in a position of where we were in a procedural
disadvantage in that the Budget Committee would have had to go
back to the House. They did not want to do it and they could not do
.it, and we lost that particular battle.

Constantly, the chairman of the Budget Committee has said, we
cannot sell LEAA in the House.
So again let me inform you that there is a lot of missionary work

and a lot of evangelism that has to be directed toward the House as
well as the Senate, but I do think that you ought to be cognizant of
that fact, if you are not already cognizant of it.
Mr. Velde, do you have some questions you would like to ask?
Mr. VELDE. Just one question for Mr. Lagomarcino.
In your statement, on page 8, you refer to the reference under the

Civil Rights of Institutionalized Persons Act of 1980. Has the Gover-
nors Association done a cost-benefit analysis or potential impact state-
ment of the cost of this program on the State and local governments?
Mr. LAGOMA.RCINO. Not to my knowledge. The regulations were just

promulgated and we are not aware yet of what the full impact will be.
I think, working probably with the National Association of Attorneys
General for one, we expect to take a very hard look and develop the
data that you ask. I don't know of any right now.
Mr. VELDE. It would seem, in further consideration of S. 3290,

data like this would be extremely helpful.
Thank you.
[The prepared statements of Messrs. Gebelein, Roberts, Lagomar-

cm°, Vergari, Schneider, and Thomas follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD S. GEBELEIN

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my thanks for the opportunity to appear before
YOU to testify with respect to the Criminal Justice Construction Act as well as
continued assistance by the federal government to local law enforcement agencies.
Before addressing the specific needs which support a Criminal Justice Construction
Act, I would like to make several observations with respect to the benefit of federal
assistance to local law enforcement agencies, especially as that assistance has
impacted on my state, Delaware.

As you are aware, Delaware is a small state. Perhaps as a result of that fact,
the impact of small amounts of federal dollars has been great in the area of law
enforcement. In particular, there are several areas in which federal grants under
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) have led to significant

•
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improvements in the criminal justice system within our state. For example, during
the years 1974 through 1976, a felony screening unit was created in the Delaware
Department of Justice through assistance granted by LEAA. The total cost in
federal dollars for all three years was $161,263. That limited funding, slightly
more than $50,000 per year, subsequently led to a total reorganization of the
prosecution function of the office of Attorney General with an emphasis upon
early effective screening of criminal cases. The successes obtained through the limited
felony screening project, supported by federal funds, indicated that far greater
savings could be had by the State in the area of screening and early disposition of
cases.
In 1979 upon assumption of my office, I studied the results of that project

and then directed that a reorganization take place so that close to one-half of
our deputies involved in criminal prosecution were placed in a screening and early
disposition role rather than having all deputies involved in trial work. During the
18 months since that program was implemented, we have found that we have
been able to divert close to 30% of all criminal cases from presentation in our
major trial court. We have increased the work load of minor courts in the state
and have increased the number of individuals pleading guilty initially to the
charges.
The program has been so successful that our major trial court, the Superior

Court, has been able to again devote considerable time toward attacking its
civil case backlog. Total filings in our Superior Court as to felony charges 1 ave dropped
the two immediate past years while filings and pleas in our minor courts have
increased by 30 percent.

While it is impossible to determine with any degree of accuracy the savings to
the entire criminal justice system, it should be noted that where cases are disposed
of at an earlier stage prior to presentment before a grand jury, prior to the return
of the indictment, prior to arraignment in a major trial court, the time of police
officers, prosecutors, defense lawyers and civil witnesses is saved. In New Castle
County alone, we may be speaking of over 1,000 police officers and individuals
who did not have to appear before a state grand jury as a result of this program.
A further result and benefit of this type of system is that individuals are charged

initially with the crime which the evidence will support, and there is a general
reduction in the amount of charge bargaining or plea bargaining which goes on
after the charges are formally placed. Thus, a substantial amount of overcharging
is eliminated. None of this would have been accomplished but for the initial seed
money from LEAA. Our office never could have justified the experimental project
from our limited state funding.

Turning to another area where federal assistance was sought and obtained,
results have more than justified the initial investment. Delaware had no effective
program for attacking white collar or economic crime. My predecessor obtained a
special LEAA grant for investigations of official corruption. That grant in the
amount of $350,000 lasted for a period of 3 years.
In January of 1979, that grant project was restructured to create a police su-

pervisory board to attack economic crime and official corruption. That board,
which includes the chiefs of the major investigative agencies in our state, meets
monthly and addresses special investigations. It has achieved unheard of coopera-
tion in our state.
The results of those activities speak for themselves:
1. In a purely economical sense the grant has more than paid for itself. Over

$1,521,180 has been recovered in fines, restitutions and civil penalties paid to the
state and its subdivisions. (In addition, in one case over $27,000 was seized and
subsequently levied upon by the I.R.S.)

2. A welfare fraud task force using loaned city and state police officers dealt
with over 960 cases of welfare fraud.
3. A securities fraud investigation was conducted resulting in civil penalties

being paid by a securities firm and a major underwriting was stopped.
4. Official corruption cases were investigated resulting in a county tax assessor

being convicted. As a result of that investigation, the amount of property placed
on the New Castle County tax roles during the quarter immediately following the
indictment of the individual tax assessor jumped by close to $11 million more
than would have been expected. In another case, a major supplier of automotive
equipment was convicted of substituting inferior parts for those specified in bids.

While there are many more specific examples of investigations conducted by
this uuit which are detailed in the final report on the grant which was submitted
to LEAA on April 30, 1980, I do not wish to dwell upon them. The fact remains,
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however, that but for the federal funding, the state would never have been able
to conduct the investigations involved. The State of Delaware has reaped the
benefits of this grant and was, in this immediate year, awarded a second white
collar crime grant. This grant is in a lesser amount of $200,000, and with it we have
continued to investigate those types of crimes which are sophisticated and in
which the criminals have resources equivalent to or greater than the state.

This latest grant has resulted in a number of investigations conducted on a
joint basis with federal and state law enforcement agencies in Delaware and
Pennsylvania. For example, a gambling investigation was conducted indicating
substantial gambling activity in the State of Delaware, which activity had con-
nections into organized crime in the Philadelphia area. The State of Delaware
investigated those activities, state wiretaps were sought and obtained with court
order, and 13 individuals were subsequently indicted. The state supplied the
evidence leading to indictment in federal court of two of the largest gamblers in
the State of Delaware. They were convicted of gambling activities and sentenced
to jail. Many of the remaining cases brought in state court are still pending.
In a subsequent investigation, it was aiscovered that individuals running

a gambling activity in the City of Chester had moved their control location
to the State of Delaware and were conducting their operation within our state.
Again a lengthy investigation began involving surveillance and state ordered
wiretaps. This investigation was conducted primarily by agents of the Delaware
State Police specially assigned to the Attorney General. The result was over
25 indictments in Delaware, including that of Frank H. Miller known widely
as an organized crime figure from Chester, Pennsylvania. In addition, ten in-
dividuals were arrested in Pennsylvania on search warrants obtained with evidence
from this investigation. Mr. Miller has been mentioned prominently in the
Pennsylvania Crime Commission Report as the man who corrupted the City of
Chester.
In a federal-state investigation conducted under this grant by the Department

of Justice and agents from the United States Department of Agriculture, a ring
of individuals involved in the theft and marketing of food stamps was uncovered.
Arrests were made not only of the individuals involved in the thefts and re-
tailing of the food stamps, but also of several merchants who were involved in
purchasing food stamps at a discounted price for cash.
In another joint federal-state investigation, officers from four agencies are

involved in uncovering a ring of individuals stealing and marketing heavy equip-
ment.

Again, while there are a number of other significant investigations which
have been conducted by the Special Investigations Unit under this new grant,
my purpose is not to illustrate the successes; but rather, to explain the need for
continued federal funding of these types of activities. The State of Delaware, as
many other state and local governmental units, does not have the funds neces-
sary to combat organized criminal activity. They must draw upon the resources
of the federal government as well as pooling their own resources with those of
other state and local governments to achieve a parity with the forces of crime.
It is a sad thing to say that the total allocation for special investigation activities
over a two-year period in the State of Delaware is $200,000 when that amount
may be made by organized crime in one significant transaction involving drugs.
Indeed, the entire appropriation being sought by the Delaware Department
of Justice this current year is but $3.3 million. That is one-third of the gross
annual income estimated to be made by one individual such as Frank H. Miller.
Without assistance from Washington, the fight against organized criminal ac-
tvity would be hopeless. With continued assistance from Washington, statescan make a commitment of resources to assist the federal government in foodstamp fraud investigation. With the assistance from Washington, our state,county and city police can continue to delegate men to work with the Delaware
Department of Justice to fight organized criminal activity and governmentcorruption.
Turning now to the need for a Criminal Justice Construction Act or similar

legislation, I can again cite the State of Delaware as an example of what is happen-ing on a nationwide basis. As chairman of the Corrections and InstitutionsSubcommittee of the National Association of Attorneys General, I am aware ofthe problems which are facing all jurisdictions in this country with regard to
incarcerated individuals and with regard to institutionalized persons. Especially



77

in the criminal justice system we find that there is an overcrowding situation inevery jurisdiction surveyed. Delaware is no exception but serves to illustrate thenorm.
Just this past week we had 897 prisoners in our major state institution, theDelaware Correctional Center. That institution is one which federal court ordershave indicated could house a maximum of 768 individuals. In addition to thoseindividuals incarcerated, another 105 persons who are presently serving termshave been released on what our state officials have termed to be "supervisedcustody". These individuals who are not yet eligible for parole and who are simplyreleased with restrictions because they are the least dangerous to society. Theyinclude primarily felons who have been convicted of serious crimes. They are notincarcerated as was ordered by the courts because there is simply no room what-soever.
Between November, 1976 and March, 1979, prior to the "supervised custody"program being put into effect, over 400 inmates were released on early parole oron furlough. Again, this was avoiding the sentence which a court after carefulconsideration of a pre-sentence report has imposed on the individual.The State of Delaware is not unique, nor has it ignored its prison problem.During the past several years, 310 additional bed spaces were constructed in ourstate. In addition, 420 additional spots are presently under construction. Thiswas done at a cost of over $30 million. When all of these facilities under construc-tion are complete we will still be faced with an overcrowding situation. We willcontinue to have ;,o release people on supervised custody because there is no roomfor them in our prisons.
How does this affect law enforcement in general? It affects law enforcement inan attitude, in a concept, in an idea that there is no punishment for crimes com-mitted. In the State of Delaware, for example, white collar criminals rarely ifever serve any of their sentences. The reason being that they are far less of a threatto society than violent criminals. How long can a society function though wherea certain type of criminal activity is known not to be punished? In the recentgambling investigations I have mentioned, we uncovered intelligence informationindicating that organized criminal activities were being brought into our statesimply because the criminals were aware of the prison overcrowding situation andaware that gambling and other so-called "white collar crime" was not consideredan offense for which you stayed in jail once you were sentenced. Those individualsmoved into our state and we are dealing with them under the laws which we haveas best we can. The fact remains, however, that they know and we know that evenif sentenced to jail they will not serve their time because it is necessary to releasethem rather than a rapist or murderer.
During the past year my office, as part of a task force established by thegovernor of our state, investigated our prison system, and what we found wasshocking. What we found included an inability on the part of the prison officials toproperly protect guards and inmates from other guards and inmates. Aninability on the part of correctional officials to prevent the introduction of contra-band into our prisons. A system whereby anything which could be obtained on thestreet for money could also be obtained inside prison walls. We found a systemwhere homosexual rape was commonplace and where reporting it was discouraged ifnot punished. We found a situation where guards and inmates were involved inconsentual homosexual activity and consentual sexual activity.That investigation led to the convening of special sessions of our Grand Jurywhich soundly condemned the prison system as it now existed and indicated animmediate need for new housing for inmates. The Grand Jury especially notedthat it is impossible to conduct any type of meaningful rehabilitative process inan institution where all of the buildings designed for vocational rehabilitation areused instead for dormitories to warehouse prisoners in unspeakable conditions.The Task Force and the Grand Jury recommended that additional prison facilitiesmust be established. The problem, however, is that the state has already desig-nated a significant part of its assets to construction programs and simply does nothave the resources now to immediately embark on additional building programs.Likewise, there is no funding avadable to implement any innovative programsin corrections. There is no money, for example, to construct a youthful offendersfacility to segregate young and perhaps less hardened criminals from the mosthardened criminals in our institutions. There is no money to fund work releasecenters or prison industry programs to attempt meaningful rehabilitation. Segre-gation of criminals as to offenses and the likelihood of renabilitation does not take

71-190 0 - 81 - 6
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place in our prison system as it is presently constructed because simply finding

a place for any individual consumes 95% of the time of correctional officials.

It is clear that absent the dedication of some substantial resources from the

federal government, our prison system as well as other institutions will continue

in its present state of affairs and that there will be no solution found to our pressing

prison problems.
It is interesting to note that this Congress this year enacted a bill providing

institutionalized persons with a bill of rights; and, in fact, instructed the United

States Department of Justice to bring actions on behalf of persons in institutions

to achieve humane treatment. Congress did this, but did not recognize the in-

ability of most states to fund the type of facilities envisioned by that bill of rights.

Right now pending before the United States Supreme Court is a case involving

the issue of whether or not two persons can be housed in a single prison cell.

The question has not yet been raised as to whether or not large dormitories of

25 to 30 inmates is constitutionally permissible. Yet, in most of our state in-

stitutions we will find dormitories of that size or larger where the incidents of

rape and assault are far higher than in a single-cell or double-cell setting. As-

sistance in this area is essential if the problems of our correctional system are to

be addressed and solved.
While I have addressed primarily the issue of prisons, because that is the

area in which I have some expertise, the same type of support is necessary for

police facilities in general, for local jails, for police training establishments and,

indeed, local court houses.
I hope that this Committee and the Congress will act favorably on the Criminal

Justice Construction Act or similar legislation. The need exists, the need is present

and unless we act now we will see more Attica's, more Santa Fe's.
We simply cannot afford to avoid these issues. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DENNIS J. ROBERTS

I come before this Committee today as the attorney general of this nation's
smallest state. However, I carry a message of deep and genuine concern on
the part of 55 attorneys general from all 50 states and 5 U.S. territories. This
concern is prompted by the halting of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA) funding, much to the detriment of state and local governments which

have relied upon such funds in developing and implementing innovative and
creative criminal justice programs in response to new and increasingly complex
problems in waging an effective war on crime.
As the author of a resolution passed by the National Association of Attorneys

General on November 15, 1980 at our Annual Meeting, I want to restate the
position of my colleagues as put forth in that resolution. ". . be it resolved
that the National Association of Attorneys General memorialize the Congress
and the President-Elect of the United States to re-institute adequate funding
for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration criminal justice programs
for the federal fiscal year 1982."

This resolution is presented, knowing full well that many critics of LEAA
are prepared to scrap the program in its entirety on the basis of many unfavorable
perceptions about the objectives, purposefulness and ultimate effectiveness
of the LEAA funding mechanism.
Some of LEAA's critics would argue that it has been one of the fastest growing

federal agencies over the past 10 years yet it has little in the way of substantive
accomplishments to show for it utilizing any "cost/benefit" yardstick. Others
would argue that LEAA has not achieved its primary objective of drastically
reducing the incidences of crime in the street and crime in the executive suite.
Moreover, the general image of LEAA, critics contend, is that of a "White Elephant"
agency which has underwritten outlandish and oftentimes underutilized equip-
ment and other "hardware" for grandiose projects that would never have been
conceived but for the availability of large amounts of federal dollars.

Unfortunately, the dismantling of LEAA as a primary law enforcement funding
source of innovative criminal justice programs impacts most severely where
it hurts the most—at the local, county and state levels. Why is it that LEAA
critics continue to talk about scraping the program entirely rather than pre-
senting a forceful proposal that will effectively streamline its operation. The
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idea of streamlining LEAA is not a new one but still remains the best alternativewhen looking at the prospect of cutting the heart out of law enforcement pro-gramming entirely.
The ultimate objective of LEAA should not be that of wiping out crime butmore realistically its primary goal should be—and is perceived to be by lawenforcement authorities—as a viable method of offering contemporary responsesto new and more complex forms of crime that must be dealt with in the 1980's.Indeed, the criminal justice system did not envision in 1950 the problems offamily violence, arson-for-profit and illegal toxic waste dumping as it does today.Neither will the criminal justice system of 1980 be equipped to deal with newand more complex problems it will have to deal with in the year 2000.
In short, LEAA must continue to bridge the gap between existing law enforce-ment capabilities and new capabilities developed through resourceful pilotprograms.
Ironically, government studies that have been undertaken to evaluate thepriority LEAA should receive in the overall budget scheme have reflected thethinking of everyone but those most closely connected with the criminal justicesystem and who rely on LEAA funding for a substantial part of their programming.One illustration is the survey prepared by the Office of Mamagement and Budget(OMB) which circulated a questionnaire to governors, mayors and county exec-utives about their priorities in the event of federal funding cutbacks. Predictably,LEAA funding placed at or near the bottom on most questionnaires when com-peting against federal revenue sharing and other administrative programs.Unfortunately, local, county and state law enforcement agencies did not have anopportunity to make out their own priority list. It would have included LEAAfunding to continue such programs as local police in-service training programs,on-going community crime prevention/education and training, detection andprosecution of arson-for-profit and criminal case management programs to reducethe backlogs throughout the court system.
The experience of Rhode Island, which has benefited greatly from LE AAfunding as a result of its "national testing ground" city-state composition, isperhaps a microcosm of the real impact LEAA has had on the local and statelevel.
Rhode Island, as did most other states, began to participate early on with theLEAA Program. And as was the case in most other states, Rhode Island was underconsiderable pressure to receive and expand its per capita share of funds. RhodeIsland did respond by seeking to purchase items of hardware which ostensibly

were to benefit the law enforcement community; i.e., the police in their fightagainst crime.
Although I do not have detailed accounting of expenditures for the early 1970's,the State Planning Agency, has provided some figures for fiscal year 1976 and

fiscal year 1980, which serve to demonstrate the situation as expenditures were
applied then as well as now. These figures are state-wide and relate to what is
commonly referred to as "action funds."
In fiscal year 1976, a total of $2,227,000 was awarded by the Rhode Island StatePlanning Agency. The breakdown is as follows:

Percent Amount

Courts 23 $504,151Law enfoicement (police) 50 1, 111, 582Corrections 17 372, 179Juvenile justice 9 208, 439Evaluation 1 30,649

In fiscal year 1976, of the $1,111,582 awarded to law enforcement (police),$830,196, or 74.6 percent was expended for hardware. Only 4 percent of thetotal to law enforcement was expended on police training programs. (note: mostof funds expended by the other components of the criminal justice system werefor more "people"-oriented projects.)
By fiscal year 1980, the situation had drastically changed. The total amountof funding had greatly reduced, and the focus of expenditures had changed.The breakdown of the $1,117,425 for Fiscal Year 1980 received and awardedis as follows:
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Percent Amount

Courts 17.7 $197,366

Law enforcement (police) . 27. 3 305, 277

Corrections 17.7 197,366

Juvenile justice 34. 9 389, 666

Evaluation 2.5 27, 750

Whereas, in fiscal year 1976, law enforcement expended almost 75 percent

of its funding on hardware and only 4 percent on training programs, in fiscal

year 1980, no funds were awarded to hardware projects (althouth some funds

were provided to support computerized management systems), and more than

31 percent was applied to police training efforts.
The preceding gives a good view of Rhode Island's experience for two (2) repre-

sentative years. Let me now address the specific experience of the Rhode Island

Attorney General's Department.
From 1970 to 1980 inclusive, a total of 53 grants (23 programs) were awarded,

totalling over $2.3 million. Of this number and amount, about 85 percent was for
"people" programs; programs designed to enhance the operational structure

of the Department and thus impact upon it systemically. Only 15 percent of both

the projects and funds were applied to what could be called 'hardware" efforts.
More important than these statistics, which I believe indicate a worthwile

use of the LEAA funds, is the fact that of the 23 separate programs initiated
with LEAA funds, 12 have been integrated in whole or in part by the State
of Rhode Island, while 4 more continue to operate with LEAA funds. These
four projects hopefully will also be supported with state monies.
In some instances, the Department of the Attorney General has instituted

programs begun elsewhere by the LEAA, with LEAA financial support. The
Victim/Witness project which I initiated is one such example. The program
is modeled after several other LEAA funded projects elsewhere and serves as
a good example of one of LEAA's goals; replication of programs deemed suc-
cessful.
LEAA has also been instrumental in helping the criminal justice system re-

cognize the fact that as times change, so do the nature and concern attached
to certain problems. Prior to October, 1979, the Department of the Attorney
General dealt with the entire area of family/domestic violence situations, in
somewhat of a "catch as catch can" basis.
Now, the Department has a formal program of crisis intervention; counseling;

diversion; and when necessary, prosecution dealing with family violence situa-
tions. The program, funded for an 19 month period of time by LEAA has brought
together what in the past might have been considered an incongrous array of
agencies (state, local and non-profit); all of which now seek to work together
to systematically deal with one of society's moral dilemmas.
Rhode Island's experience with LEAA since at least 1976 has been more of a

success than a failure. However, the somewhat sudden and drastic reduction of
the LEAA effort could serve to undo all that has been worthwhile.
For example, Rhode Island's correctional system has for the past several years

been under a federal district court order to improve its operation. Great strides
have been made. In large part compliance with the court order has been realized
through the use of LEAA funds. Even so, much remains to be accomplished.
The Department of Corrections presently has seven projects in operation total-

ing over $239,000 of LEAA funds recently submitted a state budget request total-
ing 43 percent more than the current fiscal year. The director of the Department
of Corrections noted that any reduction by either the LEAA (which seems all but
certain) or by the State would once again place the Department of Corrections in
non-compliance with the Federal Court Order.
The alternatives to some form of continue LEAA funding are far from accept-

able. Halting the continuation of LEAA funding for programs intended to be
assimilated into local operating budgets at some future time is counterproductive
to the essence of what LEAA has meant to local government over the past 10
years. More importantly, the lack of development money to experiment with
pilot projects to solve new criminal justice problems creates a serious void for
local law enforcement agencies who obviously don't have available funds to test
pilot programs. The benefit of a proven pilot program under LEAA funding would
be sorely lacking.

This, in summary, reflects the concerns of my colleagues as well as other local
law enforcement officials throughout the country.

Attachment.
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BRIEF SUMMARY OF MAJOR ACTIVITIES/RESULTS OF THE LAW ENFORCEMENTASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION (LEAA) PROGRAM IN RHODE ISLAND
Following is a brief summary of some of the major activities/results of the LEAAprogram in Rhode Island for the past one to three years. The attachmentsprovide more detailed information about achievements, dollars allocations,and projects funded directly by the Governor's Justice Commission.

I. PROGRAMS FUNDED BY THE RHODE ISLAND GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION
A. Law Enforcement

1. Training.—Support for the Municipal Police Training Academy's and in-dividual department's inservice programs. Three year dollar investment of$245,000.
2. Information Systems.—Implementation of statewide law enforcement tele-communications system. Three year dollar investment of $128,000.
3. Crime Prevention.—Statewide training for all police departments and in-dividual local prevention programs. Three year dollar investment of $250,000.

B. Adjudication
1. Reduction of Delay.—Reduction of time between charging and disposition atall Court levels. Three year dollar investment of $371,000.
2. Facilities Improvement.—Development of security system and facilityimprovements at Providence County Courthouse. Three year dollar investment of$115,000.
3. Rules and Procedures.—Legislative Commission review of Rhode Islandstatutes and procedures. Three year dollar investment of $79,360.

C. Corrections
1. Inmate Education.—Development of vocational and post-secondary educa-tion programs in compliance with Federal Court Order. Three year dollar invest-ment of $329,185.
2. Community Programming.—Pre-release orientation program for inmateseligible for release and purchase of community placements for approximately100 persons per year. Three year dollar investment of $233,906.

D. Juvenile Justice
1. Support Service.—Use of trained volunteers to monitor cases and placementsof youths processed by Family Court. Three year dollar investment of $112,598.2. Residential Services.—Start up of four new group homes for males and fe-males in the past year with a total capacity of 38 youths. Three year dollarinvestment of $248,006.
3. Family Counseling.—Statewide counseling for approximately 75 adjudicatedand non-adjudicated status offenders and their families referred by Family Courteach year. Three year dollar investment of $71,200.

II. PROGRAMS FUNDED DIRECTLY BY NATIONAL LEAA
A. Law Enforcement

1. East Providence Integrated Criminal Apprehension (ICAP).—Sophisticatedcrime analysis is the basis for deploying patrols to high risk areas at high risk
times. Two year dollar investment of $227,716.
B. Adjudication

1. State Judicial Information Systems.—Computerized court management in-
formation system. Three year dollar investment of $400,000.

2. Attorney General's Arson Control.—Statewide multiagency program con-centrating on improved reporting, detection, investigation and prosecution of
arson. Eighteen month dollar investment of $347,509.

3. Attorney General's Family Violence Unit.—Statewide multi-agency program
designed to increase services for victims of family violence and improve prosecu-
tion. Eighteen month dollar investment of $222,360.
C. Corrections

1. A.C.I. Facilities Standards Improvement.—Major prison renovations, partic-ularly in medium security. Eighteen month dollar investment of $499,000.2. Butler Program Building.—Construction of a building to provide vocationaland academic programming for medium security inmates. Eighteen month
dollar investment of $135,000.
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c
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c
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.
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c
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p
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c
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.
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.
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m
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n
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,
•

1
.
 
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
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n
t
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f
 
R
u
l
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u
l
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s
 
M
a
n
u
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s
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e
l
e
v
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o
l
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c
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d
e
p
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r
t
m
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n
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.
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f
 
r
e
c
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r
d
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n
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n
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r
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-

t
i
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t
e
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r
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r
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o
l
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c
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e
p
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r
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m
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n
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.
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t
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e
w
i
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e
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l
i
c
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o
l
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p
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c
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d
u
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i
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c
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m
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.
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.
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i
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p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
f
o
r
 
p
o
l
i
c
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c
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 c
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c
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r
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p
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c
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u
b
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c
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p
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.
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c
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c
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r
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c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
i
n
 
l
i
g
h
t
. 
o
f
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c
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c
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B
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A
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,
c
i
a
t
i
o
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n
d

N
a
t
i
o
n
a
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A
d
v
i
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c
o
m
m
i
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s
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t
a
n
d
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r
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a
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p
i
e
c
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 l
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u
p
r
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m
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C
o
u
r
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d
o
p
t
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m
u
l
t
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.
p
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x
p
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a
p
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c
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m
p
l
e
m
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a
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I
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P
r
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-
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c
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2
.
 
C
o
u
r
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a
c
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p
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n
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n
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4

p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
.

•
c
a
p
i
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l
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o
l
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c
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f
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c
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n
d
 
e
l
e
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n
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c
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n
g
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,
 
C
o
u
r
t
h
o
u
s
e
 
s
e
c
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r
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.
 
.
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t
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f
 c
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n
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t
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o
n
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new•
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o
u
r
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c
o
m
p
l
e
x
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.
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p
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c
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a
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.
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c
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c
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.
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i
t
e

C
o
l
l
a
r
 
C
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p
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c
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C
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r
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c
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.
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c
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1
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E
s
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e
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d
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O
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u
b
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t
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n
c
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b
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A
b
u
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a
t
m
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n
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a
c
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.
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g

2
.
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w
o
 
a
d
d
i
t
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a
l
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r
r
e
c
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l
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u
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t
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n
c
e
 
a
b
u
s
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
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2
.
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l
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o
t
 
H
o
u
s
e

.
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l
c
o
h
o
l
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
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n
d
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o
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n
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l
i
n
g

s
e
r
v
i
c
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s
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o
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n
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t
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a
n
d
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h
e
i
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f
a
m
-

.

•
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l
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s
.
 

•
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l
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o
u
r
t
 
d
e
t
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r
m
i
n
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n
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f
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o
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n
c
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i
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n
c
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f
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o
u
r
t
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r
d
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.
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•

2
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m
a
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e

1
.
4
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p
a
r
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i
c
i
p
a
n
t
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n
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e
m
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d
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a
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d
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.
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c
t
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I
O
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s
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E
d
u
c
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t
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&

2
.
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3
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p
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r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
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s
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n
 
b
a
s
i
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c
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o
n
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r
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c
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t
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n
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r
a
i
n
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g

3
.
3
1
5
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
a
v
e
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

p
r
o
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r
a
m
s
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2
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D
.
O
.
C
.
 
l
e
g
a
l
 
l
i
b
r
a
r
y
.
 

-

3
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o
l
l
g
a
t
e
 
v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
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l
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n
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n

4
.
8
7
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r
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i
c
i
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a
n
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o
c
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n
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l

p
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o
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r
a
m
s
.

p
r
o
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r
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.

'
5
.
7
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p
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r
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i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
p
o
s
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s
e
c
o
n
d
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r
y

p
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r
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.
8
 
f
e
m
a
l
e
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
v
o
c
a
t
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o
n
a
l

p
r
o
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r
a
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•
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c
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p
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.
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e
c
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o
n
j
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a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
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.
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l
e
g
a
l
 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
a
i
d
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r
e
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s
s
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p
i
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"
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r
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c
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r
r
e
c
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f
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i
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p
r
o
b
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i

4
.
 
S
t
a
f
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D
e
v
e
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o
p
m
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r
a
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i
n
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.
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w
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o
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r
s
 
o
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n
s
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r
v
i
c
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r
a
i
n
i
n
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a
l
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o
r
r
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n
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f
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c
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p
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p
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p
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A
p
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r
o
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i
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a
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1
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p
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s
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c
e
d
 
i
n

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
p
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c
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p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
o
f
 4
2
 
c
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l
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b
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n
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r
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN LAGOMARCINO

My name is John Lagomarcino and I am General Counsel and Legislative

Director for the National Governors' Association. I appear today on behalf 
of

N GA's Committee on Criminal Justice and Public Protection and its Chair
man,

Governor Robert List of Nevada.
We welcome this opportunity to appear before this Committee to discuss one of

the major problems facing this nation—crime. This massive problem has caus
ed

many of our citizens to re-order their lives and daily activities. Many o
f our

elderly citizens are afraid to venture from their houses without escorts. Chi
ldren

are afraid to play in many neighborhoods after dark. There are a very few of 
us

whose lives have not been touched by violent crimes—affecting either a relativ
e,

friend, or a friend of a friend.
What can we do about this situation? The nation's Governors want to work

with the federal government and local units of government to control c
rime.

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Ju
stice

in 1967 concluded that: "Controlling crime in America is an endeavor t
hat will

be slow, hard, and costly. But America can control crime if it will." The task no
w

is to set forth a method for controlling crime.
Approximately twelve (12) years ago, Congress made a major contribution

 to

this effort by enacting the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, a
 plan

to aid states in combating crime. The program was built on the block grant 
con-

cept and encouraged states to develop plans for making a state's criminal justi
ce

institutions into effective crime fighters.
The program, administered by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrat

ion

(LEAA) through a block grant formula, provided a way for Congress an
d the

Administration to address the problem of crime by giving states the flexi
bility

necessary to develop, with local governments, the kinds of individual prog
rams

required to deal with problems in individual states. This program proved a go
od

example of how the federal government can work effectively with the states 
in

dealing with major national problems, and is worthy of being emulated in oth
er

federal programs.
LEAA funds have helped state and local governments to develop new and

innovative programs for dealing with crime, many of which were subsequ
ently

adopted by state and local governments in their fight against crime. Some ou
t-

standing examples of successful LEAA funded programs are community bas
ed

correctional facilities, which have helped reduce overcrowding in our jails and

prison facilities and provide a better re-integration of offenders into their co
m-

munities; career criminal programs, which have helped prosecutors identify

chronic criminal repeaters; and programs that protect witnesses and make the
m

feel more at ease as they testify in criminal proceedings.
In addition to these individual programs, one of LEAA's major overall ac-

complishments is the support it has given to system-wide criminal justice plan-

ning and coordination. For the first time, separate parts of state criminal justi
ce

systems have entered into meaningful dialogue about the problem of crime.

Courts, corrections, and police have learned to appreciate the problems of others

in dealing with crime. Furthermore, state criminal justice systems have beg
un

to coordinate and communicate with local criminal justice units about matters

of mutual concern.
Overall, we feel that this accomplishment has had a tremendous and lasting

impact on the criminal justice system in the states. As Governor James B. Hunt,

Jr. related at a Senate Judiciary Committee hearing two years ago: "The truth

is that only through the initiatives of Congress have states begun to look com-

prehensively at criminal justice as a system of interdependent components needing

coordinated planning. It is to your credit that you recognized this need."
As you know, Mr. Chairman

' 
LEAA began this fiscal year with no money

available to continue the block grant program. This sad development com
es

shortly after an extensive and careful Congressional review and reshaping of the

program that led to the Justice System Improvement Act, signed into law by

the President on December 27, 1979. In March, the President eliminated the

LEAA block grant program from his second budget proposal for FY 81. The

House and Senate Budget and Appropriations committees supported the Presi-

dent, thus putting an end to the only program through which the federal govern-

ment worked with state and local units of government in the fight against crime.

But the fight must continue. We recognize that handling crime is primarily

a state and local concern. But when it occupies such a prominent and apparently
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permanent place in the national consciousness
' 

Congress and the Administration
must assume some responsibility for helping to manage the problem. In other
words, there must be some national attention focused on the problem of crime.
The Nation's Governors passed a policy position at their recent meeting in
Denver calling on members of Congress, administration officials, and leading
criminal justice administratiors to join them in developing a national policy on
crime and justice.

Systematic planning and coordination is necessary in developing a national
policy on crime and justice. The criminal and juvenile justice systems consist
of a myriad of departments, processes, and programs that relate to the activities
of courts, police, and corrections. Coordination produces a more rational formu-
lation of public policy and more rational selection of system-wide goals for each
of the separate components of the criminal justice system. Coordination at the
federal, state, and local levels will help preserve scarce resources and improve
management and efficiency. However, we must guard against establishing another
group of separate institutes and agencies at the federal level to deal with individual
aspects of criminal justice problems because such dispersion of authority promotes
the same splintered approach at the federal level that we are trying to overcome
at the state and local level.
For example, several years ago, N GA undertook a major joint effort with the

federal government to coordinate federal emergency programs. Existing programs
were dispersed throughout several federal agencies; little coordination resulted.
Creation of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has led to a
beginning of effective coordination of federal emergency management efforts
and a better understanding of how specific programs relate to specific state needs.
In developing a national coordinated policy on crime and justice, states must

continue to be given the flexibility needed to handle their own unique problems.
States should be encouraged to develop programs in consultation with local
units of government. For example, rural states will wish to develop criminal
justice programs that relate to a rural environment. They want policies and
programs that reflect their unique concerns. Too often crime abatement and
control programs are based on the assumption that rural communities and their
criminal justice systems can and should use programs applicable to urban areas.
This is especially true of federal criminal justice categorical programs which
allow states little flexibility. In these instances, states are asked, and sometimes
are required, to establish programs that have little or no relation to their major
crime problems.

Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs must remain a major
part of an overall criminal justice system crime fighting strategy. It is estimated
that one-third of all felonies are now committed by juveniles. This, of course
means that any serious consideration given to fighting crime must be coordinated
with a well developed juvenile justice and delinquency prevention program.

Governors recognize that youth are our nation's most valuable resource.
Yet, too many young people become involved in crime and delinquency, often
permanently affecting their ability to become useful and productive adult citizens.

Governors are strong supporters of the recently reauthorized Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Program because it provides them with flexibility
to handle juvenile delinquency problems in their states. They believe that strong
and effective programs in schools and communities must be developed to challenge
the problem of delinquency. These programs must make a greater use of volunteers,
and federal and state resources in such areas as job training, education and other
human service programs in a cooperative effort.
Now, we would like to call attention to the situation in our prisons. Many

Governors are faced with court orders to reduce the inmate population in their
state's correctional institutions. However, at the same time that citizens are
voting for longer terms and determinate sentencing for certain offenders, they are
turning down tax measures to build better prisons. What a Dilemma our Governors
find themselves in. How can they reduce the inmate population and still find funds
in no-growth budgets to build or even remodel prisons? It is essential that they
deal with these and other pressing questions in a clear and rational manner.
The "Criminal Justice Construction Reform Act", which may be proposed by

Senator Dole in the next Congress, on its face would give assistance to Governors
in need of funds to reduce prison overcrowding. The program would allow Gover-
nors the necessary flexibility to use funds for any Criminal justice facility in the
state.
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Section 208 of the bill should be particularly noteworthy to states because it
provides an interest subsidy for criminal justice facilities construction bonds.
This would make the bonds which states must issue to construct criminal justice
facilities more attractive—especially to voters.
Mr. Chairman, we will defer further discussion of the proposed bill at this time

because it is being reviewed and analyzed thoroughly by the N GA Committee on
Criminal Justice and Public Protection. I will be happy to send you a copy of their
report on the bill when it is available.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we would like to discuss briefly the impact of criminal
justice legislation on states and units of local government. For example, most
legislation and administrative actions are not sufficiently examined or analyzed
for their fiscal impact on state and local governments. Along this line, N GA
supports legislation that would require the Congressional Budget Office to provide
state and local fiscal impact statement for all proposed bills, in the same fashion
that they provide similar federal government fiscal impact data.
A good example of the problem that we have in mind can be found in the recent

passed Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention reauthorization legislation.
This bill contains an amendment that would require the removal of juveniles
from adult correctional facilities or complete separation of juveniles and adults
in such facilities. N GA has supported a sight and sound separation of juveniles
and adults, but the bill went further. Fortunately, an amendment was added to
require an 18 month study to assess the impact of implementing the complete
separation provision. From this study, states will have some idea of the costs
involved in implementing this provision.

Similarity, Congress recently enacted the "Civil Rights of Institutionalized
Persons Act," 42 U.S.C. 1997 (1980). Potentially, this bill could have a major
impact on state and local correctional institutions. It will allow the Attorney
General to initiate legal action when he has "reasonable cause to believe" that a
state or local subdivision of the state is subjecting institutionalized individuals
to "eregious or flagrant" living conditions. Furthermore, states are asked to
establish grievance procedures for handling inmate grievances. We do not oppose
this legislation, but a precise assessment of the cost of implementing the Act
should have been a prominent feature of the Congressional debate. There were
numerous legitimate issues raised during the debate, but this certainly should
have been one of them.
In a related context, administrative actions also can have a major impact on

state and local governments. For example, the Federal Bureau of Investigation
has been de-emphasizing its involvement in certain types of crimes such as bank
robbery, and concentrating more of its resources on white collar crime. This is
well and good, but the burden for handling these other crimes will now fall heavily
on states and local units of government.
We would like to end our testimony by discussing what Governors are doing

in criminal justice. The National Governors' Association is encouraging states
to assume the cost of planning and coordinating criminal justice services. We
have conducted workshops in several states involving Governors, and state and
local officials, in an attempt to discuss the benefits of managing criminal justice
as a system. N GA recently published a booklet entitled: Criminal Justice:
A Governors Guide, which provides Governors with options for institutionalizing
the process of coordinating criminal and juvenile justice services in state govern-
ment. Governor Hunt states in the introduction to this Guide:
"Development of criminal justice policy and the coordination of criminal

justice service may be among the more difficult tasks that we face, but the poten-
tial payoffs in improved services and coordinated action appear well worth the
effort. Our multimillion dollar expenditures in criminal justice need to be planned
and coordinated in increasingly rational ways, and Governors are in the best
position to assure that this will happen."
At N GA's 1980 annual meeting in Denver, Governors discussed how they could

become more involved in juvenile justice programs. They pledged to "take an
active role in seeing that delinquency prevention programs are developed."
So you can see that Governors are leaders in the fight against crime and delin-

quency. They would like to work with the administration and Congress to develop
a national policy on crime and justice. This massive problem cannot escape the
national agenda.
Thank you Mr. Chairman for giving us the opportunity to express our views

on this subject.
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It is my firm view and the position of the National District Attorneys Associa-
tion, representing some 7,000 local prosecutors, that the Federal Government has,
can and should play a very important role iu improving the quality of law en-
forcement and the administration of justice at the local level.
I speak from experience as an elected prosecutor who has presided over a large

District Attorney's office in a major suburban county for 13 years. For all of that
time I have been active on the Board of Directors of the National District At-
torneys Association (NDAA) as well.
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, of course, has expired. Much

of the criticism of that agency was undoubtedly justified. Nevertheless, it left a
very valuable legacy—proof, that with federal assistance, effective programs can
be conceived, funded, and implemented and become permanent enhancements to
criminal justice systems at the state and local level.

There have been a number of outstanding examples of such programs which
are in place, locally funded and flourishing throughout the United States.
The NDAA, in cooperation with LEAA, in 1974 established a Commission on

Victim/Witness Assistance to address the very serious problem of loss of public
confidence in the capacity and resolve of the criminal justice system to safeguard
the rights and interests of crime victims and witnesses. The Commission, which
I had the privilege of chairing, set up pilot victim/witness assistance programs
with federal funds in eight prosecutors' offices across the country. When the great
success of these programs was proven in actual operation, the NDAA and LEAA
made the technical expertise thus gained available to all prosecutors on a nation-
wide basis through special manuals, training courses, and on-site technical assist-
ance visits. Victim/Witness Assistance units and programs providing a wide
variety of services are now considered standard for local prosecutors. Funding for
NDAA to carry on technical assistance programs for prosecutors wishing to start
up such units should be continued.

Another very successful program launched through the partnership of the
NDAA and the Federal Government was the National Economic Crime Project.
Here we sought to focus the concern resources and energies of local prosecutors
on the growing problem of white-collar crime in the United States. Again with a
handful of prosecutors' offices and a relatively modest amount of money, we dem-
onstrated that local prosecutors can develop the capacity to deal effectively with
all types of white-collar crime. Member prosecutors and their fraud units, with
NDAA staff support, in a number of special task forces, published manuals on
official corruption and procurement frauds, and on fraudulent practices in auto
repairs, business opportunities, and insurance. A concise prosecutor's desk manual
covering all these fields is now in distribution. A national network for the exchange
of intelligence and investigative techniques among local prosecutors was also
established, maintained and serviced by the NDAA staff. It is unfortunate that
funding for this project was allowed to go out with the LEAA bath water as it had
been cited by both the House and the Senate as highly cost effective and successful
in pursuing its goals. The project had grown to 71-member offices in 33 states and
the District of Columbia. Current statistical data is not available, but to about
1979 from its founding in 1973 Economic Crime Project member units by then
numbering 50, had obtained over 2,100 convictions and restitution and fines in
excess of $24 million in white-collar crime cases. My observation as a member of
the Project is that this outstanding level of performance has been maintained. The
Economic Crime Project and its member prosecutors have become a vital part
in a developing national strategy with the Justice Department and other agencies
to deal with white-collar crime on a nationwide basis. Cutting off funding for the
NDAA to continue its operations in this area we believe was a serious error. The
Project can and should be revived with a new infusion of federal funds.

Federal support not only helped to established such enhancements as Victim/
Witness Assistance and Economic Crime units, but also programs to attack
directly the growing rate of index crimes—robberies, rapes and burglaries. Studies
have shown that a relatively small number of individuals commit a disproportion-
ately large number of crimes. One of the most innovative of all federally funded
programs was set up to attack this problem—the Career Crinimal Prosecution
Program. Units were set up in prosecutors' offices all over the country to target
career criminals, expedite their prosecution by vertical handling, eliminate plea
bargaining, and to obtain prison sentences. As part of the national program, in
October, 1978, Career Criminal prosecution units were set up in 12 suburban and
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up-state counties in New York. In two years we have prosecuted over 1,400
targeted defendants who among them had some 18,000 prior arrests and 7,000
prior felony convictions. Ninety-six percent of these individuals were convicted as
charged; 92 percent received state prison sentences; 6 percent, local penitentiary

sentences; and only 2 percent received probation—a smashing success which was
duplicated everywhere in the United States the program was established. I am
proud to report that, after a hard fight by our State Association, the New York
State Legislature in special session just two weeks ago picked up the funding for
this program when third year funding by LEAA went down. The failure by the
Federal Government to meet the third year commitment nearly caused the demise

of the program in New York State.
There have been other outstanding successes—Major Offenses Bureaus (M.O.B.)

in large metropolitan offices; Domestic Violence Prosecution units; Pre-Trial
services, Diversion programs, Juvenile Justice enhancements, Prosecution
Management systems, and Sting operations.
Also most effective was a federally funded program to provide technical assist-

ance through the NDAA to up-grade the efficiency and quality of local prose-
cutors offices. The NDAA was able to draw on its large membership of experienced
prosecutors to provide this service.
I do not believe that any of these innovative and invaluable programs would

have been possible without the stimulus provided by federal funding. States and
municipalities are extended to their absolute financial limits in merely providing
basic essential services. Money for untried, experimental, pioneering programs
is simply not available locally. Indeed, law enforcement budgets seem to be among
the first that suffer when states and municipalities embark upon cost-cutting
programs. We must have federal assistance.
The issue, in our view, is not whether the Federal Government should provide

financial assistance to local law enforcement, but how it should be done.
First, funding policies should be changed. The requirement for matching funds

had a very inhibiting effect on the willingness of local funding authorities to get
involved with new programs in the first instance and should be eliminated. Also
having a chilling effect was the three-year limit on federal funding. This limit
should be extended substantially with very gradual assumption of full local
funding. Local Boards of Legislators are reluctant to commit themselves to a,
100% funding requirement in the short space of two or three years. Where pro-
grams are shown to have national impact such as the Economic Crime Project in
the fight on White-Collar crime and the Career Criminal Prosecution Program
in the direct fight on the nation's overall crime rate, they should benefit from
permanent federal funding.

Second, new administrative approaches must be found. As I have indicated,
LEAA enjoyed many successes—this I believe in spite of, not because of, the
bureaucracy which had been created. The impressions and observations of
working prosecutors directly involved in LEAA-funded programs was that there
was an inordinate waste of time and money in the excessive use of highly paid
consultants, analysts and evaluators. Auditing and reporting procedures had
become so cumbersome that in certain programs special statistical and clerical
people had to be hired at the expense of operational personnel. More often than
not evaluators having little or no prosecutorial experience would learn from us
how a local justice system operates and how a particular program should be set
up within it, and then proceed to sit in judgment on our performance.
The most successful programs were those which relied for implementation and

management on professionals in the field and their organizations—Victim/Witness
Assistance, the Economic Crime Project, and the Career Criminal Prosecution
Program, all set up through NDAA and its members, are prime examples.
We strongly urge and recommend the continuation of federal funding to assist

in the fight on crime. For funding that is program-oriented, we recommend that
the Congress and the Executive Branch look to working professionals—police,
prosecutors, judges, and correction officials and their organizations—as a source
of expert advice and services in conceptualizing programs, implementing them
in actual operation, and evaluating them for continued funding or institution-
alization.
One promising approach would be the formation of an advisory commission

composed of such organizations' representatives working with officials from
the Legislative and Executive branches of the government in developing and
administering programs. Speaking for NDAA, we are prepared and would be
eager to cooperate in any such effort.
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In the event the Congress and the new administration provide financial aidto the states by way of general revenue sharing, a requirement that a significantportion of these funds be applied to the support and enhancement of local lawenforcement should be imposed.
The fight against crimes that threaten the peace and safety of our citizensin their homes, on the streets and on public transportation is and should remaina local function and responsibility.
Federal involvement in this fight should come not by jurisdictional encroach-ment, but by the sound aril ju licious commitment of federal funds.
There is another very interesting and promising development in law enforce-ment which merits the interest and support of the Congress. As our problemsgrow and our resources seem to diminish, federal, state and local law enforcementauthorities are moving toward inter-agency cooperation and coordinated activ-ities. In this spirit, the Justice Department, together with representativesof the NDAA and the National Association of Attorneys General, have formedthe Executive Working Group in the Justice Department to establish opera-tional policies and programs in an effort to achieve the greatest possible utilizationof our combined resources to deal with crime problems. The Group is workingto eliminate conflicts and duplication in areas of concurrent jurisdiction. Weare actively planning and seeking to implement programs such as cross-designationof Assistant Prosecutors; the formation of federal-state-local law enforcementcommittees; the coordination of case declination and acceptance policies; andestablishing models for mutual assistance in conducting investigations. TheJustice Department is to be commended for its leadership in establishing theExecutive Working Group, and we trust that the new administration will con-

tinue the program and the Congress will provide the necessary funds to keepit going.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FRANCIS SCHNEIDER
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Francis Schneider, presi-dent pro tern of the New Castle County, Delaware, Council. I also serve aschairman of the National Association of Counties I Subcommittee on CriminalJustice Planning. I appear here today to present NACO's views on the FederalGovernment's past and future role in criminal justice.
NACO has been a staunch supporter of the Law Enforcement AssistanceAdministration, during the reauthorization process, and, more recently, during

the appropriations process. LEAA has provided necessary assistance to counties
by funding innovative programs which our financially strapped counties couldnot afford to experiment with.
However, it now appears that the agency will be phased out, with little chance

that LEAA, in its present form, will be resurrected. NACO looks upon the cur-rent situation as an opportunity. The LEAA program with its record of successesand problems is dying. Its demise has inspired a new and healthy dialogue aboutexactly what the Federal role in criminal justice should be. NACO believes theFederal Government should have a role, and I shall outline our ideas later. First,
what have we learned?

SUCCESSES

We have learned that there is a place in the criminal justice system for the types
of programs LEAA has funded. State and local governments picked up the costsof 80 percent of the programs that were originally funded by LEAA and due forcontinuation—a very high sucess rate.
Among the programs that have been successful at the county level are victim-

witness programs, career criminal programs, programs to reduce jail overcrowding,
promise—a computer-based information system for prosecutors, special prosecu-torial units to combat economic crime, and jury management programs.
During the last 6 years, more than 700 counties have used LEAA funds to

create victim-witness assistance programs, and many have continued them with

The National Association of Counties is the only national organization representingcounty government in the United States. Through its membership, suburban and ruralcounties join together to build effective, responsive county governments. The goals of theorganization are: To improve county government; to serve as the national spokesman forcounty governments; to act as a liaison between the Nation's counties and other levels ofgovernment; and to achieve public understanding of the role of counties in the FederalSystem.

71-190 0 - 81 - 7



94

county funds. The programs provide such services as crisis intervention, supportive
counseling, and social service referral for victims, as well as transportation, day
care, protection and expedited payment of fees for witnesses. They increased
witness participation in the criminal justice system and have produced signifi-
cant cost savings.
These LEAA-funded programs have benefited counties in similar ways:

Career criminal programs enable prosecutors to identify and prosecute
fully and quickly persons who repeatedly commit serious and violent crimes.
Promis, a computer-based information system for prosecutors, prioritizes cases,
alerts officials to repeat offenders and eases case management. The system
has reduced costs by $20 to $55 per case.

Special ptosecutorial units combat economic crime, such as embezzlement,
bad checks and consumer and welfare fraud. Over 6,650 convictions have been
obtained in 60 jurisdictions since 1973, and fines of over $41 million have been
ordered.
New jury management techniques have cut back on time wasted by idle

jurors and resulted in annual savings of $24,000 to $600,000 in jurisdictions
that have instituted the program.

A thread that runs through these programs shows LEAA's most important
contribution to the criminal justice system: Cooperation and coordination among
police, prosecutors, courts and corrections. Any change in one area of the system
affects the others. LEAA, through its support of system coordination, has en-
couraged the fragmented components to consider these impacts when developing
programs and policies. It has also fostered this closer cooperation by funding pro-
grams that cross functional lines between police, prosecutors, courts and correc-
tions. Thus, system overload, duplication of effort, and, therefore, costs have been
reduced.
Many of these programs also promote cooperation between citizens and the

criminal justice system. If they can expect sensitive treatment and efficient
service, both victims and witnesses are more likely to report crimes. In addition, a
well managed jury system, can make this contact with the criminal justice system
a positive experience for jurors, increasing their willingness to serve. Moreover, it
is not unreasonable to assume that these jurors would be more apt to cooperate
with the criminal justice system in the future should the need arise.
A major reason that this cooperation and coordination have been possible is the

development of criminal justice planning which was fostered by LEAA. Good
analysis and planning can help local government policymakers and criminal justice
agency officials make more informed decisions about the operations of the system.
Planning can increase understanding of crime, enabling the criminal justice
system to respond better. It can help decisionmakers determine priorities and
allocate resources more effectively. In some multicounty areas, planning has led
to streamlining and consclidation of criminal justice functions.

PROBLEMS

LEAA has, of course, had its problems. If it had been a trouble-free agency,
we would not be here today talking about what the Federal role in criminal justice
should be after the demise of LEAA.
The passage of time, I think, will allow us to be a bit more certain about LEAA's

fatal flaws. However, unrealistic expectations, rather than poor performance,
have done much of the damage. 'When LEAA was first established, it had a
mandate to reduce crime—a mandate it has been saddled with for most of its
existence. Today 20-20 hindsight tells us it is unrealistic to expect such an impact
for at least two reasons: first, at the height of its appropriations, LEAA contrib-
uted no more than 5 percent of the total criminal justice expenditures in the
United States. That amount of money has not been enough to make inroads into
the vast and varied problems of crime.
Even more important, it is becoming increasingly clear that even the criminal

justice system as a whole cannot have a significant effect on the crime rate.
Characteristics of our society, such as poverty, unemployment and demographics,
over which the criminal justice system has no control, have a much greater in-
fluence on the incidence of crime.
In the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979, Congress and the Adminis-

tration changed LEAA's mandate to improving the criminal justice system. This
is a goal which the agency both could and should achieve. The programs listed
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earlier all accomplished some improvements in the system. Unfortunately, theJSIA was never really implemented, in part because LEAA was unable to surviveits inability to meet the mandate to reduce crime.
In one case, complying an early mandate of the program has created problemsfor the agency more recently. Congress clearly intended that LEAA should fundhardware projects when the agency was established. Its concentration on hard-ware purchases in the first years of the program haunts the program to this day,five years after such expenditures were relegated to a very low priority in LEAA.Another basic problem has been the absence of an equal partnership betweenState and local governments in the LEAA program. Until the recent passage ofthe Justice System Improvement Act, States had been given much more authorityin the program than they have in the criminal justice system. Evidence for thiscan be seen in relative criminal justice expenditures, a good measure of authority;that is, decision-making occurs where appropriations are made.
In 1977, local governments accounted for 60 percent of the total $21.5 billionin U.S. criminal justice expenditures. They spent $13 billion; States spent $6billion, or 27 percent; and the Federal Government spent $3 billion, or 13 percent.Thus, when LEAA was made a State-level program, States were given powerof the purse without political accountability. Crime occurs in communities;citizens hold accountable their mayors, police departments, county prosecutorsand sheriffs for crime, not the governor. Yet he and his staff have had far moreauthority to determine the distribution of LEAA funds.
In the LEAA program, if poor decisions are made about the distribution offunds, mistakes are going to be felt at the local level. Local officials have oftenbeen held accountable by their citizens and community groups for decisions onLEAA programs, over which they had little control.
A related funding issue derives from the fact that local governments have beenrequired to take over the costs of effective programs in three to five years followingthe original federal funding. Since budgetary decisions regarding local programsare made by local elected officials, they should have a strong role in program

development and administration.
Closely tied to program development is a determination of needs and priorities.

Communities, where crime occurs, are best able to determine their own priorities
and the best mechanisms for achieving them. Some states have acknowledged the
appropriateness of local determination by passing state laws that establish subsidy
programs. Under these programs states delegate considerable authority for
delivering services, such as corrections, to county governments, and the states
support the new responsibilities with subsidies.
The Justice System Improvement Act addressed this problem of inconsistent

authority, as well as that of unrealistic expectations. The act allowed large cities
and counties to receive guaranteed allocations of funds, and gave them more
authority to determine their priorities and administer their programs. As the
Senate report stated, "local governments performing the greater portion of
criminal and juvenile justice responsibilities must have a larger say in the funding
priorities."

States continued to have an important role, with responsibility for reviewing
local programs and administering programs for smaller localities and State
agencies.

FUTURE FEDERAL ROLE

Whatever the successes and problems of the past, the present situation, in
which there is no Federal agency focusing on criminal justice assistance, is un-
acceptable. The problem can be described in the familiar good news/bad news
characterization. The good news is that some of LEAA's programs are so successful
they will not die with the agency. The bad news is that they are being transferred
to other departments and agencies creating a bureaucratic maze for State and
local officials that will be almost impossible to decipher. Moreover, in the absence
of financial and technical assistance to State and local governments both the
pertinence and dissemination of criminal justice research and statistics are likely
to be diminished.
In the future, there must be an identifiable Federal office or agency responsible

for coordinating Federal criminal justice activities.
The Federal Governmpnt should see its role as a catalyst for change and a

forum for ideas. This implies a recognition that most of the innovative ideas that
LEAA has funded as experimental programs have percolated up from State and
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local governments. The Federal Government should use its unique capabilities

and resources to evaluate and disseminate effective programs through seed money
,

technical assistance and information sharing.
Thus, a future Federal criminal justice assistance program should have a

clear identity, should foster innovative ideas for improving the criminal justi
ce

system and should encourage an equal partnership between States and localities.

Thank you. I will be happy to answer any questions you may have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LEE M. THOMAS

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee:
As chairman of the National Criminal Justice Association 1 and as Director of

the South Carolina Division of Public Safety Programs, I appreciate the opportu-

nity you have extended to me to address you on the matter of the problem of

crime and the needs of the state and local criminal justice system. Rather than

dwelling on the successes and failures of the past federal criminal and juvenile

justice programs, or the future role of such programs, I would like at this hearing to

lay the factual foundation for any changes of goals or objectives or substantive

content that might be offered to the extant programs. At a later time the National

Association will be prepared to offer a concept paper on the future role a fed-

eral program should play.
Crime and delinquency like defense are problems that are uniquely the respon-

sibility of the government to manage. While crime and delinquency are essentially

local problems that must be dealt with first by state and local units of government,

the resources and expertise of and the encouragement and coordination by the

federal government are sorely needed to support such state and local efforts.

Recent polls of the American public have placed the reduction of crime as a top

priority. The public has indicated a willingness to spend more money to reduce

crime and said too little is presently spent on that public service.
Crime is a major and growing problem. Final figures released from the FBI for

1979 indicate that serious crime increased 9.1 percent, violent crime increased 11.0

percent and property crime increased 8.9 percent. For the first 6 months of 1980

compared to the same period the year before serious crime increased 10 percent,

violent crime increased 10 percent, and property crime increased 10 percent.
Crime has a physical, economic and psychological impact. Three of every ten

personal robbery and assault victims were physically harmed in 1977 according

to a report written by the Bureau of the Census. In approximately 7 percent of all

violent offenses, the victims received hospital treatment. Total dollars expended

for health care are considerable. With the exception of murder, rape and assault,

more than half the victims of crime sustain economic loss. Economic loss to our

citizens can result from the taking of property, damage to property or loss of time

from work. Estimates of loss due to crime range in the billions of dollars a year.
The fear of crime in America may be more devastating than either the actual

physical or economic harm experienced. The newly published "Figgie Report on

Fear of Crime; America Afraid" begins:
"Fear of crime is slowly paralyzing American society. . . . This fear has played

a prominent role in bringing about the deterioration of American cities, the
steady rise in criminal violence, the flight of the middle class to the suburbs, the
failure of once-thriving small neighborhood businesses."
The report continues:
"The fear of violent crime is a pervasive influence in American life. Four out of

every 10 citizens are highly fearful of being victimized. Among the particularly
fearful are people who live in large cities, the young, women, blacks and those with
high levels of formal education. . . . There is a second dimension to fear of crime in

1 The National Criminal Justice Association represents the directors of the fifty-seven
(57) state and territorial criminal justice councils (CJCs) created by the states and
territories to plan for and encourage improvements in the administration of adult and
juvenile justice. The CJCs have been designated by their jurisdictions to administer
federal financial assistance programs created by the Justice System Improvement Act of
1979 (the JSIA) and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (the
JJDP Act. During Fiscal Year 1980, the CJCs have been responsible for determining how
best to allocate approximately 62 percent of the total appropriations under the JSIA and
approximately 64 percent of the total appropriations under the JJDP Act. In essence, the
states, through the CJCs, are assigned the central role under the two Acts.



97

America: the 'formless fear' that concerns non-specific threats in the context of
one's community. This foundless fear is pervasive, strongly affecting four out of
ten Americans. . . . Fear in the community leads many Americans to restrict
their activities, and it may also color their attitudes not only toward their neigh-
borhoods, but toward their nation as well."
Crime takes more than the form of just the Part I offenses of the FBI's Uniform

Crime Reports. Crimes that we see being significant in the next decade include
violence resulting from intergroup confrontations, criminal sexual assault, and
the present federal priorities of white collar crime, organized crime, drug related
crimes and corruption of governmental officials. Each of the foregoing place an
extraordinary stress on the fabric of our society. We foresee growing conflict
between racial, ethnic and political groups during the next ten years resulting in
high levels of violence. Already in communities of Florida, California and North
Carolina and in the prison community of new New Mexico, we have seen out-
breaks of violence which have made living in certain areas hazardous at best.
Nothing upsets communities more than well publicized crimes of sexual violence;
and unfortunately instances of criminal sexual assault have become more frequent
and visible. Organized crime, corruption of governmental officials, drug and white
collar crime undermine the very foundations of our society and the trust in govern-
ment which are essential for government support. These forms of crime continue
to survive and grow at levels which we cannot long tolerate.

There are numerous external forces which relate to increases and decreases in
crime. Some of them are uncontrollable—that is veyond the control of government
policy—like the demographics of society (age and race). U.S. Bureau of the Census
projections of population through the 1980's suggest that demographic trends in
the age and race of the nation's population will have an adverse impact on
criminal justice. Even if existing rates of arrest for adults were to remain the
same over the next 5 years, nationwide the number arrests of adults to violent
crimes would be expected to increase by 10.9 percent and the number of arrests
for property crimes would increase by 6.4 percent over current levels.2 If future
arrest rates increase over current levels then the number of adult arrests five
years from now would increase by even higher percentages.
Other external forces, however, are policy sensitive. Unfortunately, all too often

the Congress and the federal executive branch of government fail to measure
the impact of their actions in other domestic policy areas on crime and state and
local criminal justice systems. The Judiciary Committees of the two Houses of
Congress fail to review legislation dealing with such matters as the economy,
energy, housing, highway construction or education. Yet action in these areas
and in such areas as immigration and drug and alcohol use may have more impact
on future crime rates than any legislation dealing with the criminal code or
criminal justice assistance.
A number of studies have concluded that changes in economic measures have a

direct correlation with changes in the crime rate. As unemployment goes up so
does the crime rate.
The federal government is facilitating the rapid development of new energy

sources. This development is accompanied by the emergence of "boom towns"
which have sprouted up in 24 states and over 250 counties. The "boom towns"
are characterized by disporportionate increases in crime and the fear of crime.
One study of Rio Blanco County, Colorado reported huge increases in assaults
(78 percent), burglary (143 percent), theft (198 percent), vandalism (783 percent),
narcotics (300 percent), driving under the influence (341 percent), and family
disturbances (4,400 percent) over a 6-year period of time.

Federal housing policy over the years has fostered high rise low income housing,
mixing of families having children with senior citizens, breaking-up of neighbor-
hoods, and inadequate security standards in federally supported housing. These
are examples of numerous housing policies which failed to take accouut of their
impact on crime. As a result of poorly thought out policies, such structures as
Pruitt-Igoe (a public housing project) were razed because of their inhabitability,
senior citizens were preyed upon by teen-age hoodlums, neighborhood identity
and cohesion were lost along with community crime prevention efforts, and
poorly designed doors, windows, mail-boxes were constructed.

2 Based on arrest projections developed by the Criminal Justice Statistics Association
using nationwide arrest information from the FBI Annual Crime Reports, 1977-1979, and
the U.S. Bureau of the Census current and projected population figures for the United
States.
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Federal highway construction funds have contributed billions of dollars to
building interstate highways. These federally supported conduits, while facili-
tating the free flow of transportation and commerce, have also fragmented
neighborhoods and made it easy for felons to move from one jurisdiction to another
and invade neighborhoods that would otherwise have been inaccessible.

Federal education legislation has rarely coped with the impact of juvenile
delinquency and crime on the learning process. The extent of violence in urban
schools may be the key factor in the decline of the learning environment. The
need for meaningful education programs and environments for truant, unruly
and disadvantaged children is evident but unmet by federal legislation. Pro-
grams and courses on the American justice system are needed for all students
to give them a basic understanding of the principles and methods by which
our rights and freedoms are protected.
Immigration policy has a major impact on crime rates in areas subject to

the influx of new arrivals. California, Florida and other border states have ex-
perienced escalating crime rates in immigrant communities. In some cases im-
migrants are the victims of crime, in others the perpetrators, and in yet others
create tensions that result in conflict.
Numerous other examples of federal social policies having a crime or criminal

justice impact can be cited such as laws and regulations related to drug use
and abuse, the conditions for receiving funding under Title XX of the Social
Security Act, and Department of Transportation Highway Safety programs.
Crimes are committed by offenders; people who usually have severe unmet

problems and needs. Unfortunately, all too frequently these individuals, who
are already the recipients of numerous social services provided by our different
levels of government, have not been helped, and prevented from committing
crimes. Successful programs are especially needed for the violent, chronic and
serious juvenile offender population. It is these children who are in or are ap-
proaching the most crime prone ages, cause the most fear in our population,
particularly among our senior citizens, and yet are our hope for the future.
The people most neglected by our government's and criminal justice systems

are our citizens, whether in their homes, as victims or as witnesses. Programs
to support citizen crime prevention efforts are sorely needed. So too are programs
needed to protect witnesses from intimidation; promote offender restitution to
victims; compensate victims; assist victims and witnesses in their dealings with
criminal justice agencies; enlist citizen support for and cooperation with the
criminal justice system; and enhance citizen confidence in the system, including
citizen perceptions that court processing at both trial and appellate levels
are speedy and just.
The federal government may and does take a number of actions which can

impact on state and local criminal justice systems. Unfortunately, from a state
perspective it appears that neither Congress nor the federal executive branch
of government examine the state and local impact of their actions. Let me cite
some examples. This Committee has spent years examining the federal criminal
code, and passed several versions of the bill, one of which is awaiting floor action.
However, nowhere can I find an indication of what the impact of changing both
substantive and jurisdictional elements of the code will be on the states. How many
new cases do you expect state prosecutors to have to handle or courts to adjudicate?
How many additional prisoners will state and local correctional facilities be
expected to accommodate? Where will the states be able to get the money to pay
for the additional workload? How much will it cost us?
The Department of Justice has decided not the expend resources on detection,

apprehension and prosecution of a number of crimes like interstate motor vehicle
theft and bank robbery. Nowhere does it seem that the workload and dollar impact
on state criminal justice systems was taken into consideration. Similarly, what will
be the impact of the Civil Rights of the Institutionalized Act? Federal courts
are presently placing under court order state and local correctional facilities. Yet
at the same time federal prisons are being closed down and federal bed space is
being underutilized. Is the federal government helping or hindering state and local
correctional systems?
In so many of these areas of federal action not only does the federal government

fail to note or consider the state impact of its actions, but it also fails to consult
with the states before its decisions are made or assist the states either before or
after its actions have been taken.
The state criminal justice systems need a great deal of assistance from the federal

government to perform their role of making society safer for its citizens. The state
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criminal justice systems must reduce the opportunities for cime, increase the riskof apprehension and application of sanctions and conduct themselves in efficientand fair ways. There is a need at the federal level for further research into crimeand the operation of criminal justice systems; data collection, collation, analysisand dissemination of crime and justice data; technical assistance; training; ex-change and dissemination of information; the planning for, coordination and ofconcentration of federal efforts; and the provision of financial assistance.
Some of the key problems that should be addressed by federal assistance includethe following. Finding better ways to:
(1) administer the bail system. Efficient and fair methods used to be developed.Pre-trial detention of accused offenders should be limited to the greatest degreepossible, yet at the same time crimes committed by accused offenders whileawaiting trail must be reduced.
(2) identify, apprehend, prosecute, convict and incarcerate career criminals.Research has disclosed that a small munber of offenders are responsible for adisproportionate number of serious crimes. Newly devised priority prosecutionprograms need to be institutionalized nationwide.
(3) sentence convicted offenders. Problems of sentencing disparity, of providingalternatives to incarceration, and in reducing prison overcrowding are all areasof major concern that need attention.
(4) increase corrections systems under capacity. The problem of prison over-crowding must be dealt with. For the past five years new records have been seton the number of offenders sentenced to a maximum term of more than one yearin state prisons. The rapid increase in prisoner populations at the state and locallevel has created enormous financial and administrative burdens on the state andlocal correctional systems.
One way to increase corrections system under capacity is to construct newcorrections facilities. Let me at this point comment briefly on S. 3209, the"Criminal Justice Construction Reform Act". I will defer a more extensivediscussion of the bill until after the National Association has received commentsfrom its 57 member state criminal justice councils situated throughout the country.

The following concepts of S. 3209 seem appealing to us on first reading:
(1) federal money is provided for the construction of state and local criminal

justice facilities;
(2) the vast portion of the dollars are distributed by way of a formula;
(3) the allocation of the funds are left to the discretion of the state with

no intra-state or functional distribution requirements;
(4) establishment of an interest subsidy for criminal justice facility con-

struction bonds; and
(5) waiver of prison industry legal restrictions.

Mr. Chairman, the National Association hopes these comments lay a foundation
for any actions you may want to take in the next session of Congress either to
revive the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration or to develop a suitable
replacement. Within the next month to six weeks, the National Association
hopes to have available for your review an outline of a viable federal program for
the 1980's.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I would be happy to answer any

questions you may have now or later in writing.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you gentlemen. We appreciate your coming
to testify.
I think we will take a 5-minute break.
[A brief recess was taken.]
Senator HEFLIN. The committee will return.
Our third panel today consists of Mr. John O'Sullivan director of

the Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, and
representing the National Association of Criminal Planners; Mr.
Gary Hayes, of the Police Foundation, in Washington; Mr. Norman
Darwick, executive director of the International Association of Chiefs
of Police; Mr. Bishop Robinson, president of the National Organiza-
tion of Black Enforcement Executives, and also deputy commissioner
of the Baltimore Police Department; and the Honorable Richard
Wille, sheriff, West Palm Beach, and representing the National
Sheriffs Association.
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PANEL OF EXPERTS:

STATEMENTS OF JOHN O'SULLIVAN, DIRECTOR, HENNEPIN

COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL, NATION-

AL ASSOCIATION OF CRIMINAL PLANNERS; GARY HAYES,

POLICE FOUNDATION; NORMAN DARWICK, EXECUTIVE DIREC-

TOR, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE;

BISHOP ROBINSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF

BLACK LAW ENFORCEMENT EXECUTIVES, AND DEPUTY COMMIS-

SIONER, BALTIMORE POLICE DEPARTMENT, AND RICHARD

WILLE, SHERIFF, WEST PALM BEACH, FLA., REPRESENTING

THE NATIONAL SHERIFF'S ASSOCIATION

Mr. HAYES. I am Gary Hayes. I am here on behalf of Pat Murphy
from the Police Foundation, who asked me to express his regrets that
due to illness he was unable to attend. I represent his views here. .
I would also like to add that our organization, the Police Executive

Research Forum, which represents chiefs from the larger jurisdictions,
both counties and cities, concur in his testimony.
I had planned on reading this testimony, but in light of the frank-

ness with which you have talked with us, I would like to simply
suggest that this testimony be submitted to the record and be equally
frank and candid with you, as best we can.

Speaking from a law-enforcement perspective, I would like to make
three points.
The first is that we are somewhat perplexed in law enforcement as

we look at the Senate and what they have done with the funding
for LEAA. Particularly I noted the other day that the Predatory
Control Act was passed and appropriated $17% million for the purpose
of predatory control on sheep and cattle. It is confusing when the
Senate does not even allocate that amount of money to study the
ciminal justice system and ways in which we can control predators
who prey on citizens of our country. That is very confusing to us.

Nevertheless, we understand, as we have been talking about the
political realities that have been going on.
I understand we have had problems with the program, and prob-

ably not sold it as well as we should have, but the testimony has
indicated there have been numerous successes.
What do we see the role of the Federal Government being with

law enforcement in general?
Basically, as we see it, even when a great amount of money was

expended, it amounted only to a small expenditure of the total crimi-
nal justice expenditures on the State and local level.

Realizing if you were to allocate more money it would amount to
only a small part of the expenditures, we feel that the money can
best be used to initiate new support, to support new programs, and
to search for new knowledge. Those are the three things we cannot
do with the money we have at our disposal. We can barely maintain
running our agencies right now. We have little money to initiate new
programs and to create new programs. That is the role we see the
Government playing, giving us sort of the seed money to start this up.

p.
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Second, Mr. Chairman, both you and, I think, Senator Biden, asked
the question of how we should do that.
There has been a great deal of disagreement among us, and prob-

ably at this table, on how. It seems we had worked out an alternative
and that passed and, unfortunately, there was no money given to
that.
We feel if the Federal Government is going to play an innovative

role, that the money can best be distributed and decided on how to
best use it on the local level, and that each jurisdiction has different
problems, and that the jurisdiction ought to be able to decide what
it wants to do with that money.
The only stipulation we would put on it is that if, in fact, the pur-

pose of the Federal Government is to seed new knowledge, somehow
that money be required to be spent in those areas.

Senator Biden mentioned that he suggested 20 different programs
that it be focused in. We are opposed to that because, in some cases,
there are more than 20 good ideas and each jurisdiction is at a differ-
ent stage of its evolution and needs to apply the money to where it
needs to be put. That should be left to the local jurisdictions. We
should not be limited to 20 ideas.
I have already talked longer than I originally planned, but in the

spirit of candor that we have seen exhibited here, and for the sake of
saving some time, I will stop there.

Senator HEFLIN. You raise some interesting questions which really
get into the question of local decision and I, for one, am a strong
believer in revenue sharing, but I see there are possibilities of problems
arising.
Many local entities of government now are using a pretty good

chunk of their revenue sharing in law enforcement. Statistics problably
would indicate that as much as anything is going into it on a com-
parative basis. If you go to revenue sharing programs on law enforce-
ment, it raises the issue of, will that diminish local support; will it
diminish local revenue sharing allocations?

Will it, in the long run, bring about an opinion in Congress and in
planning—well, let's just lump all into a revenue sharing, with no
designation to law enforcement. All of those are issues that are
raised, and I think we have to consider it.

There are some things, such as Senator Biden mentioned, of organ-
ized crime, that cross governmental entity lines, State, county, and
city.
Anyway, that is something that I think we need to address, as we

did with the other panel; and we would invite extensions of remarks,
if you care to develop that issue or any group that cares to develop. it.
It would be appreciated, because we are trying to get as full a hearing
o n this as possible and to give us some overall comprehensive view,
and then have to go through some decisionmaking; and, of course,
have further hearings.

This hearing is sort of an opening of Pandora's box, to look at
everything, so I think it is appropriate and we must do it.
Thank you very much.
The next witness is Mr. Darwick.
By the way, there is another thing. What about the mechanism of

a revenue sharing in law enforcement?
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If you put it in entities of government, like counties or cities, as
opposed to a police department, you have some real problems that
could be associated with that type of situation.
Mr. Darwick.
Mr. DARWICK. My name is Norman Darwick. I am the executive

director of the International Association of Chiefs of Police.
We represent more than 12,000 members, and we represent 63

nations in the world.
I would like to follow Mr. Hayes' suit by indicating to you that I

have submitted a comprehensive statement. I would like to abstract,
in the interest of time, from my prepared statement.

There are a couple of things that I think are important for us to
discuss.
In keeping with your focus for this hearing, it is appropriate here

to outline some of the problems and failures of past Federal programs
in criminal justice, while we also indicate some of their successes and
guide our speculations on future Federal involvement.
The primary question here is, what's happened over the long term

in LEAA history? In the 12-year life of the agency, it has had 10
administrators and 9 attorneys general. You can readily see that one
of its major problems was confusion over who's keeping the store.
Program continuity was impossible under such fragmented leadership.

Also, 2- and 3-year reauthorization bills strangled any long-term
planning.
Another major problem existed in the agency's developing funding

philosophies, and the huge morass of administrative layers within
the bureaucratic agency was inappropriate to handle the great infusion
of funds during the early years of its prominency. Almost any social
program which was even remotely related to curbing crime found a
receptive ear at LEAA.. Simply to avoid turning back budgeted funds,
LEAA moneys were dispensed with inadequate review of needs and
insufficient monitoring of progress over individual grants. Waste and
duplication began to erode the LEAA dollar.
We conducted a study and found some failures were evident, and

we also found there were great successes.
Another portion of my statement deals with some of those successful

programs, such as the accreditation program which Sheriff Wille will
discuss at some length.
We are concerned about the continuation of a Federal agency's

providing support for State and local law enforcement.
Let me conclude by stating that we see that there is a need for the

iFederal Government to be n the criminal justice administration
system.
As a qualifying statement; I want to indicate that LEAA is the only

Federal agency with which IACP has daily contact. We have watched
its creation and development with more intensity than has any other
group because we are mandated by our members to represent their
interests in the criminal justice community.
In the past, we have been extremely vocal in speaking out against

LEAA when its program philosophies and administration made it
necessary. At other times, we have publicly defended the agency if
that course of action was required.

4
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As I have indicated, we have also been a grantee under the agency
on several occasions, and we currently operate projects under its
funding. We can speak from a position of competence and confidence.
Our current assessment suggests a need for change which falls short of
totally eliminating the agency.
The immediate reinstatement of Federal assistance to State and

local law enforcement must be a priority consideration of the next
Congress and the incoming administration. No single municipal,
county, or State police agency can devote sufficient funds, personnel
and/or technology to a program of national responsibility. In the area
of research and development, the categorical grants from LEAA have
probably been the most successful an helpful funding programs to
State and local governments.
Because of the enormous amount of information, research, systems

development, and programmatic entities generated by LEAA over
the last decade, we must maintain a coordinating Federal interface
with local governments to insure that current gains are not lost through
dispersion and relocation.
Local authorities are burdened with the responsibility of carrying

on with the workloads of Federal residual requirements. The greatest
tragedy of the loss of a Federal program relates to the great challenges
that still lie ahead.

Illegal drug trafficking and the resultant abuse of drugs continues
to plague our communities. Drugs are directly related to a great
proportion of street crime and, for the most part, they are introduced
to the community from source over which local authority has little or
no control. Massive international efforts through every channel
available, including treaties, must be used to bring this problem
under control.
The inability of our current system in controlling juvenile crime is

the single most critical element of recidivism. Influences of poverty,
poor schooling, job opportunities, and the host of other factors
designing our way of life leave the criminal justice system in an
inadequate posture for addressing this phenomenon in a concerted
manner.
A single incident of white collar or organized crime can result in

such disproportionate economic loss, compared to other crime, that
we feel compelled to consider them with equal priority.
Often working from a headquarters far removed from the actual

location of the incident, this burgeoning problem must be attacked by
all disciplines of the criminal justice system as well as all levels of
government.
There is a great inequity in our system regarding victims and

witnesses. Too often, victims of crime, particularly violent street
crime, are not justly treated when the offender, justly convicted, is
released probationarily or prematurely from a too brief prison term.
The system unjustly exposes the victim to further retribution by

his/her assailant. We must also give greater attention to witness
protection and victim restitution in any consideration of reform.
As you can see by the briefed accounts of these issues, a positive

Federal involvement in criminal justice becomes critically apparent.
Accordingly, we urge retention of a Federal assistance program to
State and local government.

[Additional submissions of Mr. Darwick appear -in the appendix.]
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Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
I think you were in a position to give the opinion on the program of

death benefits for law enforcement officers, which continues under the
present appropriation.
My own view is, this is a good program and is a program that is

needed and ought to have top priority.
If you want to comment on that program, as well as Mr. Hayes, if

you would like to comment on that program 
Mr. DARWICK. It is an excellent program. It is well administered. I

think it was first organized under Mr. Velde, when he was the
Administrator of LEAA.
A former police executive is the Administrator now of that program.

Within 10 days, a family of a deceased officer will have funds in their
hands. We think it is a very effective program.
Mr. HAYES. We concur with that.
Senator HEFLIN. Is this a program that you think maybe provides an

incentive for a person to assume a greater risk than the normal pro-
fession that one would go into? I do not know whether people think
about it in that regard, but it seems to me that, regardless of that, it
may well be that people who are trained will stay in law enforcement
because of the fact that that is there, sort of like a person taking out a
double indemnity policy.
Mr. HAYES. I doubt whether very few officers, at that moment of

decision, really think about that at the time. They are mostly thinking
about protecting their lives. No amount of money is enough to com-
pensate them for their life.
Senator HEFLIN. Mr. Bishop Robinson, the president of the

National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, we have mailed a prepared state-

ment to you, so I, too, will abstract from my statement with a few
additions.
We believe that the role of the Federal Government should be com-

mitment to central improvements in the criminal justice system, in the
development of practical standards, and inquiry into issues having
important policy implications relating to adult and youth crime, with
strong emphasis on the reduction of crime in minority communities.
We have organized our thoughts into four priority areas.
The first area is that which deals with the Commission on the

Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies. This is a program that
has been implemented by LEAA and continues, and is probably one of
the most far-reaching programs having a great deal of significance on
the future professionalization of law enforcement in this country.
There have been three previous efforts of this endeavor, all of which

have been disbanded. They are all listed in our prepared statement.
We believe that due to impositions which have been taken upon us,

imposed upon us by the Federal Government, it is necessary that law
enforcement become a law professional organization or work, and we
cannot accomplish this unless there are standards for an accreditation
process.
This is a program which would have national significance.
We are tired of seeing the Band-Aid type programs that primarily

exist in the law-enforcement community. We think that future efforts
should be directed at programs such as this one, having national
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significance and implications on the improvement of law-enforcement
professions.
Our second priority relates to the drug problem.
Too often, the importation of illicit drugs continues at such high

levels that State and local governments have little or no impact on
drug trafficking enterprises. The availability of drugs among our
youth presents a threat to the preservation of our society, particularly
the minority and impoverished minority areas, and precludes many of
our youth from pursuing meaningful occupations.

Affirmative action programs have imposed on us, and in trying to
reach goals and timetables through attracting more minorities to law
enforcement, we find that the drug abuse problem plays a significant
role in reducing the number of available minorities to the law-enforce-
ment. profession.
Quite rightfully so, those who are involved in drug enforcement

should not become law enforcement practitioners. We see this problem
in need of expansion, tremendous expansion, even to the extent that
we might need to pursue statutory provisions which would enable
and support the procurement of military personnel and equipment in
combating this problem on a national and international basis.
Our next priority deals with community crime prevention and

participatory efforts.
We believe that technical assistance should be provided, as well

as funding, for those groups who assist law enforcement in program
development and implementation at the community level.
More specifically, program funding should be directed to those

projects which predict a high probability of reducing juvenile de-
linquency in part 1 crimes and drug abuse. It is important that citizens
at the local neighborhood level continue to be encouraged to participate
actively in criminal justice processes because crime prevention, first
and foremost, is a citizen responsibility.

Citizen support and involvement is a necessary prerequisite to
effective law enforcement service delivery.
We believe that discretionary funding, categorical grants, should

continue in that effort.
As we have too often witnessed, the fact that minorities are over-

represented in the crime arrest statistics and prison statistics in this
country, they are very much underrepresented as criminal justice
practitioners in this country.
There should be a tremendous Federal effort to educate minorities,

train minorities, and to establish, to help agencies attract minorities to
the criminal justice agencies and particularly law enforcement agencies.
Our fourth category deals with that of organized crime.
We feel there is no other criminal activity in .this country that is in

need of more attention than that of organized crime. It seems as though
the facts we have examined, statistical data we have examined, all
point to a dire need for that matter to be addressed.
We are not saying that that matter should be addressed by the local

law enforcement practitioners, not at all, because local law enforce-
ment is no more than a 24-hour, multipurpose, emergency respoase,
sequentially cuing system. We are unable to take upon us
any additional burdens or tasks, and probably the Federal role will
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enable us and assist us to more carefully define and limit the role of
the local law enforcement officer in the total process.
We believe the American public must one time, or sometime in the

future decide what it wants local law enforcement to do.
We think the Federal Government can assist in that endeavor.
Thank you.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
There is a vote on, and we will have to adjourn.
I had hoped we could finish this before lunch, but it is now 20 minutes

after 12.
We can finish, assuming there are no other votes, if we get back at

1 o'clock. We can proceed then and maybe get away as quick as we
can.
But by the time we go over there and whatever happens, I think

maybe this time can be used to eat lunch.
We will try to get back at 1 o'clock, or shortly thereafter.
We stand in recess until then.
[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene

at 1 p.m. this same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

Senator HEFLIN. If we can get the panel back together. We are
starting later than we anticipated, but we had two votes instead of one.
That caused the delay.
I believe our next witness is Sheriff Richard P. Wille.
Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, Sheriff Wille had to

leave, and asked me to read his very brief statement. He will submit
tomorrow, if that is OK with you.

Senator HEFLIN. Fine.
Mr. HAYES. I should add that Sheriff Wille is on the Commission

for the Accreditation of Law Enforcement Agencies. In fact, Mr.
Robinson and Mr. Darwick represent two of the four law enforcement
agencies that make up that accreditation process. So the accreditation
process is well represented. Sheriff Wille is representing the 21 members
of the Commission.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you. Next we will hear from John
O'Sullivan.
Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear before the

committee on behalf of the National Association of Criminal Justice
Planners, and to enter into the record a written statement regarding
our association's views on the various Federal programs designed to
improve the administration of criminal justice at the State and local
levels.
With the Chair's indulgence and in the interest of time, I would

like to highlight only three of the major points that we made in that
written statement, and also to add two additional items not covered
in it.
yirst of all, I would like to point out that all of our experience

with the programs has been a positive one. We view it primarily
as a catalyst program and as a program of technical assistance.
We have also considered it, however, to be an important statement
of public policy by Congress, that the issue of crime and administra-

•-•
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tion of justice in this Nation is an issue in need of a coordinated
State, local, and Federal response.
Mr. Chairman, you ably cited many of the LEAA accomplishments

in your opening remarks. I would like to add only one additional
item to that list, that LEAA was instrumental in establishing and,
of course, that is the planning and coordinating capacity at the
State and local government levels throughout the country.

It is encouraging from our perspective as local planners that even
with the pending demise of the LEAA program, we expect at least
100 of our local officers to survive. They will principally be located
in the larger urban jurisdictions and will probably represent in
excess of 50 percent of the population.
I think it is important, though, the fact they are going to be surviv-

ing in the absence of the Federal program which spawned their
initial establishment. It seems to suggest that, indeed, at least in
those particular jurisdictions, there has been a value attached to the
performance of the criminal justice planning and research by elected
officials. It is a point that I think sometimes is lost in the debate on
Federal programs.
The second point I would like to highlight is that while we as an

association are concerned about the imminent demise of the LEAA,
it is not necessarily because it represents a loss of revenue. Obviously,
that has been an important feature of the LEAA program for the last
12 years. More importantly, however, our concern over the loss of
the LEAA program, and I might add in our judgment it is a loss, a
casualty to the Federal judicial process. It relates to the void that it
creates in terms of a focal point for Federal, State, and local inter-
governmental relations in the area of criminal justice. While perhaps
not necessarily intended under the original legislation, the spinoff
benefit since the existence of the program has indeed served as a focal
point for channeling and promoting many criminal justice systems
not directly anticipated under the Federal legislation or the granting
aid portion of it.
The third point that I would like to highlight is that our association.

feels it is pretty important for the Federal Government to first main-
tain an identifiable single Federal agency to continue serving in the
focal point capacity, and continue assisting and coordinating the
intergovernmental aspects of criminal justice activity in this country.
We are equally convinced that it is important for the Congress and

the Federal Government to clearly articulate its policies for the State
and local government in its criminal justice responsibility, not only
in terms of research and statistical programs, but also, as the Chair
spoke at the conclusion of the second panel today, with regard to
joint 

. 
urisdic t ion .

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to depart from my written
statement and speak to several additional items not raised therein.

Earlier in my remarks, I indicated that our association viewed the
LEAA program, at least in part, as a statement by Congress of an
important public policy, that policy generally being that we have a
crime policy. The criminal justice system at all levels of government
was in need of assistance and updating and, indeed, these problems
were appropriate for resolution as a coordinated and cooperative
Federal, State, and local government program.
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Obviously, then, in the absence of the LEAA program, our associa-
tion is concerned with the resulting void created by its demise and
would like that, at a minimum, Congress should immediately move to 

ifill this void by clearly articulating that special relationship, n effect,
establishing, perhaps for the first time, comprehensive domestic
policy on crime.
Our association is convinced of the importance of this issue; we are

convinced of its immediacy and woukl encourage your consideration
of this recommendation, perhaps even as part of the Department of
Justice authorization.
Mr. Chairman, the final point that I would like to bring to your

attention is the letter that you referred to earlier this morning. That,
of course, relates to the intended phaseout and reorganization of the
LEAA program.

It is our understanding that the letter outlining the Department of
Justice intention to reorganize and phase out LEAA was sent to the
Select Congressional Committee chairman on November 26. Under
congressional committee policy, which was specifically reiterated in
the Senate Report on Fiscal Year 1981 appropriations, Department
of Justice, any reorganization plans are supposed to be submitted to 
Congress 15 legislative days prior to its implementation. Because
Congress intends to adjourn on December 5, there, obviously, are
not 15 days for review of this proposal.

If Congress or the new administration wants to have an opportunity
to consider this proposed phaseout and how that agency, or portions
of it, may relate to the future Federal presence and relationship with
State and local governments, it would seem to us that the reorganiza-
tion plan could be held in abeyance until after the next session of
Congress. A temporary freeze on implementing the phaseout can be
accomplished by letters of objection from the Judiciary Committee
to the Department of Justice.
Mr. Chairman, we are concerned that the proposed reorganization

and phaseout may represent a precipitous action which really will
not permit Congress to enjoy the opportunity to carefully consider
and deliberate along the lines discussed by the second and third panels
today. We, therefore, recommend that the proposal not be imple-
mented at this time.
I would like to conclude my remarks at this point by correcting one

statement by Senator Biden this morning. Our association happened
to be the only one that did indeed support the Biden amendment,
very actively working with staff.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, tor the opportunity to present these

comments. I would be glad to answer any questions.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you.
Mr. Robinson outlined some five areas of attention. If we had to

have priority programs, what programs would you list as a priority?
You may want to discuss this and extend your remarks. I think you
heard my ideas in my questions earlier.
One program that is an ongoing program that you did not mention,

maybe. because it is working well, is the LEAA assistance in police
education. It is working extremely well, in my judgment, and really
brought about professionalization of the police. If we just pick a
number out of the air, have five programs that you think should have

-k
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priority, and if Congress gets to a point where they narrow Federal
assistance and limit it to certain areas—and I am not suggesting you
have to limit it to five—but what areas presently receiving Federal
assistance would you say essential that they continue? If you want to
add to that areas which are not receiving Federal assistance or which
are not receiving generalized across the country Federal assistance,
you may do so. If you have any thoughts on this, as I say again, you
can extend your remarks and conclusions, and anyone else that would
like to do so. I am just trying to develop some programs that we feel
are essential to a Federal assistance program absolutely essential, in
effect, one of which, of course, is police education.
Mr. ROBINSON. I would restrict my remarks to the law enforce-

ment profession, and not include the priority order of programs. As
I outlined earlier, I do give great significance to continuation of the
Commission on Accreditation of Law Enforcement Agencies as being
a national program, which would certainly impact professionally on
law enforcement agencies around the country, and for low cost pro-
grams and refunding for the next 12 months approximately $1.5
million.
The other priority, the drug abuse category. This category com-

prises a wide variety of programs and we have to approach this issue
from two perspectives; that is, the treatment perspective and from
the enforcement perspective.
We need to expand our efforts on both ends, continuing as it does

a particular program. I did mention the involvement of U.S. military
equipment and personnel to assist in combating the illegal importa-
tion of drugs into the United States. I cannot overemphasize too
strongly the implications and manifestations.

Another area that I addressed—and I still believe it should be a
priority area, although it has been in existence too short a time to
carefully evaluate, but it does need reexamination, restructuring—
and that is those programs which relate to community involvement,
community crime prevention, and participation in the justice process,
such as the example of the neighborhood justice center. This effort
needs more clarification, indeed reexamination, but it is directed to
achieve ends which could not be achieved without Federal assistance.
We find too often our citizens are very ignorant in terms of the

process taking place in the criminal justice system. Law enforcement
is to continue toward achieving professionalization; it certainly needs
the support of citizens. These programs also have a latent manifesta-
tion and that is to create a positive identification role between particu-
larly minority groups and law enforcement agencies. Often minorities,
in particular, have little knowledge concerning the operation and
philosophy and policies of law enforcement agencies in this country. Of
course, that knowledge or lack of knowledge is carried over to com-
ponent parties. Again, organized crime: I cannot emphasize the
importance of Federal assistance directed toward reducing or
approaching organized crime in a different way than it has in the past.
I think it is certainly going to involve total effort. Look at all of these
issues and programs which I mentioned from a national perspective, in
t rms of how much impact continuing these programs will have on the
reduction of crime, improving the effectiveness of law enforcement.

71-190 0 - 81 - 8
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Senator HEFLIN. All right. Do any of you want to express any
other ideas?
Mr. HAYES. I would, in addition to echoing the points of the accredi-

tation process—I think it is an opportunity to consolidate all we have
learned and all of the money we have been spending over the last 10
years, and get it implemented in the police department. One area that
was not mentioned is the area of research, which I think is a crucial
expenditure. There is a lot that goes on and a lot that we learn that has
been helpful in running the police department and in dealing with
crime, but there is more that we can learn. Obviously, there are more
questions than we can possibly develop research projects and finance
them, but it seems to me there are some important questions that we
should begin to probe, in particular areas of tremendous concern.
I would like to see, in addition to some specific program areas

mentioned, generally the area of research as an important concern.
In addition, management training. One of the things that we find in

policing of these is that the ability of management is not missing, that
oftentimes an administrator will want to carry out a program and does
not have the wherewithal in personnel management skills to do that.
We would like to see an upgrading of that.
I would mention just quickly two other programs that are very

susceptible—the ICAP program, which is the integrated criminal
application program, which has integrated several different com-
ponents of LEAA's previous programs and put them together to begin
to get police departments to focus on a particular crime. That has been
a very successful program. It would be useful to continue it.

Senator HEFLIN. I know Mr. Velde has emphasized the idea of
fiscal gathering, not just statics but identification also. I know that,
a computerized system was designed to give you tag numbers, identi-
fication, many things quickly on the job. How is this system working,
and should priority be given to it?
Mr. DARWICK. I think we have seen tremendous improvement in

information systems in general in the total criminal justice community
in the last 10 years, primarily as a result of LEAA efforts and the
Department of Transportation. The particular program that you are
talking about regarding Motor Vehicle Administration information has
been brought by the Department of Transportation administration.
In general, we have seen 3,000 percent improvement in information
systems in general.
Mr. HEFLIN. Well, I am not altogether familiar with exactly what

the present status is.
Mr. ROBINSON. NCIC is one system.
Senator HEFLIN. The one that is run by the States themselves--
Mr. DARWICK. That was upgraded 5 years ago by LEAA.
Senator HEFLIN. Do any of the others have any ideas on priority

programs as you look at law enforcement?
Mr. O'S-uLLivAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add a couple

comments. I could suggest as additions to a list of programs things
such as jury management, correctional institute programs, and also
a whole area that is often forgotten, the kind of capacity that has been
extended to the LEAA through the National District Attorneys
Association, the National Center for State Courts. That kind of
developmental activity often does not attract attention, but it is

k-



an important function. I would like to suggest, though, that we may
create or promote continuation of some of the past difficulties of the
current programs if we focus too much attention on programs and
permit those to drive the broader policy implications in the Federal,
State, and local criminal justice programs. It would by far be our
preference for programs, in a variety of initiatives, first establishing
the policy as to roles and relationships. We feel that that is a much
more important way of approaching complex issues.
Senator HEFLIN. I agree with you, but I am looking at the political

practicalities. I am trying to explore in this area because we are at a
crossroads of various approaches that might be taken and what the
skeleton of each one would be.
Mr. Velde?
Mr. VELDE. Mr. Darwick, there has been discussion and testimony

this morning about the potential need for Federal assistance to help
deal with problems of overcrowding in prisons and jails. I wonder if
you would comment on the possibility of Federal assistance to help
police modernize police facilities?
Mr. DARWICK. If you are referring to Senator Dole's 
Mr. VELDE. I will get around to that.
Mr. DARWICK [continuing]. Program, we support it. There is a

tremendous need for that kind of improvement. There is no doubt
that the system will function better with facilities.
Mr. VELDE. I know the IACP has given technical assistance to

State and local jurisdictions in the planning of modernized construc-
tion of facilities. What about the rider in the current LEAA authori-
zation which places really severe restrictions on acquisition of certain
kinds of police equipment?
Mr. DARWICK. I think there is a need for additional authorities.
Mr. VELDE. What kind of authorities?
Mr. DARWICK. You are aware of our equipment and technology

center which is designed to develop standards for police equipment,
to research the equipment that is on the market, to test it, and to
make the information available to the law enforcement community,
again the result of an LEAA grant. We think it saves billions
of dollars a year. For example, we tested body armor, and 49 percent
of the models submitted failed to meet the standards. Another good
example was the transceivers being purchased by the U.S. Marshal's
Office. The Government Procurement Agency offered transceivers at
a tremendous price, but they saved over half a million dollars as a
result of the transceiver.
Mr. VELDE. Mr. Darwick, in your prepared testimony you spoke

favorably of LEAA's categorical grants as opposed to bloc grants.
Do you have any knowledge about revenue sharing, either general
revenue sharing or the availability of funding through that system.
for State and local or so-called law enforcement revenue sharing pro-
posal a few years ago, I believe by the Nixon administration?
Mr. DARWICK. You really cannot ask a question about revenue

sharing without answering a lot of questions. If you are talking about
just giving a lump sum to States and saying, "Here, you go and do
some good things with the money and tell us at the end of the year
what you have done with the money," I think it is an ineffective pro-
gram. Revenue sharing can be effective with specific constraints, con-
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trol, and some monitoring activity done on it on a regular routine
basis.
Mr. SULLIVAN. My guess would be that they would not have much

difficulty expanding it.
Mr. VELDE. Just one more question, Mr. Chairman.
Congress also recently provided funding under the provisions of

the Clean Water Act of 1973 for approximately, I think it was
billion this fiscal year, for the development of water treatment facili-
ties. I wonder how you would compare that expression of national
priority to the need of criminal justice for support of facilities?
Mr. HAYES. Well, it is an example of the confusion that exists in

the law enforcement system, the priority that exists in Congress why
money goes to these problems and not what we feel and know from
a firsthand experience are the top problems of people living in cities
and rural areas, and yet, large amounts of money are being spent
at the State and local level. But the limited amount in comparison
to State and local expenditures, the limited amount that is needed
from the Federal Government to make the improvement, to initiate
the new programs, the innovative programs, is not coming. Yet,
look at some of the other priorities and you have to wonder why.
I guess, from the lecture we received from Senator Biden, the reason
is that we have not been very effective politically in getting across
our needs. We have had differences of opinion on how the money
may-be should be spent or divided, but I think—and everybody who
testified this morning, there is a concensus that there should be some
money. Perhaps we should listen more closely to the Senator and
bury our differences a little more and get together and make this
issue, which we know our constitutents feel, a little more prominent
on the national scene so that the Senate can recognize these priorities.
Mr. VELDE. Could we stand some coalition with the

environmentalists?
Mr. HAYES. There has been lots of talk about—and, to be very

honest, that has been a sorry failure of criminal justice. I do not want
to single out other groups, but there are other groups who have been
much more effective than we have in selling the importance of what
we are trying to do. We, for some reason or another, have focused
more upon our differences than we have on our common concerns.
I think that has hurt us, obviously. We would not be here today talking
about what we are talking about if that was not the case. I would
love to see a coalition of criminal justice groups come together on
a common basis and ask for the Federal Government to recognize
the role it should play and, in turn, the money that it needs to put
into that concern. But I am also realistic enough to realize that it
has not happened in the past and it may not happen in the future,
although that does not mean we should not try.
Mr. VELDE. Just one, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HEFLIN. Go ahead.
Mr. VELDE. I wonder if you would comment on the action of the con-

ferees today—the Appropriations Act which sets the funding level
for fiscal year 1981 for the various statistics research activities [portion
Inaudible and unreportable].
Mr. HAYES. When you take away administration, it actually gets

down to $7.5 million for each, for a total of $15 million it seems
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incredible to us that when you talk about statistics and you talk
about developing the basic language and statistics for the whole
criminal justice system, the whole basis for understanding of what is
going on, and just really getting going with a successful on-line
statistical program in the past, and really just getting going and you
are giving that $7.5 million. It is no wonder that no one understand
what is happening in the criminal justice system.
Then you turn round and give another 7.5 to research in the highest

spectrum ot the criminal justice system and how you go about im-
proving it. Then, as I said, the only example I can think of is this
$15 million to look at the whole criminal justice system and develop
statistics, but we can spend $17 million to get rid of coyotes. It does
not seem to make any sense.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, gentlemen. I think we have had an
excellent hearing. We do request extension of remarks, particularly
in view of questions I raised and questions Senator Biden raised and
any other things that you feel would be helpful in this matter. Hope-
fully, we can bring about some legislation and some appropriations to
be effective against crime and to assist State and local law enforce-
ment in the criminal justice system.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statements of Messrs. Murphy, O'Sullivan and

Darwick follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PATRICK V. MURPHY

You are to be commended for providing a forum to discuss the role of federal
assistance in helping to improve state and local law enforcement—and for your
effort to return the issue of crime in America to the national agenda.

It wasn't so many presidential campaigns ago—in 1968—that crime rated
number one in the opinion polls—the most serious domestic issue confronting
Americans. This year crime simply was not a campaign issue. You have to go
back to 1960 to find a similar situation.
I don't care to speculate why this was so this year; it's certainly not because

crime has relented. Indeed, crime is one of America's most serious problems and
it is not going away soon no matter how much we would like to sweep it under the
rug of national consciousness. Writing in last week's Washington Post, Gerald
Caplan, a professor at George Washington University's National Law Center,
observed that "one can't say good riddance to the crime issue with an easy con-
science. Crime is more than a proxy for racism, narcotics addiction, unemployment
or any other set of ills," he said. "It threatens the democratic fabric, ever a fragile
weave, and invites both a preoccupation with order, and paradoxically, lawless
techniques to achieve it. In short, the fact of crime and the reality of our failure
to reduce it diminish our sense of self, our value as a society. Both need to be
better understood. That both have been ignored in the past campaign," Professor
Caplan wrote, "does not mean that they should be similarly treated during the
next four years. With national elections turning on issues other than crime,"
he said, "it may be possible, for the first time since 1960, to work in a calm
atmosphere—to start over, to renew our efforts, to study, to experiment."
An interesting thought as we reflect during these hearings on the gutting of the

1981 budget of the Law Enforcement Assistance Program, and ask where do we go
from here. LEAA was a creature of that late 1960s surge of momentum to change
and reform policing. In my opinion it has been among the principal forces for change
which were to lure and prod the American police service into questioning past
practices, adopting innovations, and seeking other improvements in the way the
police do their job. Certainly, there have been shortcomings in the federal assist-
ance program, but they have been far overshadowed, in my opinion, by its suc-
cesses. Now, cutbacks in federal assistance to policing and other areas of the crimi-
nal justice system threaten to cancel much of the progress of Kecent years. And I
am convinced that without federal assistance in some form, there can he no hope
of continued advances, especially as state and local resources are increasingly
limited.
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For these reasons, it strikes me as penny-wise, pound foolish economizing to
so cripple the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration as to virtually put
an end to it. It is an abdication on the part of the federal government of its role
to help states and localities in a very tough battle to control crime and improve
the criminal justice system.

If the federal government has a role and a responsibility in the nation's health,
welfare, education, housing, transportation, and commerce, it certainly must have
a role in helping to guarantee the fair administration of justice and the effective
control of crime. True, crime is no longer a national political issue as it was in the
1960s, principally, I believe, because political leaders and government officials at
the national and state levels have wished it away. But crime remains a major,
if not the major, issue in many of the nation's cities and large urban areas. Indeed,
it is not too much to say that crime and the fear of crime are tearing apart some of
the nation's largest communities.

It is my belief that a principal element in controlling crime is to build the criminal
justice system into a coordinated mechanism capable of meeting the challenge of
crime. Only the federal government can give the leadership necessary to get the
job done.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN O'SULLIVAN

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am John O'Sullivan, Director
of the Hennepin County, Minnesota, Criminal Justice Coordinating Council.
I appear here today as chairperson of the National Association of Criminal
Justice Planners and I am pleased to share with you our Association's views on
the subject of the success, failures and problems of past Federal programs designed
to improve the administration of criminal justice.
As we approach the first anniversary of the signing of the Justice System

Improvement Act (JSIA) into law (Pb 96-157), we find ourselves considering
the impact brought about by the imminent demise of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) rather than the promise held out in its re-
authorization. Clearly the LEAA program was a casualty of the federal effort to
balance the budget. LEAA's demise therefore stems more from fiscal rather than
policy considerations. It is may hope in this testimony to raise some of the policy
ramifications regarding the decline of LEAA as an important Federal initiative
with the hope of instilling an awareness of the need, if not to resurrect LEAA,
then at least to find a replacement for it. LEAA may be gone but it should be
noted that the need for something like it continues. In approaching this issue I
would first like to highlight some of the lessons learned from our experience with
the LEAA program.
The original mandate to the LEAA program was one of reducing crime.

While this was a commendable goal, the fact of the matter is that the financial
resources extended to LEAA and indeed to the criminal justice system itself in
state and local budgets across this country pale in comparison to the societal
forces that shape the dimensions of the "crime problem." Crime is a societal
problem and factors such as the relative health of our economy and demographic
changes in our population have a significant influence on the nature of that
problem. However, measures of accountability relative to the success of the
LEAA program tended to focus on its impact on crime with little regard or
appreciation for the actual dimensions of the forces which contribute to the
overall crime problem.
I do not wish to suggest that the criminal justice system should not be held

accountable for its performance nor should a federal program which was devised
to assist state and local efforts in this area not be held accountable. The issue is:
accountable for what? They can realistically be held accountable for how they
respond to the problem of crime and for the efficiency and effectiveness of the
services they provide. At a minimum, however, the experience of the past decade
has led to a recognition that their accountability cannot be couched soley in
terms of their impact on the crime problem.
As I noted earlier, the reauthorization of the LEAA program was viewed with

optimism for it recognized and corrected the false expectations which were
embodied in the original legislation. Instead, the JSIA emphasized citizen aware-
ness and victim-witness programs, advanced management techniques and
strategies designed to enhance the productivity of justice system agencies. Also,
one of the most significant contributions of the JSIA was its recognition of systems
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improvement as an area of principle concern to the Federal assistance effort.
Such programs are legitimate areas for involvement in addressing the crimeproblem, they merit attention at the Federal as well as the state and local levels
of government and they establish realistic expectations for criminal justicesystem achievement and accountability.
The criminal justice system is an operation characterized by an adversarial

approach to justice as well as an intentional fragmentation and separation of
powers which is grounded in the federal and state constitutions. The obviousimplication is that the system was not designed for homogeneity! Defense
attorneys do not share the same measures of success with prosecutors. The
judiciary does not necessarily share the same level of confidence in determinatesentencing as do legislators. Significant components of the criminal justice system,
and indeed the general public, have contrary opinions about the role and function
of correctional programs in dealing with convicted offenders. There are, of course,
other differences which vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

This aspect of the criminal justice system was not fully appreciated until
LEAA's existence precipated local, state and national forums. In these forums
divergent interest groups had broader opportunities for jointly discussing and
debating these issues. This diversity exists: it is healthy; it should be productively
channelled toward an appropriate balancing of resources within the criminal
justice system; and, it should he acknowledged and must be accommodated in
any futue frederal effort directed toward state and local criminal justice activities.
As I have just noted, the power and responsibility in the criminal justice system

has been purposefully fragmented not only among the state and local levels of
government but also among the agencies themselves. There is no one person,
branch or level of government in charge of nor responsible for our system of justice
and the federal and state constitutions are assurances that an interdependent
authority and responsibility for this system will continue.
The response of the initial LEAA legislation to the problems inherent in this

fragmentation was to make the program a "Governor's Program." The framers of
the legislation envisioned the chief executive officer in each state as the central
control point and authority for addressing those problems and the resultant
imbalances.
The vesting of program authority at that level was a structural flaw in the LEAA

program which led to frayed intergovernmental relations between the state and
its units of local government. As the LEAA program went through its various
reauthorizations, the legislation acknowledged more and more the importance of
the local government role. This recognition culminated with the concept of
entitlement under the JSIA whereby local units of government were made equal
but not autonomous entities vis a vis the states.
The attainment of entitlement status for local government was an extremely

important development. Entitlement did not mean that local government could
ignore state government, but rather it was premised upon state government
recognition of an important interdependency with local government. The concept
of entitlement changed the dynamics of the process. This change was brought
about by provisions in the JSIA which provide for the sharing and coordination
of certain responsibilities as well as an exercise of discretion and decision making
more in keeping with the defined levels of responsibility for the management and
financing of the criminal justice system. This aspect of equality and interdepend-
ency as outlined in the JSIA should not be lost in any future federal involvement
in state and local government criminal justice activities.
On the positive side of intergovernmental relations was the development of

coordinating mechanisms between city/county jurisdictions and among counties
in multi-county planning regions. These coordinative efforts went beyond govern-
mental entities to include operating agencies. Basically these coordination efforts
were developed as a response to the dissonance in the system brought about by
its fragmentation. While most outside observers of the criminal justice system
think that coordination between and among criminal justice agencies and govern-
ments occurs naturally, it is in fact a most difficult achievement. The future of
coordination as indeed the future of planning is mixed. Coordination efforts are
more likely to continue in urban areas and to disappear in rural areas.

While coordination is a function carried out by planning offices, planning
involves additional functions such as problem analysis, program development
resource allocation, consensus building, program monitoring and assessment. In
addition to all of these functions, state and local planning offices were also assigned
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the responsibility by LEAA to administer the block grant program. Once again
the LEAA legislation reflected some expectations which comtributed to the prob-
lems surrounding planning.
The framers of LEAA looked to comprehensive planning as a mechanism to

address the problem of fragmentation. This was and still is a legitimate method
of addressing the problems brought about because of the system's inherent frag-
mentation. However, a subtle but critical nuance in planning was overlooked in
this strategy. Planners are not decisionmakers; planners serve decisionmakers.
The nuance was lost not only on the framers of the legislation but some of those
who headed up the planning offices. A federal mandate to plan, and comprehen-
sively at that, does not ensure sound planning and decision-making nor does it
control grant monies. The ability to persuade decisionmakers through a rational
and empirical approach to the problems confronting the decisionmakers is the
bottom line on planning. Progress has been and continues to be made on this front.
The acid test for the criminal justice planning function is the imminent with-

drawal of federal financial support. The fact that the acid test is coming at a time
when state and local governments are also confronting the reality of tight budgets
to the extent that they are being forced to cut back even basic services such as
the police and fire protection poses an even greater challenge to planning offices
in obtaining local support. While we will no doubt observe the demise of many
local planning offices in the coming year, there will be survivors and the returns
are already coming in.
The criminal justice planning offices in greatest jeopardy are those which are

serving multi-county jurisdictions. A major obstacle to the continuance of these
offices is, paradoxically, the multiplicity of governments with which they must
deal. To obtain funding they have to go not to one city council meeting or one
county board meeting but conceivably five ten or twenty depending on the number
of jurisdictions involved. Additionally, the perception of organizational differ-
ence between these offices and the jurisdictions they serve is contributing to their
budgetary difficulties.
We estimate, however, that at least 100 local planning offices will survive and

that this capacity will be concentrated in our more urbanized areas, and will
represent close to fifty percent of the nation's population. These offices will be
retained because of the services they provide to their local jurisdictions on local
revenue-related issues. It is important to recognize that without the financial
assistance initially provided by LEAA, very few of these offices would have come
into existence in the first place.
In addition to local government planning offices, LEAA funding was respon-

sible for introducing planning to the police, courts and corrections as well. Many
of these offices are still in existence and have contributed to enhancing the decision-
making process within the line agencies themselves. The lesson learned from LEAA
on planning is that the federal government can serve as a catalyst and create an
atmosphere in which criminal justice planning can be fostered, but efforts at
mandating the exact nature of this function have limite I impact.
The final lesson learned from LEAA was that the process of shared and coor-

dinated decisionmaking at all levels can and does work. This success is perhaps
best exemplified by the fact that eighty percent of the projects which were funded
by LEAA (both block and national discretionary grants) and which stood to be
continued were actually picked up by the state and local units of government.
Also the reality that most of the innovative criminal justice programs which
emerged during the decade of the 1970's can be traced to LEAA funding, attests
to the pertinence of the program. So while the LEAA program had its flaws, and
was Paddled with some rather unrealistic expectations, it nonetheless made some
very significant contributions to the quality of justice in this country.
With the seeming passage of LEAA from the national scene, I would like to now

briefly comment on what is left in terms of federal programming and involvement
as it relates to state and local government. Basically, we have identified that
relationship to be federal involvement in the research and statistical gathering
arenas as well as isolated programs within the larger federal agencies. There is a
National Institute of Justice. There is a Bureau of Justice Statistics. There is an
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. There are criminal justice
related programs in Housing and Urban Development, the Department of Labor,
and Health and Human Services. There also appears to be considerable interest
among various federal agencies to pick up some of the more visible LEAA pro-
grams such as Sting and the Police Accreditation Program.
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This residual and selective maintenance of certain programs originating under
LEAA does not, however reflect any concerted or deliberative Federal effort.
There presently exists no clearly articulated federal policy toward criminal
justice and this void is now compounded by the lack of an identifiable federal
office with the responsibility to take the lead in matters relating to state and local
criminal justice activities. The implications of this situation are viewed with
great concern from the perspective of local government.

First of all this void has resulted in a dissolution of focus in federal relationships
with state and local criminal justice operations. As a consequence, not only is the
federal government at a disadvantage in knowing what it is doing in criminal
justice because the involvement of its various agencies is basically on their
own terms, but so too is state and local government. Dealing with one federal
agency can at times be trying but attempting to identify which agency is involved
in what and then discovering that several are can only lead to confusion and
inconsistency. This severely compounds the workload at all levels of government
and results in resources being unnecessarily tied up in administrative overhead
rather than getting programs Implemented as intended.
By limiting the surviving functions under the JSIA to research and statistics,

there is also the danger of these important efforts becoming isolated from the real,
day to day problems facing state and local criminal justice operations. With the
demise of LEAA, a structure and process for filtering research concepts up from the
state and local level is gone and this loss presents a potential problem. There is a
danger that the National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics
will be left with no real choice but to establish their research and statistical
agendas at the national level. The establishment of an advisory board and notices
in the Federal Register are not sufficient checks against this development taking
place. The resaon why this issue is so important is because the responsibility for
our criminal justice system is predominately vested at the state and local level.
The research and statistical agendas should therefore primarily reflect an apprecia-
tion for state and local concerns. For what purpose then is the federal government
collecting and attempting to improve criminal justice statistics? For what purpose
then is the federal government engaging in research? A response which merely
indicates that these activities are needed and must be done is insufficient, and an
answer which suggest that these activities will primarily assist federal decision-
making is disturbing.

Activity relating to criminal justice research and statistics is both appropriate
and is critically needed for decisionmaking at all levels; hut the federal govern-
ment's role and needs are best served if it functions as a broker of these activities.
Indeed, the federal government is needed as the broker because of its national
perspective and its ability to draw upon the resources which are necessary to
engage in these activities. However, with state and local government as a prime
beneficiary and consumer of the results of this brokerage function they must be
actively involved in the process.

This was a concern but not a great issue during the drafting of the JSIA. The
reason it was not an issue was because of the LEAA program. It was in part
designed as the mechanism which provided for state and local involvement in
these research and statistical efforts. With LEAA gone, a new mechanism needs
to be identified for assuring their involvement in the criminal justice research
and statistical efforts at the federal level.

Another implication of the present situation is closely associated with the con-
cern I just addressed. This deals with the strategy at the federal level for dissemin-
ating the findings of the federal research and statistical efforts. While knowledge
is good, learning about something does not automatically equate with practice
and implementation. A dissemination strategy that relies upon publications and
perhaps some training is insufficient in assuring that the research and statistical
findings will be utilized. Such strategies are needed but they have to be augmented
by a capacity for demonstration at the operational level. Demonstration requires
resources and a delivery system. Failure to recognize this deficiency will predict-
ably result in the federal government performing an important research and
statistical function the results of which will be placed upon library or office
shelves but never find their way into the agency operations they were intended to
impact.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, it is the position of our Association that there is a

critical need for the federal government to articulate its policies toward state and
local criminal justice activities not only in terms of its research, statistical and
grant in aid programs but also with regard to those areas where joint jurisdiction
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exists. This perhaps could be done in connection with the Justice Department's
authorization where responsibility for this effort could be assigned with the
proviso that those policies and any subsequent changes to them which affect this
inter-governmental relationship would be submitted to the House and Senate
Judiciary Committees for review and consideration.

Finally there is a pressing need for the federal government to create an identi-
fiable office which will take the lead in all federal involvement in the improvement
of state and local criminal justice operations. In considering this matter the Con-
gress may wish to house this office in an agency other than the Department of
Justice. While the Department of Justice would have a logical relationship to
such an office, there are other equally important considerations such as inter-
governmental relations and the management of federal dollars which might make
for a more compelling argument to place this offi3e in another agency.
Thank you Mr. Chairman for giving me the opportunity to present our views.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NORMAN DARWICK

Mr. Chairman and distinguished member of the Subcommittee on Juris-
prudence and Governmental Relations, my name is Norman Darwick. I am the
Executive Director of the International Association of Chiefs of Police.
I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to appear before this important body.

Your deliberations are vital to a better way of life for all of us. Hopefully, in some
small way, my comments will aid your consideration of future improvements in the
criminal justice service.
The I.A.C.P. is a professional membership association of law enforcement

officials organized in 1893 as a tax-exempt- non-profit corporation to upgrade
the delivery of police services to the people. Among its more than 12,000 members,
the Association includes the Chief Executive Officer of police agencies in every state
and major city, as well as many federal agencies and several other nations. Over its
87 year history, I.A.C.P. has initiated such criminal justice innovations as the
Uniform Crime Reports, the Central Fingerprint File of the F.B.I., the National
Academy at Quantico, the former International Police Academy, the National
Bomb Data Center, countless traffic safety programs, and other programs I will
expand upon later in this testimony.
In keeping with Chairman Heflin's focus for this hearing, it is appropriate

here to outline some of the problems and failures of past federal programs in
criminal justice, while we also indicate some of their successes, and guide our
speculations on future federal involvement. The federal commitment began in
the mid-sixties with the Johnson Administration's Presidential Commission
on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. That effort culminated in the Office
of Law Enforcement Assistance in 1965. The office continued until 1968 when
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act resulted in the establishment
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). That year, the
new agency was modestly funded at $63 million. As the late sixties and early
seventies observed increased crime in the streets and continu ed social unrest
over our combat involvement in Vietnam, the major federal emphasis occurred.
In 1974, LEAA was funded at a $900 million level. The first $1 billion budget
followed within a few years.
You are all familiar with the latest development when the 1979 Crimina

Justice Improvement Act created the Office of Justice Assistance, Research
and Statistics (OJARS) with LEAA as one of its three subordinate agencies.
As a budget-cutting measure, the administration recommended against continued
funding of the new revenue-sharing agency within 4 months of its creation.
Earlier this year, LEAA received its mandate to phase out operations. In the
aftermath of that decision, we have just experienced the sharpest increase in
crime of the last 5 years. The Uniform Crime Reports show double digit increases
for the first 8 months of 1980. What the administration failed to recognize here was
that law enforcement is not the place to cut budgets while the nation is in the
throes of an economic recession. When economic times are tough, crime goes up!
It always has and it probably always will.
The primary question here is, "What's happened over the long term in LEAA

history?" In the 12-year life of the agency, it has had 10 administrators and 9
attorneys-general. You can readily see that one of its major problems was con-
fusion over who's watching the store. Program continuity was impossible under

4
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such fragmented leadership. Also, 2-and 3-year reauthorization bills strangled
any long-term planning.

Another major problem existed in the agency's developing funding philosophies,
and the huge morass of administrative layers within the bureaucratic agency was
inappropriate to handle the great infusion of funds during the years of its prom-
inency. Any social program which was even remotely related to curbing crime
found a receptive ear at LEAA. Simply to avoid turning back budgeted funds,
LEAA monies were dispensed with inadequate review of needs and insufficient
monitoring of progress over individual grants. Waste and duplication began to
erode the LEAA dollar. You will be interested to know that although LEAA
was set up specifically to address crime in the streets and aid state and local
law enforcement—less than 20 percent of its allocated funds over the last few
years was received by police agencies. Yet, law enforcement expends 65 percent
of all costs for the criminal justice system.

Considering the attitudes of IACP constituents regarding past failures of the
federal program, I will quote briefly from a survey of our membership taken in
the last half of the recent decade. For the most part, the negative side indicated
that block grants have been supportive only in part, and wholly ineffective in
many applications. Poor administration was cited for diffusing the positive
intent of such grants. Policy and tactical decisions must be made by the state
and local authorities most familiar with the problems in a given jurisdiction.
Respondents also felt that superfluous levels of fund administration diminished
the amount of funds available for the job intended at the local level. Respondents
were also critical of LEAA priorities, feeling that they did not correspond to
local needs. Finally, agencies surveyed felt that LEAA had not allocated funds
fairly among the three disciplines of the criminal justice system—police, courts, and
corrections. In fact, they slighted the agency for not addressing court reform as
well as it could have.
In the foregoing commentary, I have indicated only those shortcomings that

we see as major problems with past federal programs in ciminal justice. In the
interest of time, I have consciously avoided detailed accounts of specific programs—
although we can address them if necessary. Just as importantly, I think, we
should show the other side of the coin and briefly point out some successes of
the program and devote the majority of our allotted time to identifying a course
of future action.

It would be ludicrous for me to suggest that a twelve-year program has had
no success following an expenditure of $6 billion plus. Incidentally, before we
consider the figure as exorbitant waste, allow me to try and put it in perspective
with just one comparison. The Department of Energy alone contracted out $9.5
billion in just 1 year. That's 87 percent of its annual budget, and we are still
dependent upon external energy sources. Indeed, there has been success in the
LEAA program. And, its most laudable efforts occurred in the categorical grant
projects. In this area, there are outstanding examples of the beneficial impact
that national government can have on local efforts. They include support programs
against organized crime, major offenders, and repeat offenders. LEAA's sup-
port of STING operations is unexcelled in exemplifying inter-governmental
cooperation. Categorical programs of the federal agency gave us the Integrated
Criminal Apprehension Program (ICAP), Crime Analysis Support System
(CASS), Investigative Management Information System (IMIS), the Equipment
Technology Center (ETC), and the Commission on Accreditation of Law En-
forcement Agencies (CALEA).

Notwithstanding the obvious benefits of the Law Enforcement Education
Program (LEEP), you can see that these programs have had a positive and
forceful impact upon the delivery of street-level police services to the public.
As indicated earlier, I would like to expand on just a few of these projects.
The Accreditation Program for Law Enforcement Agencies will provide a

method by which local, county, and state law enforcement agencies may demon-
strate compliance with the profession's highest performance criteria. In fact,
the program can serve as a catalyst for enhancing the reccgnition of law enforce-
ment as a profession parallel to the legal, medical and education models. The
program includes the development of standards, and a method of measuring a
law enforcement agency's compliance in the management and operational areas.
A Commission has been incorporated to accept responsibility for the accredi-

tation program, and to give direction and approval of each component during
the developmental stages. The Commission is comprised of 21 members; 11 are
law enforcement practitioners representing a broad cross-section of agencies by
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size and function, and 10 are from state, county, and municipal levels of govern-
ment and academia.
The program is national in scope, and represents the first effort in this country

to measure law enforcement effectiveness. The dimension of measurement dis-
tinguishes this program from previous standards programs at the federal, state,
and local levels. It is anticipated that this program alone will result in a significant
improvement in the delivery of law enforcement services. The positive results
will be reflected in a broad dissemination of information on successful law en-
forcement methods and systems, and encourage the implementation of innovative
practices on management and operations. To be successful, the Accreditation
Program should reflect those practices which have proven to be successful, have a
contemporary orientation, and serve as a catalyst for desirable change. These
are major challenges.
To meet these challenges, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

awarded a categorical grant to the IACP. The grant specified three additional
professional law enforcement associations to participate in the Accreditation
Program. The three allied organizations are the National Organization of Black
Law Enforcement Executives (NOBLE), the National Sheriffs' Association (NSA),
and the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF). The commitment of these
associations include a membership representation of more than 75,000 law enforce-
ment practitioners in this country.
The Accreditation Program has been endorsed by a wide range of trade and

professional associations including the legal profession, state associations of chiefs
and sheriffs, national law enforcement labor unions, and numerous other as-
sociations with membership directly concerned with the delivery of law enforce-
ment services.
The Accreditation Program for Law Enforcement Agencies, supported by a

categoricl grant, has the potential of being the most important development
in the history of policing in the United States.
In another example, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) has awarded funds

to the IACP to establish a Technology Assessment Program Information Center
(TAPIC) for research and testing of products used in the law enforcement com-
munity. This program will become part of the Technology Assessment Program
(TAP) of the National Institute of Justice (NIJ). It continues a program initiated
by IACP in October, 1975, to provide law enforcement officials with information
about the latest technologies employed in the design, development and production
of law enforcement products. The program supplies reliable and objective per-
formance data to police administrators and assists them in procuring products
best suited, within budgetary constraints, to their departments' needs. TAPIC
will be concerned with assessing technologies and products in five broad areas:
Communications and Electronics, Forensic Science, Security Systems, Transporta-
tion, Weapons and Protective Products.
TAP integrates the efforts of NIJ, the IACP, and the Law Enforcement

Standards Laboratory (LESL) of the National Bureau of Standards (NBS).
A group of law enforcement practitioners, the Technology Assessment Program
Advisory Council (TAPAC), provides additional guidance and direction in
determining users' needs. This input from users assists in keeping TAPIC re-
sponsive to the needs of law enforcement agencies. Each participant in the program
has a supporting role and priorities are established through close coordination
by IACP, NIJ, LESL and TAPAC.
Product testing, a major objective of TAP, is performed by qualified inde-

pendent laboratories to guarantee the fairness and accuracy of the test results.
Reports of the testing program are published in a format appropriate for the
particular product and are distributed without charge to the law enforcement
community.
The cost benefits of TAP in one category alone have proved the usefulness

of this program. In April, 1979, the U.S. Army Natick Research and Development
Command published data showing that the wearing of protective soft body
armor resulted in an estimated savings of more than $29 million in the 1,248
injuries and fatalities reported for police during 1974-78.
The toll-free telephone inquiry response service operated by TAPIC allows

departments to call the Center regarding product and technological problems.
'When several departments reported rear seat fires in 1979 Ford Fairmont police
vehicles, Ford developed a correction for the problem. TAPIC alerted all law
enforcement agencies by teletype with a caution notice 6 to 8 weeks before Ford
could supply replacement parts and notify owners of the vehicles.
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These programs have saved millions of dollars. In one case alone, the standards
helped the U.S. Marshal's Service buy transceivers for half a million dollars less
than the GSA catalog price—and, they obtained higher quality radios. Consider
life-saving programs of LEAA, and you must immediately be reminded of its
K-9 explosives-detection project which directly credited with finding a bomb
on a TWA jetliner. Their high-speed steel-belted tire warning avoided countless
accidents in police pursuits. And most recently, the federal agency has funded a
long overdue study of police use of deadly force.
An improved policy on police use of force is just one way of impacting upon

the criminal justice system in a positive manner. In our portion of this study,
we are analyzing weapons usage in the 57 major police departments throughout
the country. We have found that bringing focus to this problem and the need for
policy, police firearms usage declined 44 percent from 1975 through 1978—the
last year for which complete statistics are available. Recently, some observers
have indicated there are a disproportionate number of blacks shot by police in
relation to police use of weapons against whites. What they haven't said is that
the percentage of blacks shot is equal to the percentage of blacks arrested for
crimes that often result in police use of force—namely homicide, robbery, weapons
violations, and violent crime in general. I am happy to add here that our associa-
tion has led the law enforcement community in passing a resolution deploring
not only excessive police use of deadly force, but also excessive police use of
physical force.
To conclude my testimony here this morning, allow me to concentrate now on

what we see as the future role of federal involvement in criminal justice administra-
tion. As a final qualifying statement, I want to indicate that LE AA is the only
federal agency with which IACP has daily contact. We have watched its creation
and development with more intensity than has any other group because we are
mandated by our members to represent their interests in the criminal justice
community. In the past, we have been extremely vocal in speaking out against
LEAA when its program philosophies and administration made it necessary. At
other times, we have publicly defended the agency if that course of action was
required. As I've indicated, we have also been a grantee of the agency on several
occasions and we currently operate projects under its funding. We can speak
from a position of competence and confidence. Our current assessment suggests a
need for change which falls short of totally eliminating the agency!
The immediate reinstatement of federal assistance to state and local law en-

forcement must be a priority consideration of the next congress and the incoming
administration. No single municipal, county, or state police agency can devote
sufficient funds, personnel, and/or technology to a program of national responsi-
bility. In the area of research and development, the categorical grants from LEAA
have probably been the most successful and helpful funding programs to state
and local governments.

Because of the enormous amount of information, research, systems development,
and programmatic entities generated by LEAA over the last decade, we must
maintain a coordinating federal interface with local government to ensure that
current gains are not lost through dispersion and relocation. Local authorities
are burdened with the responsibility of carrying on with the work-loads of federal
residual requirements. The greatest tragedy of the loss of a federal program
relates to the great challenges that still lie ahead:

Illegal drug trafficking and the resultant abuse of drugs continues to plague
our communities. Drugs are directly related to a great proportion of street crime
and, for the most part, they are introduced to the community from sources over
which local authority has little or no control. Massive international efforts through
every channel available, including treaties, must be used to bring this problem
under control.
The inability of our current system in controlling Juvenile crime is the single

most critical element of recidivism. Influences of poverty, poor schooling, job
opportunities, and the host of other factors designing our way of life leave the
criminal justice system in an inadequate posture for addressing this phenomenon
in a concerted manner.
A single incident of white collar or organized crime can result in such dispro-

portionate economic loss compared to other crime, we feel compelled to consider
them with equal priority. Often working from a headquarters far removed from the
actual location of the incident, this burgeoning problem must be attacked by all
disciplines of the criminal justice system as well as all levels of government.

There is great inequity in our system regarding victims and witnesses. Too
often, victims of crime (particularly violent street crime) are not justly treated
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when the offender (justly convicted) is released probationarily, or prematurely
from a too brief prison term. The system unjustly exposes the victim to further
retribution by his/her assailant. We must also give greater attention to witness
protection and victim restitution in any consideration of reform.
As you can see by the briefed accounts of these issues, a positve federal involve-

ment in criminal justice becomes critically apparent. Accordingly, we urge re-
tention of a federal assistance program to state and local government.
The issues mentioned here represent only a beginning. We see them as first

priorities. Obviously, we have a long way to go to bring rampant crime within
controllable levels. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we can
establish a more safe and secure nation for all our citizens. I look forward to work-
ing with you toward that ideal.
Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BISHOP L. ROBINSON

Senator HOWELL HEFLIN,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR HEFLIN: As you know, over the past twelve years there have

been three major national efforts to develop recommendations and standards for
upgrading American law enforcement: The President's Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice (1967) ; The National Advisory Com-
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973); and The American Bar
Association's Advisory Committee on the Police Function (1973). Although many
needs and problems were identified by these groups, the development and imple-
mentation of their recommendations and standards proved more ambitious than
realistic.
In response to these shortcomings, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-

tion has approved a grant establishing and maintaining a Commission on Accredi-
tation for Law Enforcement Agencies—hailed as the most significant program
ever for law enforcement. It takes the work of the three earlier national projects
one important step further—the development of comprehensive, realistic, measur-
able standards, and the establishment of a national program for voluntary ac-
creditation of state and local law enforcement agencies.
The objective of the program is to establish an independent accreditation process

which will result in: (1) increased effectiveness and efficiency of local law enforce-
ment agencies in the delivery of their services; (2) increased confidence of citizens
in and community support for law enforcement agencies; (3) increased confidence
of individual law enforcement officers in the effectiveness of their own agencies;
and (4) greater standardization of administrative and operational procedures
among law enforcement agencies. Working with the 21-member Commission on
Accreditation are the staffs of four national membership organizations for law
enforcement executives: The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP),
The National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives (NOBLE),
The National Sheriff's Association (NSA), and The Police Executive Research
Forum (PERF). What we now have in place is a program to develop standards for
a full range of law enforcement agency administration and operations.
The accreditation process has an added benefit—an effort by law enforcement,

working with representatives of the public and private sector, to better their own
profession consistent with what the community expects and has every right to
demand. The standards developed by the Commission will be implemented volun-
tarily by law enforcement agencies. A Commission audit team will assure specific
compliance with each of the standards.
We hope local publics—community people concerned with the quality law

enforcement—will become involved in the accreditation program and the develop-
ment of standards. People will support what they help to create.
I think the program is important because it offers an opportunity to implement

a common law enforcement philosophy throughout an entire agency. Consequently,
standards are being written that deal with recruitment, selection, training,
advancement, promotion, internal investigations, direction, and specific patrol op-
erations in the field. The program will be able, therefore, to effect change within
the entire 'organization.
Programs such as this, however, take time. Accreditation comes at a time when

funding cutbacks in local departments may inhibit its adoption, and when federal
funding cutbacks affect policy guidance at the national level.
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These budget reductions will have an even greater effect within a department.Already we have seen the "last hired, first fired" syndrome develop around thecountry—the officers who are so badly needed are not being hired and main-tained long enough to rise to command ranks.
To have lasting impact, a uniform, systematic, and flexible accreditationapproach is needed, with a built-in process for continual revision of the standards.The entire success of the program is dependent upon writing standards whichmeasure the real nature and manner in which law enforcement agencies provideservices to the public. It is our job to make sure the standards stimulate in-dividual officers and entire departments to better themselves. The Commissionon Accreditation is both a challenge and an incentive for moving law enforce-ment toward what it ought to be.

• With the apparent demise of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,the Commission on Accreditation may well be one of the last federal effortsproviding assistance to local law enforcement agencies. A sustained commitmentof financial and political support at all levels of government is required to makethe accreditation program succeed. I hope your strong leadership will be a signif-
icant part of that commitment.

Enclosure.

THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN THE IMPROVEMENT OF THEADMINISTRATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS
The Federal Government's commitment to essential improvements in thecriminal justice system should be the development of practical standards andinquiry into issues having important policy implications relating to adult andyouth criminal justice issues with strong emphasis on methods for reducing crimein minority communities. The Federal Government should focus on bringingabout improvements in the following priority areas:

DRUGS

The importation of illicit drugs continues at such high levels, state and localenforcement efforts have little or no impact on drug trafficking enterprises.
The availability of drugs among our youth presents a threat to the preservationof our society, particularly in minority and impoverished urban areas and precludesmany of our youth from pursuing meaningful occupational careers.
Immediate re iuction of the illicit trafficking and use of drugs is in the bestinterest of the future of our nation, therefore a multi-faceted approach to theresolution of the problem of drug abuse should be a top pricrity. It is recommendedthat the Federal role should be as follows:
The administration should:
1. assign to the Justice Department a mandated priority for the vigorousprosecution of drug statutes' violators.
2. pursue statutory provision for bail levels more commensurate with the

probably profit margin derived froni illicit drug trafficking.
3. define the fine schedule for violation of drug statutes, more in keeping with

illicit drug trafficking profit margins.
4. support the enactment of statutory authorization to utilize the U.S. military

equipment and personnel to combat the unlawful importation of drugs.
5. provide a federal mandate for state and local drug educational and drug

alternative programs.
6. expand international enforcemant efforts and mutual agreements and treaties

between nations aimed at reducing the illicit importation and exportation of
opium, heroin, cocaine, marijuana, in particular.

7. expand the various crises, maintenance, treatment and rehabilitation centers
designed for drug abusers.
8. enact legislation outlawing the sale of drug paraphernalia.
9. insure timely exchange of criminal intelligence information and full coopera-

tion between all levels of law enfoi cement, to include national, state and local
agencies.

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION

The administration should provide funding to community based agencies and
organizations brho have the staff and ability to develop and deliver crime pre-
vention programs and ways which impact on the reduction of crime in urban areas
in particular with emphasis on the reduction of delinquency pra :Ain a.
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Technical assistance should be provided to these groups to assist them in
program development and implementation. More specifically, program funding
should be directed to those projects which predict a high probability of reducing
juvenile involvement in part I crimes and drug abuse.

It is important that citizens at the local neighborhood level continue to be
encouraged to actively participate in criminal justice processes because crime
prevention is first and foremost a citizen responsibility. Citizen support and
involvement is a necessary prerequsite to effective law enforcement services
delivery. LEAA discretionary funds to support this effort must be continued.

Senator HEFLIN. At the request of Senator Dole, we will include in
the record at this point letters received from several interested organi-
zations which comment on S. 3209.
[The material referred to above appears in the appendix.]
[Whereupon, at 1:55 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN STATE AND
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 22, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON JURISPRUDENCE

AND GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Birmingham, Ala.
The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m., at the Federal courthouse,

courtroom 1, Senator Howell Heflin (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.
Present: Senator Heflin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HEFLIN

Senator HEFLIN. Good morning. Today the Senate Judiciary
Committee conducts the second hearing to examine the Federal
responsibilities to State and local law enforcement in the field of
criminal justice. The purpose of these hearings is to provide a forum
for discussion of ideas as to what the Federal Government can or
should be doing and assisting State and local governments in decreas-
ing crime in the United States. I suppose personal experience moti-
vates a person and gives them ideas. And personal experience with
crime, since moving to Washington has caused me to become more and
more conscious of the ever spiraling crime rate. Since I have been in
Washington, my apartment has been burglarized. I have had the
trunk of my automobile broken into twice where they knocked the
lock in, stole what was in the trunk, certainly the tires. This, of course,
has caused me some alarm. And crime has also had a tremendous
effect among my staff.
My press secretary is my exhibit No. 1: He was going to a restaurant

in Washington, D.C., in which he had a gun placed in his ribs, and
one of the conspirators involved in the robbery kept hollering, "Shoot
him, shoot him."
One of my secretaries, 3 weeks ago, was robbed at gunpoint and

this was the second incident of crime for her, because there had been
a previous burglary at her apartment. So we have had a lot of crime
in Washington and if you think you have problems here in Birming-
ham, I suggest you look at Washington which has far greater problems.

Crime, of course, continues to be one of the most serious dom9stic
problems in our society facing us to date. During our first hearing,
this committee received testimony from various statistical groups
which revealed that all categories of crime including those of a violent
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nature were on an upward trend. The most alarming statistics are

the ones that illustrate the chilling effect that crime is having on the

American people.
Millions of Americans are drastically altering their lifestyle out of

fear and becoming victims of crime. Recently, there has been a nation-

wide increase of instances of juvenile crime, including an alarming

trend toward neighborhood youth gangs, this is a nationwide problem.

Statistics recently published show that last year persons under 18

accounted for 45 percent of all arrests for property crimes, and 20 per-

cent of all arrests for violent crimes. Juvenile delinquency is a nation-

wide problem and one that we cannot afford to ignore.
Since 1969, when the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Street Act

went into effect, the Federal Government through the Law Enforce-

ment Assistance Administration has played a significant role in the

administration of justice in this country, by providing financial

assistance to State and local governments.
Though experiencing problems in its early stages, LEAA proved to

be extremely successful in a number of its programs. Many of which

have had a clear and definable impact on the reduction of crime's

power. However, due to budgetary cutbacks this year, LEAA has

been reduced to only a nominal existence. With the abolition of
LEAA, the Federal Government will now have no programs whose
primary function is to assist State and local governments in their
attempt to control crime and improve the criminal justice system.

During our earlier hearings this committee heard from several national
organizations representing State and local governments and law
enforcement officials. In that testimony, these witnesses discussed

some of the problems LEAA experienced, as to some, as well as their

successful programs for which LEAA was responsible.
The common trend which ran throughout their testimony was that

the Federal Government must develop a national policy, in partner-
ship of State and local governments, to deal with crime. At today's
field hearing, we will examine many of these same issues, but from the
perspective of State and law enforcement officials and Government
officials from around the State of Alabama.
LEAA through the Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency

has had a tremendous impact on the system of criminal justice in
Alabama. Under the very able leadership of Earl Morgan, the State
chairman, Bo Davis, as the Executive director, LEAA, Alabama Law
Enforcement Planning Agency has been a success in the judgment of
people at the national level.
Through the years, there have been a number of successful pro-

grams created in almost every category of criminal justice system..
Including the modernization of law enforcement, the professionaliza-
tion of law enforcement, improvement in corrections, and development
of programs designed to improve the Alabama judicial system. One of
the most important accomplishments of LEAA and LEPA has been
the establishment and funding of training and educational facilities
for law enforcement officers in Alabama.

During today's hearing this committee hopes to explore some of the
problems of LEAA and LEPA, and as well as what role should the
Federal Government play in the criminal justice at the State and local
level of operations. Some of the questions that we must focus on during
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these hearings are first: Why do we need a Federal assistance program
to State and local governments dealing with crime. Second: What
will be the results if there is no Federal assistance program to help in
controlling crime. And third: If we are to have a new, yet significantly
restricted Federal program, how should it be organized. What pro-
grams should receive priority.
I want to welcome everyone here today, for what I believe will be a

very constructive and informative hearing. Now, I am the only Senator
here, but we are making a record of this and this record will be reviewed

4 by the Senators and their staff when the record is completed. And it
can be of immense benefit to the Senate as it works on this particular
problem.
We have a very distinguished group of witnesses who are to testify

today. Chief Justice C. C. Bo Torbert; the Attorney General of Ala-
bama, the Honorable Charles Graddick; Mr. Ruffin Blaylock, the
director of the Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center; Com-
missioner Robert Britton, commissioner of the board of corrections in
Montgomery, and Mr. Robert G. Bo Davis, executive director of the
Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency. This will be the first
panel of witnesses, we would like to invite them to come to the table
and delighted to hear from them.
I might make an announcement as the panel is coming to the witness

table, and we will keep the record open for 2 weeks for anyone who
desires to file an extension of their remarks here or who desire to file
any testimony at all, in a statement or a letter, it doesn't have to be
in any proper form. We would appreciate it though, if it could be
typewritten, but even if it cannot be, we would be delighted to receive
any statement from any interested citizen.

It's my personal pleasure to call upon Chief Justice C. C. Bo Tor-
bert, who has done a great job as chief justice of Alabama Supreme
Court.

Chief Justice Torbert, we would be delighted to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF CHIEF JUSTICE C. C. TORBERT,
ALABAMA SUPREME COURT

Chief Justice TORBERT. Thank you, Senator Heflin. I am pleased to
appear before your subcommittee in Birmingham, Ala. My name for
the record, is C. C. Torbert, Jr., and I am chief justice of the Alabama
Supreme Court. And at this particular time, because of the resignation
of the chairman, I am acting chairman of the Alabama Law Enforce-
ment Planning Agency. We are honored to have the subcommittee to
choose Birmingham, Ala., and I believe that we should say, I can say
on behalf of the panel, we appreciate the opportunity to actively
participate in a Federal legislative process.

Citizens in Alabama, like citizens in other States, Mr. Chairman,
are increasingly concerned about rising crime rates. Our citizens, and
perhaps as you have indicated earlier, our citizens are frightened and
angry. The fight against crime, the concept and one that does not
remedy itself to an easy solution. Experience is resulting from the
Federal Government's assistance to the States in combating crime
under LEAA has demonstrated to me at least a need for a comprehen-
sive approach to the problem.
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The criminal justice community is a highly complex and integrated

system. The failure or the deficiency of one component to properly

generate, to properly operate, generates repercussions to the other

agencies and entities in the system.
Mr. Chairman, a major benefit of the Alabama's participation

in the program sponsored by the LEAA, was the creation of a forum

where representatives of all agencies and organizations in the criminal

justice community could come together and discuss common needs

and work cooperatively in the developing of coordinated criminal

justice programs. Various representatives are here today to discuss

with you the impact of crime and the need for improvement in law

enforcement, juvenile justice, 
corrections, 

and prosecutorial services.

My remarks will concentrate on the role of the judiciary in the criminal

justice system, problems facing the court, and the opportunities that

the central government has to assist our State court system.

First, I would like to say that the speedy, efficient, and fair adjudica-

tion of criminal cases is a political and necessary factor in deterring

crime. In recent years, Alabama has made great progress in increasing

the capabilities of our courts to dispose of criminal cases in a manner

which is both expeditious and fair. In less than a decade, we have

organized the trial courts into a unified system; adopted a compre-

hensive set of criminal laws; revised and streamlined court procedures;

and established an Alabama judicial college to provide comprehensive

training for all judges, officials, and employees of the courts. And

we have modernized our court system by improving the managerial

skills of court's officials, providing for the application of technology

in the management or financial resources and personnel.
The Federal Government, Mr. Chairman, primarily through the

LEAA played a very valuable role in this process. And it was through

this court that this State was able to complete the research needed

to develop required administrative and procedural changes in the

system. Alabama courts have effectively used this Federal assistance.

Every program developed through Federal assistance that has been

implemented is now being maintained and operated by the unified

judicial system.
Mr. Chairman, despite these efforts, our courts still face critical

situations. Between the fiscal year 1979 and 1980, criminal filings in

circuit courts of Alabama increased about 11 percent. In a comparison

of the filing information for the first 2 months of current filings against

the year's similar data and last year, indicates an additional 12 percent

increase in criminal filings alone.
So case filing is rapidly increasing and given the current economic

status of this country, we anticipate a more appreciable change in

the filing trend in the foreseeable future. The solution to this problem

is not one by simply providing additional judges. But to meet the
challenge, Alabama courts, like other court systems in the country,
must aggressively continue its efforts in evaluating and refining our
court operations in order to expedite adjudication of issues while
insuring justice. It may be necessary to consider alternatives to
adjudication, including intentionally decriminalization of minor in-
fractions. The increase of magistrates and very minor crime cases,
and in order to allow our resources to be used in the major crime
areas.
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The Federal Government has a direct interest in the efficient opera-
tion of the State courts. The reason being simply, that the great,
great majority of criminal cases, as well as civil cases filed in the
State courts embrace some Federal question.

After a complete and exhaustive State review, a significant number
of these cases then come before the Federal courts, sometimes, many,
many years after the finality of the judgment has been upheld by
the State courts. New trials and other federally ordered action,
including entertaining previously denied petitions, results not only in
the protracted proceedings, but incur considerable expenses to the
State.
No. 2 is that the actions and decisions of the Federal Government

ofttimes indirectly impact on the operation of the State courts. For
example, the speed limit of 55 miles per hour which was mandated
by the central government, and then Federal assistance then came
from the Federal Government to enforce the 55-mile-per-hour speed
limit.
That resulted in an additional 60,000 traffic cases filed in the

Alabama courts in the fiscal year 1980. White collar crime units
funded with Federal assistance, required extended sessions of grand
jury, and resulted in lengthy protractive trials, greatly taxing the
facilities of the State support system.

Federal assistance in the crackdown on welfare and medicaid fraud
caused State courts to become inundated with additional investiga-
tion, prosecution, and adjudication.
The enforcement of child support programs, funded through title IV

of the Social Security Act, has greatly increased our manpower re-
quirements. Federally mandated standards governing the revision of
defense services of the indigent. And the juvenile actions has further
added to the load of the courts.
Now, while all of these actions may be good and necessary and

provide benefits to our citizens, these programs just simply impact
on the operation of State courts. Federal assistance to the courts and
other components of criminal justice through LEAA made in the past,
a definite impact on the quality of criminal justice service and enabled
our local agency's better to respond to correlated problems. Unfor-
tunately, as you have pointed out, this assistance is no longer available
to us because of budgetary restraints. The State courts and other
criminal justice agencies, now find themselves faced with meeting
continual increasing crime rate without Federal assistance
The problems facing the courts in other criminal justice agencies

are not confined or generated to one political jurisdiction. Crime is
a national problem, one that faces the Nation as a whole. If the States
are to meet the challenge, the assistance of the Federal Government
must be provided. Whether this assistance comes through a law en-
forcement assistance administration or through some alternative
structure, Federal assistance must be made available in the following
areas in our judgment.
One, research to identify and assist the feasibility of more effective

approaches in dealing with crime and crime related issues.
Two, providing technical assistance to State and local communities,

improving their law enforcement and criminal justice programs.
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Three, providing a means for exchange of information and ideas
between the State, and between criminal justice systems within the
State. Providing for the comprehensive collection of information and
data on crime and criminal justice activities. Providing incentives
and demonstration grants to State and localities for innovative pro-
grams for applying procedures which have proven effective through
research and development. Providing general assistance to the criminal
justice communities and the courts and meeting increased demand for
services, many of which are direct results of Federal actions or court
decisions, or Federal assistance.

Lastly, and perhaps as important, is the need for Federal assistance
in terms of education and training of judges, court officials, law enforce-
ment, juvenile officers, and judges throughout the whole gamut of our
criminal justice community.

If you read, as we read, court decisions are very complex. It is
absolutely essential, that the policeman on the beat, the sheriffs in
each county, that the prosecution, and the trial judges be attuned
to the change in decisions that the court hands down from day to day,
in order that they can adapt themselves in order to furnish the kind of
services needed to combat crime.
. Mr. Chairman, I would not add anything except, I would like
permission to file in the record a statement of Judge Ben McRae of
Decatur, in Morgan County, with respect to the juvenile justice
system at which I'm sure you will go into later.
Judge McRae is chairman of the supreme court advisory committee

on juvenile justice and chairman of the subcommittee of independent
study commission of juvenile justice, and I would like permission to
file that in the record.
Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the State courts, let me express our

appreciation for the privilege of participating on this panel and
addressing this committee. Let me strongly urge for your support for
programs to continue to aid our courts and all components of the
criminal justice community in addressing the problems of crime.
Thank you very much.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chief Justice.
[The prepared statement of Chief Justice Torbert follows :1

PREPARED STATEMENT OF C. C. TORBERT, Jr.

My name is C. C. Torbert, Jr. I am Chief Justice of the Alabama Supreme
Court (and acting Chairman for the Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency's
State Supervisory Board).
We are honored that you have chosen Alabama as the site for the subcommittee

hearings and appreciate having this opportunity to actively participate in our
federal legislative process.
The citizens of Alabama, like citizens in other states, are increasingly concerned

with rising crime rates. Our citizens are frightened and angry. The fight against
crime is a complex problem, one which does not lend itself to easy solutions.
Experiences resulting from the federal government's assistance to states in com-
bating crime under the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has demon-
strated the need for a comprehensive approach to this problem. The criminal
justice community is a highly complex integrated system. The failure or de-
ficiency of one component to properly operate generates repercussions to the
other agencies and entities in the system.
A major benefit of Alabama's participation in programs sponsored by the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration was the creation of a forum where rep-
resentatives of all agencies and organizations in the criminal justice community
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could come together to discusss common needs and work cooperatively in de-
veloping coordinated criminal justice programs. Alabama participation is unique
in that we have developed a cooperative effort among all state criminal justice
organizations.

Various representatives are here today to discuss the impact of crime and the
need for improvements in law enforcement, juvenile justice, correction and
proFecutorial services. My remarks will concentrate on the role of the judiciary
in the criminal justice system, the problems facing the courts, and the opportu-
nities the federal government has to assist our state court systems.
The speedy, efficient, and fair adjudication of criminal cases is a critical and

necessary factor in deterring crime. In recent years, Alabama has made great
progress in increasing the capabilities of our courts to dispose of criminal cases
in a manner which is both expeditious and fair. In less than a decade, Alabama
has:
(1) reorganized the trial courts into a unified system;
(2) adopted a comprehensive set of criminal laws;
(3) revised and streamlined court procedures, established a Judicial College to

provide comprehensive training for all judges, officials, and employees of the
courts; and
(4) modernized the administration of our court system by improving the

managerial skills of court officials and providing for the application of new tech-
nologies in the arrangement of financial resources and personnel.
The federal government primarily through the Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration played a valuable role in this process. It was through this support
that we were able to complete the research needed to develop required adminis-
strative and procedural systems.
The Alabama courts have effectively used this federal assistance. Every pro-

gram developed with federal assistance has been implemented and maintained
by the Unified Judicial System.

Despite these effoi ts, our courts are still facing a critical situation. Between
fiscal year 1979-80, criminal filings in the circuit courts of Alabama increased 11
percent. A comparison of filing information for the first two months of the cur-
rent fiscal year against similar data for fiscal year 1980, indicates an additional
12 percent increase in criminal filings alone.
Case filings are rapidly increasing; given the current economic status in the

United States, we anticipate no appreciable change in filing trends for the fore-
seeable future.
The solution to this problem is not simply one of providing additional judges.

To meet this challenge, Alabama's courts, like other court systems in this country,
must aggressively continue its efforts in evaluating and refining our court opera-
tions in order to expedite the adjudication of issues, while insuring justice.

It may be necessary to seriously consider alternatives to adjudication including
the potential decriminalization of minor infractions and increased utilization of
magistrates in minor criminal cases.
The federal government has a direct interest in the effective operation of the

state courts. The majority of criminal cases, as well as many civil cases, filed in the
state courts embrace some federal question. After a complete and exhaustive
state review, a significant number of these cases will come before the federal
courts. Retrials and other federally-ordered actions, including entertaining pre-
viously denied petitions, result not only in protracted proceedings but incur
considerable expense to the states.
The actions and decisions of the federal government often directly impact the

operation of our courts.
Federal assistance to the state for increased enforcement of the 55-mile an hour

speed limit has resulted in an additional 60,000 traffic cases being filed in the
Alabama courts in fiscal year 1980.
White collar crime units funded with federal assistance have required extended

sessions of grand juries and resulted in lengthy, protracted trials greatly taxing
the facilities of our court system.

Federal assistance in the crack-down on welfare and medicaid fraud has caused
the state courts to be inundated with additional investigations and prosecutions.
The enforcement of child support programs funded under Title IV of the Social

Security Act has caused greatly increased manpower requirements.
Federally-mandated standards governing the provision of defense services and

the detention and conduction of juvenile actions have further added to the load of
the courts.
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The actions cited above are very necessary and have provided great benefits
to the citizens of Alabama, but these programs have seriously impacted the
operation of our courts.

Federal assistance to the courts and other components of the criminal justice
system through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has made a
definite impact on the quality of criminal justice services and enabled our local
criminal justice agencies to better respond to crime related problems. Unfor-
tunately, this assistance is no longer available to us. The state courts and other
criminal justice agencies now find themselves faced with meeting the continual
increasing crime rates with no assistance.
The problems facing the courts and our other criminal justice agencies are not

generated or confined to one political jurisdiction. Crime is a national problem.
one which faces the nation as a whole. If the states are to meet this challenge, the
assistance of the federal government must be provided.
Whether this assistance comes through the Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration or through an alternative structure, the federal assistance must be
made available in the areas of: research and development to identify and assess
the feasibility of more effective approaches to dealing with crime and crime-
related issues; providing technical assistance to states and local communities in
improving their law enforcement and criminal justice programs; providing a
means for the exchange of information and ideas between the states and between
the criminal justice communities within the states; providing for the comprehensive
collection of information and data on crime and criminal justice activities; pro-
viding incentive and demonstration grants to states and localities for innovative
programs or applying procedures which have been proven effective through
research and development; and to provide general assistance to criminal justice
communities and the courts in meeting the increased demands for services, many
of which are the direct result of federal actions, decisions, or assistance.
Thank you for the privilege of addressing the committee. Let me strongly

urge your support for programs to aid our courts and all components of the
criminal justice community in addressing the problems of crime.

Senator HEFLIN [continuing]. Alabama is very fortunate to have
an aggressive attorney general who looks at the problems of crime.
His background includes being a district attorney when he was in the
area. Now he is the State's chief law enforcement officer.
We are delighted to have the Honorable Charles Graddick with

us here today and we are delighted to hear from him.

STATEMENT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL CHARLES GRADDICK,
STATE OF ALABAMA

Mr. GRADDICK. Thank you Judge, or Senator. I appreciate, first of
all, you having me here today. Having been a former district attorney
and now attorney general, I feel qualified to speak about crime in this
State. Over the past 10 or 11 years, I have, on a day-to-day basis
dealt with problems on the streets. I have dealt with, now, problems
as far as needed legislation or concern which would be best for the
State of Alabama, in our opinion.

Quite frankly, I think the loss of LEAA funds, is going to cripple
the State of Alabama's efforts in the war on crime. I think we need a
national program to protect the public, and to promote law and order.
To secure equitable system, or a more equitable system of our justice
system. And to provide a great deal of cohesiveness across all of these
areas. No, we need to address it in three ways. And I think LEAA did
so. It looked at the enforcement, it looked at the judiciary, and it
looked at the corrections. In doing so, and providing a cohesiveness,
I think it would be a fair statement to say that it eliminated bottle-
necks in these areas. Certainly it was a control in a waste of time and
money and efforts on the parts of many people.
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I personally believe that without the help of LEAA funding and
our LEPA people here in Alabama, we would not be in the position
we are in our war on crime. Today, I think we would be 25 to 50 years
step backwards.
I saw policemen, people in the police department who managed the

police department, and having only the ability to train their people,
but not providing them with the tools necessary to catch criminals.
Simple things, like giving them a police car. Important things, like
giving them a vest to wear so they may not be killed. Little things like
that mean a great deal to people on the local level.
We have, and as you know, and the Chief Justice noted, we have

revamped and unified our court system. Primarily because of what you
have done. We have been able to create the office of prosecution serv-
ices, which aids and helps some 39 district attorney's across the State
of Alabama. And let me say this, this past year when LEPA or LEAA
abolished its program, we had to seek some $200,000 to bail out 10
or 12 district attorneys across the State of Alabama from losing
some of their key personnel. Some district attorneys at one time did
not even have a secretary to type indictments to help out with the
grand jury. And without that funding, goodness knows, Mr. Britton
probably wouldn't have the problem he is having today as far as the
penitentiaries are concerned because we wouldn't have been able to
put prisoners behind bars where they belong, and keep them there.
In my office, the attorney general's office, I have been able to see

the history of LEPA and what it has done. As far as the white-collar
crime unit, as far as an organized crime unit, those units have operated
effectively throughout the 67 counties of Alabama, aiding and assist-
ing district attorneys whenever necessary, because that money was
available. Obviously, the continuing legal education of the lawyers
in the attorney general's office has been quite helpful.

You've asked the question why do we need a national program?
Well, in my opinion, because the State of Alabama in these days and
times cannot furnish that program, the money is just not there. We
have obviously got a prison problem as far as overcrowdedness is
concerned. We can't allow dangerous people released back in our
society, simply because we can't provide a place for them. A national
program can certainly help in that vein. There are two areas that I
am greatly interested in, well, I guess three. We need a coordinated
narcotics unit effort in the State of Alabama. Senator, you can't
imagine unless you're on the street—and you're going to have an
opportunity to talk with police chiefs and people who deal with the
criminal day in and day out. Most of our problems are created because
someone has furnished a narcotic to a person, addicting that person,
and then requiring that person to go steal, through larceny, robbery,
even commit homicide because they have either been indirectly or
directly associated with the narcotic. You can pick up the paper each
and every day and see where planeloads of this stuff is being appre-
hended. We really do not have the facilities in the State without a
national program. Another effort we need is something that I think
has been forgotten for a long time, but I had it as district attorney
in Mobile County. It was in a rather limited area, but the only reason
I had it was because LEPA through LEAA funds crave me the oppor-
tunity to have it. And that was a victim witness assistance program.
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It's amazing what a victim witness assistance program will do a
s

far as the district attorney's ability to secure a conviction. We need

someone to take care of our victims. We need someone to be able t
o

educate ou,r victims and witnesses and make them as comfortable a
s

possible. And I think that a national program could do that. And

lastly; something I want to publicly say to you, is how much we appre-

ciate you and your staff efforts to help me get some sort of Federal

funding for a career criminal program to be implemented for the

State of Alabama. Quite frankly without your help we wouldn't be

in the stage we are in right now. I think, and this is probably really

an educated kind of guess, but there are probably 60 percent of our

people in this State who are citizens in our penitentiaries today. Our

primary crimes are concerned with individuals who have committed

criminal offenses many many times, and they have found that crime

has paid. They have found that it is much easier to make a career

out of committing serious offenses in this State than it is going to

work 8 hours a day and paying taxes. We need an effort to concen-

trate and target the repeat offender and take him off of our streets.

This is a must, and I believe of course, I see that your interests are

m the same line, and again let me say that we appreciate your help.

In closing again, I appreciate you allowing me to address you here

today. And without your help in Washington, we would be in a little

bit worse shape than we were several years ago. I appreciate that,

and thank you, sir.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, sir. I believe our next witness to come

in the field of law enforcement is Mr. Robert Britton, who is com-

missioner of the board of corrections for the State of Alabama. Mr.

Britton.

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER ROBERT BRITTON, BOARD OF

CORRECTIONS, STATE OF ALABAMA

Mr. BRITTON. Thank you, Senator Heflin, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to come before you today and explain some of our problems
in the department and how Federal funding could assist this, some
of the problems in the past with Federal funding. The highest priority

facing the Alabama prison system today is meeting the standards

established by the court orders from the Federal courts. Alabama

Department of Corrections' first encounter with the Federal court

occurred in 1972, when Judge Frank Johnson ordered in Newman v.

Alabama—adequate medical care be provided to the inmates; LI% years
later you ordered and called for reforms in virtually every area of
the prison system, including inmate classification, mental health,
educational, vocational training, recreational, and facilities and staff-
ing. No other prison system in the country has come up with such
massive attacks by the Federal courts than the State of Alabama has.
Compliance of the mandates, court orders, has been slow in part,

because of inadequate legislative funding over a period of years.
Nevertheless, compliance has been facilitated with the support of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. Benefits which have
improved the prison system through LEAA funding cannot be over
emphasized. Perhaps the most serious problem facing my department
is the lack of inmate bed space in the State penal system. This has
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resulted in overcrowding of State penal system. This has resulted in
overcrowding of State inmates in county jails, and only my depart-
ment under a Federal court order to maintain the facilities of designed
capacity. But we are also under numerous county court orders to
relieve the backlog of State prisoners in county jails. With the LEAA
funding, the department of corrections created additional inmate bed
space, with the establishment of a work release program. Eligible
inmates are employed in the community and they live in one of the
13 work release centers located throughout the State. A portion of their
salary returns to the department of corrections to defray cost of the
work release concept as an alternative to incarceration, in addition to
the establishment of the work release program it is a means of relieving
overcrowding and increasing likelihood that the inmate will return to
the community as a law-abiding citizen. LEAA funding has been
instrumental in reducing overcrowdedness with formation of a mobile
classification team.
Under Federal court order we are to maintain a viable and ongoing

classification system, and through the classification system inmates
are placed in security, psychological, medical arid program assign-
ments, tailored to individual needs. Our mobile classification teams
interview State inmates housed in county iails to determine the most
suitable place within the State penal system for each inmate. As soon
as space becomes available in the department of corrections facilities,
inmates who have been classified by the mobile teams can be trans-
ferred directly into the prison system. And in this way the backlog of
prisoners in the county jails is reduced. Many of the department of
corrections institutions are old and are in need of constant repair.
Federal court orders that all institutions meet National Fire Associa-
tion standards and minimum public health standards. With LEAA
funding, we completed extensive renovations in the areas of heating,
lighting, wiring, emergency generator systems. The department of
corrections was also able to establish a comprehensive training pro-
gram for correctional officers with LEAA funds. Proper staff training;
of other areas addressed by the Federal courts is crucial for main-
taining security for inmates and staff, as well as efficient and effective
departmental operations. The curriculum established with LEAA
funds pledged 240 hours of minimum standard training designed
specifically for correctional personnel.
Our training program has been evaluated by the National Institution

of Corrections and considered to be excellent, one of the best in the
United States. The Federal court order has also ordered my depart-
ment to provide adequate mental health care to inmates. With Federal
funds we established a comprehensive alcohol and drug abuse program
at a number of the penal institutions throughout the State. We were
also ordered to provide adequate medical care to inmates. And through
LEAA funding we employed a highly competent medical director. to
supervise our health care operations. Many other areas deserve specific
mention although they're not directly related to the Federal court
order Alabama volunteers correction program received from LEAA
funding. The volunteers provide available assistance both to incarcerated
inmates and to inmates who are on probation or parole. Our research
monitoring reevaluation unit was implemented by LEAA funds.
This unit provides important management information to key person-
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nel in my department. Finally, LEAA funding has provided the 

hiring of attorneys to provide a legal assistance to inmates. Th
e

project has significantly reduced the number of frivolous inmate suits

brought against the department and its officials.
The Alabama Department of Corrections encountered few diffi-

culties in working with LEAA. At times, redtape and paperwork

hampered program implementation. But the benefits received far

outweigh these minor bureaucratic problems. In the future I feel that

all States, not just Alabama, need Federal funds for construction of

additional prison facilities. It is the Federal courts that have ordered

correctional agencies across the country- to provide sufficient inmate

bed space. Federal monetary assistance is needed to comply- with the

Federal mandates. I cannot overemphasize the importance of relieving

the overcrowdedness in the county jails. The county facilities are not

equipped to house an excessive number of inmates, they're not as

secure as in State institutions, they're inadequately staffed, and they're

old and in need of repair. In these jails hardened criminals are mixed

with first offenders and few, if any, rehabilitative programs are offered.

Inmates are crowded together and the problem is serious and volatile.

Alabama's correction system and other State's prison systems have not

received sufficient funding from the legislature to address the over-

crowding problem. We must have Federal assistance.
Finally, I feel that the Federal funds should be allocated for the

development of alternate energy sources, because current resources

are depleted and the cost of energy continues to spiral. The expense of
operating facilities in the future would be prohibitive. These costs
perhaps could be reduced by the formation of alternate energy sources.

In conclusion, through the receipt of Federal funds, the department
of corrections has been able to make significant and much needed
progress for the compliance of Federal court orders and development
programs which have benefited the inmate in the prison system, as
well as the citizens of Alabama. If I could, I would just like to reem-
phasize that one area is in the funding of prisons through Federal
funds. I know it came under a lot of scrutiny years back; a lot of those
folks were against brick and mortar. But on three different occasions
this past year Judge Pointer of Montgomery has had to release inmates
of county jails because of overcrowdedness. I didn't see anyone in
attendance at that time that was against brick and mortar.
I .am very fearful on the next few months if bed space is not made

available to our State, there will be hundreds of inmates released back
on the streets. I don't want to see it, and I know you, Senator Heflin,
don't want to see it, because we think we have crime problems in the
State today. In any person's mind, a thief, or anybody, the first thing
m their mind is they're too smart to get caught. If you take the second
aspect of it there is no place to lock them up. This will be a heaven for
criminals all over the United States. I appreciate the opportunity to
speak to you today and any assistance that you could give us in this
uphill battle we have, we would appreciate it very much.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Britton. Our next witness is Mr.
Robert G. Bo Davis, executive director of the Alahama Law En-
forcement Planning Agency of the State of Alabama. I have had a lot
of dealings with this individual and I know that he is very competent
and does an outstanding job, his reputation is known nationwide. So,
Davis, we would be delighted to hear from you at this time.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT G. DAVIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
ALABAMA LAW ENFORCEMENT PLANNING AGENCY

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Senator Heflin. As director of LEPA,
Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency, I do appreciate the
opportunity that you have given us, or me, to address you on the
matter of problems of crimes and needs of the State and local govern-
ments. Rather than dwelling on the successes or failures of the past
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, I would like at this
hearing to express my opinion on crime and the need for assistance
from the Federal Government. In only 3 more days Americans will
be celebrating the birth of Christ. As usual, it will be a time of antici-
pation as we gather with our families to watch the expressions on the
faces of children as they awaken on Christmas morning to see what
Santa Claus has left for them under the tree. Obviously, many of us
will be wishing for different favors from Santa. Some will wish for
electric trains, football uniforms, bicycles, color television sets, micro-
wave ovens, and so on. Unfortunately, far too many Americans will
be wishing for things that Santa Claus simply can't deliver. Mean-
ingful employment, interest rates within reach of our limited income
and the knowledge that our communities are free from criminal
activity. Indeed, it is a tragedy that Santa Claus cannot make Alabama
and America free from crime. Furthermore, neither can our respective
State and local governments.

America's only way to wage a meaningful war against crime today
rests squarely on the shoulders of the Federal Government. Crime is
real, it's quickly entering an epidemic stage, death could be right
around the corner. Pick up the daily newspaper and read story after
story of Americans being murdered, mugged, raped, assaulted, robbed.
and flimflammed from coast to coast. And if you want more descrip-
tive details turn on the nightly TV newscast. Of course, there is no
single underlying cause of crime, but then neither is there of cancer.
Far too many ingredients are involved. Certainly our economic plight
is a major contributor, but Americans today don't want to hear
any more hard luck stories. They want crime attacked, in fact they're
demanding it from us. The question today is what directional attempt
will we attempt a solution. Do we establish a strong nationwide
crime prevention program? Do we want to aim our tax dollars in a
stern reaction, with arrest, apprehensions, prosecutions? With un-
employment and inflation skyrocketing and added to the crime
problem, local and State tax revenue bases are ridden in equal pace.
Crime simply cannot be successfully combated on the local level; it
is financially impossible here in the State of Alabama.

Instead of taking a role of leadership in this fight, the Carter admin-
istration only this year elected to abolish the only Federal agency
assisting State and local criminal justice systems. Senator, on behalf
of the criminal justice in the State of Alabama, I want to thank you
for your leadership in Congress in trying to save this important pro-
gram. Although the budget cuts were severe, the delivery system. for
criminal justice planning and grant administration can possibly
survive through this fiscal year even though we only have .a skeleton
crew. Hopefully, fiscal year 1982 will reflect a stronger interest in
crime fighting by the Reagan administration in the next Congress.



Today Alabama has one of the Nation's model court systems, thanks

to you and Chief Justice Torbert, but there, of course, is much work

to be done. But at the same time, we don't have enough policemen

on the streets. Neither do we have enough space in the prison system

as Commissioner Britton explained a minute ago. There must be 15 or

20 jails under court order because of overcrowding. Instead, with the

loss of LEAA funds and mass layoffs of criminal justice professionals,

elimination of time-proven programs and projects increased Federal

court orders for reform, a staggering crime rate, and little hope for

any relief.
Of course these problems are not unique to Alabama, they're com-

mon in all 50 States. The willpower to correct the crime problem

abounds; however, our financial means for our cities, counties and
States are just not available. The fear of crime is slowly paralyzing

our society. I know the citizens want the streets safe, the communities,

and they want it returned to a point where everybody feels free from
fear. Fortunately in recent weeks we have seen signs across this great
country that a new leadership and attitude is on the horizon. The
fact that we gather here in Birmingham today is testimony of this
new sense of concern for the safety of our citizens. My humble opinion.
Senator, is I feel that it is incumbent upon the 97th Congress to pro-
vide both positive leadership and meaningful solutions; with a stigma
imbedded in the very fibers of our society, America will not survive
if we fail. Let me conclude, by mentioning a couple of things that
I know have come about in this recent session, one is that I

know all of us are vitally interested in the introduction of legislation
by Senator Dole from Kansas, which was called the Criminal Justice
Construction Reform Act of 1981.
We are all looking at this particular piece of legislation with in-

terest, because it is brick and mortar money. I think it is to provide
construction funds for prisions, jails, juvenile detention centers group
homes, or whatever. I would close with a question to you: no you
foresee any hope in that direction alone?

Senator HEFLIN. I think so, I was going to ask that question, when
we got around to the question phase of this, Mr. Britton's opinion on
this Dole bill. It has a lot of support in Congress and I don't know what
the new President, the President-elect's position will be on this. We'll
just have to wait and see. Senator Robert Dole has as his staff rep-
resentative former LEAA director, administrator, Pete Velde, who
works with him and also works with our office very closely. I am opti-
mistic about the program, which is an instance of a Federal assistance
program, due to Federal court orders. Whether this is right or wrong,
I'm not getting into that. But it's a fact you have federally imposed
standards pertaining to jails in every city, county, and every State.
When the Federal Government imposes, I think there is a correspond-
ing responsibility to provide some assistance.
That same concept is true today in the court system, Chief Justice

Torbert can tell you and our Attorney General Graddick can tell you.
It takes about 15 minutes to take a plea of guilty, whereas it used to
take about 30 seconds. I'm not getting into whether that's right or
wrong, but it has come about because of decisions of the U.S. Supreme
Court and is federally imposed. The Miranda warnings and the various
things that law enforcement officers go through are federally imposed.
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So I think there is rationale for the Federal assistance program,
particularly when impositions are coming and they're coming by
large measures in regard to these various and different fields.
Our next witness is Mr. Ruffin Blaylock who is director of the

Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center. Mr. Blaylock has
been working on this criminal information center and one of the great
legacies of the LEAA program has been an improved information
system that is available to the law enforcement officials throughout
the land. I am particularly proud of what Mr. Blaylock has done with
the Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center. Mr. Blaylock.

STATEMENT OF RUN W. BLAYLOCK, DIRECTOR, ALABAMA
CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION CENTER

Mr. BLAYLOCK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to talk on
the criminal justice information system that is in existence in Alabama.
It was the No. 1 priority of the Law Enforcement Planning Agency
for a number of years. It is governed by a representative group of
leaders of the criminal justice community, and is currently chaired by
the chief justice. I am particularly pleased to appear before you today
and have the opportunity to testify before the subcommittee on the
need for the continued role in the fight against crime at the State and
local level. I am particularly pleased that I have been invited to appear
before you because of the vital role that our agency plays in supporting
the criminal justice community. And because in my opinion our
function would not be in existence today had it not been for Federal
assistance during the development years. Our agency was created by
the legislature in 1975 to collect, store, and disseminate all crime data
in the State of Alabama. To exchange crime data with the other States
and the Federal Government. To analyze crime data collected for use
in planning and improving the criminal justice process in Alabama.
In carrying out the statutory mandates, we operate a computerized

information system, with support of police, the courts, prosecution,
corrections, and parole components of the criminal justice community
in Alabama. Our largest system is our law enforcement data system
which supports all law enforcement agencies located throughout the
State. The system consists of a computer located in Montgomery
connected with 143 law enforcement agencies throughout the State of
Alabama. These agencies include, municipal police departments,
sheriffs' departments, the department of public safety, the department
of conservation, marine police, the State forestry commission, the
board of corrections, the pardon and parole board, and the revenue
department. We also have terminals connected to those Alabama
offices of the FBI, the Secret Service, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms, the U.S. Probation Office, Northern District, U.S. Air
Force, and the U.S. Army. Our system is connected to the FBI
National Crime Information Center in Washington. And through the
National Law Enforcement Fellow Communications System in
Phoenix, Ariz., is connected to agencies like ours in the other 48 con-
tinental United States, through these State agencies to approximately
14,000 local law enforcement agencies.
In addition the first of the year we are connected through the

Royal Canadian Mounted Police, through all the provinces of Canada
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and all local law enforcement agencies in those provinces. We maintain

in our files State motor vehicle registrations, boat registrations,

licensed drivers, wanted persons, missing persons, stolen vehicles,

stolen guns, stolen articles, revoked and suspended drivers, all persons

in our State prisons and all persons who are under parole or probation

supervision. In addition, we maintain a file on all persons who have

been arrested and fingerprinted on a felony charge, and their associa-

ted criminal history. Through the FBI we have access to their national

files, stolen vehicles, stolen guns, stolen articles, wanted and missing

persons, and stolen securities. Through the other State systems, we

have access to all registered vehicles and all licensed drivers in those

States. In 1975, our first year of operation as an agency, we handled

approximately 2 million messages over our network that year. In

1980, we handled approximately 30 million messages for a fifteen-fold.

increase over 5 years. Our system has been held by the law enforce-

ment community over our State as the greatest advance in the fight

against crime since the advent of the two-way radio.
The value of the system can best be illustrated by the recent study

that we conducted in a rural county in Alabama. We asked the sheriff's

office, our terminal user, to identify those stolen vehicles recoveries,

stolen gun recoveries, and wanted persons who had been apprehended
by other law enforcement agencies in the United States, in the opinion

of the sheriff would not have been recovered, nor have been ap-

prehended if he had not had a terminal and he had not participated
in our system. During those past 2 years the sheriff's office spent $4,800
for his terminal. During those same 2 years vehicles recovered and

returned to the citizens of that county, had an estimated value of
approximately $250,000. In addition, 16 wanted felons and 9 escaped
convicts were apprehended by other law enforcement agencies outside
of his jurisdiction. It is difficult to place a quantitative value on what
this system has meant to a county of 20,009 people. Because of

limited resources, the State and local level of government, and because
the primary responsibility for fighting street crime rests with the
State and local governments, and because of the annual budgeting
cycle at these levels, the resources available to them have been in
the past and are still to a great extent today spent on meeting
the operational needs of the day. Federal assistance through LEAA,
and through LEPA made our system possible by providing the risk
capital necessary for their development. Once developed, the value
of the system to law enforcement has been recognized by the State,
institutionalizing our agency, and providing the funding necessary
for its current operation.
Our system has been recognized both nationally and internationally.

We have received inquiries and requests for information from as near
as our neighboring States and as far away as Australia. In my opinion
again, our agency and this function would not exist today had it not
been for LEAA and LEPA funding assistance.
I would now like to turn to our added dimension which our system

provides beyond daily operational needs. This added dimension is in
selection and analysis of accurate timely statistics on crime in our
State. It is difficult to recall how little we knew about the criminal jus-
tice community only 10 years ago. The efforts of reliable data resulted
in the absence of planning, and the capability to plan on a systemwide



11

basis. We have heard this morning how the system components inter-
act and the advances of one component affects the other. More
importantly was the absence of tools to collect and analyze the data
needed so that reasonable planning could be performed. Today we
have those tools. We have accurate and timely criminal justice statis-
tics which are relied upon by the legislature for consideration of
pending legislation and budgeting by the criminal justice community
for long-range planning, and by individual law enforcement agencies
for allocations of scarce resources that maximize their productivity.
We produce annually a crime in Alabama report which has become
the credible source of crime data in our State.
I would now like to address the needs for accurate and timely crime

statistics at the Federal level. While capabilities of ours such as de-
scribed to you today exist in many States, until recently there was
not a Federal counterpart which would collect the State data and
compile reliable national crime statistics. This need and effort of the
capability to fulfill this need was recognized in the Justice Systems
Improvement Act of 1979 which created a National Bureau of Justice
Statistics. Its purpose is to collect data from the States and compile
national crime statistics that would be timely and reliable. The JSIA
Act also created a national advisory board consisting of members of the
criminal justice community and members from the statistical and
academic communities to set policy and advise the Director of the
Bureau of Justice Statistics. I have been privileged to have been ap-
pointed to that board representing the 50 States in the information
system area. We held our first meeting on December 12 and 13 in
Washington and I am impressed with the quality of the membership
of that board. I am optimistic that the Bureau's objectives of providing
reliable data to the Congress would be achieved in 1981. I believe that
is a prerequisite that Congress receive available information and data
so they will be able to develop and make sound funding decisions.
I would like to conclude by making the following recommendations:

That adequate funding be provided so that reliable and timely data
could be made available to the Congress and to the administration
for better bringing about those decisions. Two, that the normal
funding of the Bureau of Justice System come straight from the grants
and aids and the type of funding that the States and local govern-
ments receive. I believe that communication at the Federal level is
felt. And sir, Congress would be needed to support the type of funding
and assistance which would help the State and local government. Three,
that Congress and the administration State guidelines for 1981 which
would detail the Federal role in their fight against crime at the local
level. And finally, the Federal role in the fight against crime at the
State and local level be supported with adequate funding. I thank
you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear before you today
and I would like to take this opportunity on behalf of our agency and
the criminal justice community. in Alabama to thank you for the active
leadership you have provided in the last Congress.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Blaylock. I would like to ask for
some additional information. What effect has LEAA had on educa-
tion, particularly to law enforcement and direction in this State.
How many police training academies do we have in the State of
Alabama?..

71-190 0 - 81 - 10
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Mr. BLAYLOCK. Before 1973 the total responsible, not the total,
because we have several with trust fund money. There's one training
academy at the University of Alabama in Tuscaloosa, one at Jackson-
ville State University, one at Bay Minette, Faulkner Junior College.
Plus we have some supplemental training programs at the city of Mont-
gomery, we have some separate and independent training programs,
the city of Huntsville, the city of Birmingham, and Mobile, and the
State trooper academy in Selma. It appears, and I think we have one
of the training directors, Senator, that will be appearing later on. It
appears that these three State training schools, training academies,
may close at the end of this fiscal year. They have only a token amount
of funds available to continue, maybe through this fiscal year. But
obviously we'll have to go to the legislature and ask for funding for
those three major academies. In the event that they are unsuccessful
in obtaining funds through the special education trust fund, then the
burden of training would fall on the cities, the cities of Birmingham,
Huntsville, Mobile, and of course the State trooper academies.
Senator HEFLIN. Under the minimum standard approach which

I believe says that law enforcement officers ought to have a certain
amount of training within their first years, and then repeated for
educational programs. What is the minimum training. that is advo-
cated for a police officer during his initial period of time serving as
a police officer?
Mr. DAVIS. The Minimum Standards Act of 1971 calls for 240

hours minimum training. We're in the process of raising that as I
understand to 300 hours. This is the basic training for all law enforce-
ment personnel entering the profession.
Senator HEFLIN. How long is it, is it within 6 months, or within a

year they must receive this 
Mr. DAVIS. I believe it is within the first year, they have a grace

period—it's 9 months 
Senator HEFLIN. That is in danger. The second question that I

asked in my opening statement is, What will happen in the event there
are no Federal assistance programs?
Mr. DAVIS. Those three academies that I had mentioned a moment

ago provide primarily training for those cities and counties outside
the major metropolitan areas. They would be left out in the cold,
and I am sure these cities and counties, the large cities and academies
now, they do provide some training to the rural areas for space
available.
But we're talking about several hundred officers to be trained or

several thousand in the next year or two. So, any other source of
funding outside of the special education trust fund, I have no idea
where we could get it.
Senator HEFLIN. I would like to ask each of you, in the next

2 or 3 weeks if you can, to extend your remarks on what you consider
the programs that should receive priorities. I don't want to limit
programs to any specific number, but obviously they have to be re-
stricted. You have had all sorts of programs that have come up under
LEAA and some that are nationwide. For example, we have a training
program in Huntsville on the disposal of bombs. What happens when
you have in your city police departments and sheriff's departments,
individuals that go in and if there is a bomb scare and then if they
do find a bomb they know how to dispose of it. This is something that
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is very helpful, and we did succeed in saving it this year end the FBI
will take over and operate that school in the coming years. But,
specifically like education, information data, there is a feeling that
if Federal assistance programs are restricted there ought to be some
sort of a group that can provide expertise to the local and State units
of law enforcement, which is tied into planning to a degree in regard
to these various subjects. So if you could give some priority as to what
programs you would list, it would be helpful to us.
Now, there is an issue that has attracted a great deal of attention

here in Birmingham, the youth neighborhood gangs. This has a lot of
interest here in Birmingham and it has a lot of interest nationwide. We
find that this is not a problem that is peculiar to Birmingham, but is a
problem that is nationwide. It has sort of a modus operandi. It follows
a syndrome where the youth gangs seem to become very prominent and
then either through police activities or other activities will subside and
will go into a period of remission and then they will crop up again in
the various cities. Perhaps some of the reasons for this is that the
police are able to identify the leaders and after the leaders are appre-
hended or perhaps punished, it goes through a subsiding period. I
know that Attorney General Graddick has had a lot of thought about
this over the period of time and it is tied in with the problem of juvenile
crime as a whole. Mr. Graddick if you could address some of the
ideas that you might have in dealing with juvenile crime particularly
this concept of neighborhood crime. In order to become a member a
person has to commit a crime. And any thoughts that you would like
to have on that, he would be delighted to hear from you.
Mr. GRADDICK. Senator, you can talk to numerous psychologists and

people who try to understand the behavioral patterns of individuals or
groups as the case may be, in this case. My source, not only coming
from a psychological community but more important from those who
deal with these problems face to face on a daily basis.
I think that the problems here in Birmingham and other places was

created because of the apparent degradation of our youths. And there
are many variables that go in there. But when it comes down to
whether someone is a "juvenile," decides they want to commit a crim-
inal act, and in the case here in Birmingham, these have been very
violent offenses. I think you can probably point your finger to raising
the juvenile age to 18. You take an 18-year-old, and I think that most
policemen who have been on the job for any length of time tell you
that they are just as dangerous, just as street wise, and probably more
dangerous than the 30, 35, 40-year-old. You take that with the laws
that govern our juveniles and take a kid who is 14 or 15 or 16 years of
age and put him on the street and get a crowd of people, and they have
all committed a serious offense and he feels some strength in a group
and he commits a serious offense. The policemen identify him, take
him to jail—well let me rephrase that. Takes him to a youth facility.
You call their parents. A full statement can be taken from them at
that time, until their parents are available. They're not going to be
placed in jail. They're going to be placed in a youth facility, and I'm
talking about an individual who may have killed another person in
cold blood. And if he's not certified to the circuit court to be tried as a
juvenile, this State doesn't have a facility to hold anybody longer than
12 months, is my understanding.
Quite frequently this person is released back on the street with

the rest of his buddies out there and he tells them how he has beaten
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the system. He laughs at us, and then they go right back doing what

they were doing before. He tells his friends they can't touch you

because we're considered kids. The judge, the juvenile judge is frus-

trated, the policeman is frustrated, and ultimately society is frus-

trated. Quite frankly, I think if we could change some of our juvenile

laws, one, reduce the age back to what it was for so many years, I

didn't see a problem when the juvenile age was 16. I really don't
understand, but maybe if somebody would explain it to me maybe if

they would I would understand it. I couldn't understand moving the

juvenile age to 18, when you're bringing down the age to when a

person can drink in Alabama to 19. I believe just that legislation is

what we're going to need, but of course, appropriate police work is

obviously the first thing. They can't do adequately their jobs until

they have the laws to back them up.
Senator HEFLIN. Anybody else care to comment on this issue?
Chief Justice TORBERT. This is not my comment, but I will adopt

them and file them, I was thinking about Judge Ben McRae who I
referred to earlier in my testimony. This part of his statement may
be appropriate with respect to the Federal Government and the
juvenile problem.
As I understand it, funds are still being made available in the

juvenile justice area. But Judge McRae's comments and for your
consideration in the Congress of the United States, that the major
thrust has been dealing with the status offender and the decriminaliza-
tion of the status offender. His point for your consideration is simply
this. There are more ominous serious problems to be dealt with in
the juvenile justice system and as a matter of Congress making a
determinate where the priorities lie either for the need of detention
facilities in these violent crimes. As opposed to the thrust of com-
mitting funds is on status offender, what do you do with these minor
sort of cases? I think his statement is going to be constructive to
you and the Senate committee in that particular area.
Senator HEFLIN. Anyone else have any comments on this subject

that they would like to make?
Let me ask you this. If a Federal assistance program is designed

and a substantial increase of matching money, matching money
provisions, were to be included in such legislation, such as possibly.
25-percent matching money approach. What advantages or dis-
advantages would accrue as a result of such?
Mr. Davis maybe you can answer this question.
Mr. DAVIS. Over the last 10 years there has been as the acts were

amended from time to time, of course, the matching ratios change.
We were also in 1975 required to provide assumption of cost plan
on matching funds. It started 95-5 the first year and would end up
in 5 years 100 percent to be assumed by the subgrantee.

Personally, we did not find any major objection to this 5-year
assumption. The only problem is that you have to absorb about 25
percent a year, which is to say in the second year it would be 50 percent
maximum. I don't see any objection to the 75-25 percent ratio at all.
As a matter of fact the Juvenile Justice and Links of Provision Act
provides 100 percent as long as the project runs. Of course, I personally
feel that there should be a commitment from the local or State govern-
ment to provide some matching funds in any type of project. It shows
a stronger commitment and a lot more interest, I might add.
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Senator HEFLIN. Would anyone else care to comment on this.
Mr. BRITTON. Senator, just one comment in that area. Several years

ago in inmate labor in construction jobs was counted as in kind
money, and I would strongly urge for this to be considered too. For
this is an area we're going in and inmate labor for the prison facilities
to be built. And I think we should get some kind of credit for that
inmate labor to cut our costs.

Senator HEFLIN. Mr. Britton mentioned awhile ago the old building
in regard to construction in the field of corrections. If you have any
comments you want to make on that please do so.
Mr. BRITTON. I would just strongly urge any help we can get. Be-

cause I do not see that much assistance coming from the State level
at all.
Senator HEFLIN. What about the matching money approach in

regards to that?
Mr. BRITTON. Of course, I realize there's going to be a certain

percentage that is matched and I think that is good too. Because also
it gives you the ability to let your local legislators or legislators know
that this type of funding can be required at a later date. If you have
to put State dollars in to match money you're obligating at that point
and the legislators should know that they're going to have to pick
up the bill at a later date.

Senator HEFLIN. I appreciate each one of you gentlemen appearing
here and if any of you want to extend your remarks on any issues that
we have raised, please feel free to do so. We are delighted that you
could come and be with us.
Our next panel of witnesses is first, Sheriff Prince Arnold, the

Sheriff of Wilcox County, a member of the board of directors of the
Alabama Sheriffs' Association; Chief Leo Bailey, the chief of the
Alabama Chiefs of Police, and the chief of police of Florence, Ala.;
Mr. Thomas W. Sorrells, the district attorney, Houston County, and
president of the Alabama District Attorney's Association; Mr.
Russell E. Summerlin, the director of the Law Enforcement Training
Academy; and the president of the Sheriffs' Association.

' 
Mr. Tom

Purvis, sheriff of Mobile County is here and will join this panel.
We are delighted to have you gentlemen here with us. Maybe I ought
to start out by asking Sheriff Purvis, if you will, give us any thoughts
that you might have.

PANEL OF LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS:

STATEMENTS OF PRINCE ARNOLD, SHERIFF, WILCOX COUNTY,
AND MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, ALABAMA SHERIFFS'
ASSOCIATION; THOMAS W. SORRELLS, DISTRICT ATTORNEY,
HOUSTON COUNTY, AND PRESIDENT, ALABAMA DISTRICT AT-
TORNEYS' ASSOCIATION; RUSSELL E. SUMMERLIN, DIRECTOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING ACADEMY, AND TOM PURVIS,
SHERIFF, MOBILE COUNTY, AND PRESIDENT, SHERIFFS'
ASSOCIATION

Sheriff PURVIS. Thank you, Senator. Once again I appreciate being
able to address this committee. Yesterday, as many Americans were
around this country, I was seated in front of my television set watch-
mg some professionals work. We pay a considerable amount of atten-
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tion to what goes on in that arena of human endeavor, that we call

Sunday afternoon football. The people that were watching that game

at the stadium for the most part, I would imagine, paid $15 apiece to

get in there and watch it. And the people at home that were watching
it on television sets it would cost them anywhere, I would imagine

from $100 up into the thousands of dollars. If you ask those same
people for financial support to professionalize our law enforcement

officers, we start running into problems right away. Federal assistance

to local law enforcement is absolutely essential to our survival. You
may recall a number of years ago the Federal Bureau of Investigation
had a training program or a number of training programs that local

law enforcement agencies, with their training, had to almost get out of
the business because Congress was reducing their budget.

Concerted effort was made by the supporters of this type of program
or this particular program, and of course was continued in the budget.
Over the years Federal support and Federal assistance has been incon-
sistent. It's been spotty. It seems like we're always fighting for our
lives. There seems to be no correlation between whether or not the
program is successful and how much funding a program receives, or
how long it will continue in existence. I would suggest that anything
that Congress does along the lines of funding for local law enforcement,
that the program be designed to be more lengthy and more consistent.
Now today, the street police officer—and I have to stick pretty much
to him, because I was one, and basically I guess I still am. Today's
police officer, Senator, is a confused man. For many years it seems our
laws and rules and procedures were more or less written in stone.
There was very little change over the years. But today, and for the
last 15 or so years, we have seen many, many changes in the law
enforcement, in the criminal justice system, brought by Federal court
rulings. Today's law enforcement officer is expected to know what
current Federal judicial thinking is. And if he is not up to date and
does the wrong thing, he is subject to being prosecuted criminally or
sued civilly. I think probably that our citizens are as confused as our
law enforcement officers. They want to know why crime is increasing
at the rate and proportions that it is increasing. I suggest, Senator,
and submit to you, that it is because of this Federal court, these
Federal court rulings that have taken our laws out of stone and put
them in a constant state of change and flexion.

Senator, in this State and other States, Federal judges have ordered
the release of inmates that should not be on the streets. In Mobile
County we're awaiting a Federal judge's decision on a class action
suit that has been in court since 1974, Judge Pittman will probably
rule on this sometime next month. This particular suit will have a
far-reaching effect on the Mobile County Jail. It will have an effect
on the conditions of confinement in Mobile County, and in the State
as well. It will also have an effect on the State prison system, since
the State is also a defendant in this suit. We call these suits, as you
know, Senator, conditions of confinement of suits. And over the years
since these conditions of confinement have been attacked it seems that
the Federal judiciary has been intent on making life inside our jails
and prisons as nice and as comfortable as life is on the outside. I sub-
mit, Senator, that jails and prisons are not supposed to be a nice place
to vacation. It is not supposed to be a place that one wishes to return,
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but rather it is supposed to be a place that once one has tasted it,
doesn't want any more of it. Congress, Senator, has in its authority
to correct this particular aspect of the problem with the criminal
justice system.

Congress can and should place some limitation on just what and
how much the Federal courts can order local officials of local institu-
tions to spend their money. And of course, Senator, when we start
talking about spending money in jails or prisons as you know, we're
talking about a pile of dollars. Mobile County, as many counties
around this country, can ill afford to spend its money and its resources
on the comforts of people by their own admission have alienated them-
selves from the community and have had to be removed from the
fellowship of the community. Senator, thank you for allowing me to
address this committee today, and I appreciate it very much. I also
appreciate your efforts on behalf of LEAA and LEPA. And I also
appreciate the correspondence in keeping us posted as to what's
going on in Congress while this legislation was being considered, and
while you were leading the fight to restore LEAA to the budget.
Thank you and Merry Christmas to you, Senator.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you very much. I was thinking as you were

testifying that you as an individual, have experienced benefits from
LEAA program. I know of your background, the fact that you went
to the University of South Alabama under a criminal justice program.
Were you in law enforcement at the time you went to the University
of South Alabama?

Sheriff PURVIS. Yes, sir, I was.
Senator HEFLIN. And you graduated in it, and got a degree, and

then you were elected sheriff of Mobile County, as I understand your
background.

Sheriff PURVIS. Yes, sir.
Senator HEFLIN. LEAA has provided you as a sheriff, with various

facilities and programs in help and assistance. You're thinking about
things further—you're running the whole gamut of things—in fact
your need of a new jail there. You probably have a variety, a wide
variety in law enforcement, with the idea there that the LEAA has
been of some benefit, with the Federal assistance program proving it.
I think that you may be a walking example of that though there are
a great deal of other needs that need to be addressed.

Sheriff PURVIS. Everything you have said, Senator, is correct. There
are many, many needs that can and should be addressed.
Senator HEFLIN. All right. Out next witness is the president of the

Chief of Police Association for the State of Alabama. Chief Leo
Bailey, who is also the brother of Sheriff Mel Bailey. Two brothers
in the field of law enforcement. This is up in my area, and I live
close by and I know what a great job Chief Bailey does. So it's a
delight to have you here to hear from you at this time.

Chief BAILEY. Thank you, Senator Heflin. Being in law enforce-
ment for 37 years, I have seen law enforcement fluctuate. Now the
officers themselves are looking to retire to get out of law enforcement.
As the sheriff said a minute ago, it's got to be a thankless profession.
And being as such, we don't have any satisfied customers usually.
So that makes our job harder to do. I would like to say somethmg
else along that line as a law enforcement officer. We are constantly
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being sued, and we're being sued for minor technicalities and the
criminal is being turned loose. And of course we can blame some of it
on the education of our officers. But, also in our city of Florence, 'Ind
it's not only the city of Florence but other cities of the State, they
do not have liability insurance for the officers, they just don't have it,
they can't afford. So therefore, an officer is out there on his own 1-nd
he runs a chance of everything he has being taken away from him. on
a lawsuit.
And therefore it's hard for him to take chances to do his job like he

should. He needs Federal funding to carry out the programs. that we
should be in now. Some of the programs are not too popular with some
people, as the antipension operation, a number of cities carried out.
We have not been involved in it in our city per se as such, but it is a
good program. It does catch criminals who have committed crimes.
Another program that all cities should be in, and that is a crime preven-
tion program. Educate the people how to help themselves. The police
cannot do everything that should be done because it's not that many
of us. Another thing, our policeman, as such, is not paid very much.
The average factory worker in the United States is paid more than a
policeman. I can't see why anybody would get in law enforcement as
such, if he was not dedicated to his work. And the thing about it, it is
really hard to live on dedication.
Our training programs at our schools we do have are not enough. We

butt heads with lawyers that have had 4 more extra years other than
college. And we're trying to keep these criminals in jails and get con-
victions. I've been on a hiring program for the last year and hiring
from all over and it's hard to come up with good people to hire at the
pay that we pay. I've had some people come to me and say I would
like to get in law enforcement, but I can't afford it. I can't pay my bills
on what a policeman makes. Now, about a policeman not making
very much. It breeds crime on the policeman's part, and I hate to say
that. But a man is not paid enough and he doesn't get first-class mate-
rial, that is a policeman. In our State I have run upon some officers
who were making $600 a month and some welfare programs pay more
than that. I don't see how an officer can get by, feed his family and
send his kids through school. I don't know what the Federal Govern-
ment can do to help finance some cities. Some cities have what we
call a hiring freeze, they don't hire anymore, you lose a man he is gone.
They mentioned about having a part pay program, and some cities

can't afford that, the small cities. And we talked about having a pro-
gram where an officer would make so much, that was voted down in
our legislature. So what it is, we have an officer at the end of the pro-
gram, as far as money is concerned, and we expect professional, but
we're not paying professional salaries. I think we should have a study
made of what our officers should be worth to a community. And try to
get first-class people and trained people and college people. It would be
good if all law enforcement officers were lawyers. But as one Supreme
Court Justice said, Chief Warren Burger, an officer in a field will make
more decisions than a Supreme Court Justice will in a week's time, he
will make more in 1 day than a Supreme Court Justice will in a week.
So therefore, this officer out there in the field—another thing too,
there's no two crimes alike. There is some different quirk in them. You
don't have a set pattern to enforce law. So therefore, a man has to be
versatile to be able to do a good job.
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We have had a drug program where we work 11 different counties
and it was a good program. It cut down on other crimes like getting
these drug addicts and drugpushers off the streets, which was LEPA
funded. it was a good program, but it went down because of no
funding.
Some small cities are not able to furnish vehicles and therefore they

can't put officers in the field to do the job. Another thing that would
help policemen. A person that is convicted of a felony, and he is in an
automobile, his automobile would be confiscated; take it away from
him because he used it in crime. We need laws that would help an
officer out. And we need programs that people can help themselves, as
much as law enforcement trying to do it all.
We have people who are complaining. We get their property back,

then they fail to appear, they want to drop the charge because they
got their property back.
We also have different people who will forge insurance fraud, report

something that actually didn't happen. With our society as it is, and
our inflation rate as it is, people have cars stolen, what they had set
up to be stolen. Collect from the insurance companies because they
couldn't sell this gas burner. We need our people to be educated as
well as the officers because it's everybody's job, this job of crime. You
can't blame the officers for it. I hate to say it, but in most cities they
have elections and they run against the police department, and they're
blaming the police department for all the crime. But whose responsi-
bility is it? I didn't raise their children to be criminals, I didn't let
them do what they wanted to do. They made the schools for them.
We need something in our schools to teach these people better than
to commit crime. But do we have that, no we don't have that, we
don't teach them that. We have been trying to help ourselves and I
think we can get the job done. Thank you, Senator.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Chief. Our next witness is the presi-
dent of the Alabama District Attorney's Association. We're delighted
to have the district attorney of Houston County, Mr. Thomas Sorrells
with us. We would be delighted to hear from you, Tom.
Mr. SORRELLS. Thank you, Senator, I almost said may it please the

court when I started talking to you. I am appreciative of the oppor-
tunity to be with you. I would like to address my remarks to a couple
of situations. First of all a crisis situation that I think occurs on
prosecuting. How the Federal Government is involved with that and
have some part in creating it. And third, what aid LEPA and LEAA
has done to help us in the past and something like that that could
help us in the future.
Your staff called me last week and it couldn't have come at a

better time. We have been trying cases from 8 in the morning to 9:30
or 10, and we have on occasion tried cases until 2 in the morning, in
our court system. Last week in circuit court we disposed of 125 .cases,
and I have a medium-sized circuit. As you know, my circuit is one
of the fastest growing in the State. Many compare to it. I have one
full-time assistant and two part-time assistants, and we disposed. of
125 cases in circuit court. At the same time district court was. going

ion, t had something over 150 cases. Also family court was going on
and it required my office, the prosecuting staff to be there with nu-
merous cases, maybe 100 cases there. Something like being in the emer-
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gency room at a hospital on a Saturday night. It's a crisis 
situation

because we're locally understaffed. I think the court system 
has done

a tremendous job in unifying itself in bringing all of these 
courts into

one place.
The district attorneys have been thrown into this sys

tem with

numerous responsibilities they did not have in the past.
 District

attorneys cannot get by as they were 3 or 4 years ago, when 
LEPA

came into existence with no secretaries. Many DA's on rural 
circuits

have no staff whatsoever. My circuit, when I came into 
office,

had two part-time assistants, that was it, and one secretary. As
 .you

know my circuit grew, and in 1 year my caseload doubled, and 
in 2

years it quadrupled, I had the same staff.
Now, we're probably also one of the most cost-efficient parts of

 the

arm of the criminal justice system. We figured a couple of years 
ago,

each case was disposed of for $25, and that's a great deal. But
 now

here's where the problem comes in. Now you have judges trained,
 you

have a central system to organize them, train them, allocate sp
ace,

time, manpower, this type thing under the administrative offi
ce of

the court, it's a great thing. Where it has a goal of disposal of cas
es

in the past, that's fine. Well, these judges and court employees ha
ve

to work very strenuous hard hours and be there. The prosecutor
's

office has to do that and on top of that be prepared to go to trial 
in

all these cases.
Which is another thing just being trained to rule on the law, or take

care of the clerk's office, they have to be prepared to rule the law.
 And

they have people over there which is somewhat different than mo
st

jobs I know. There are 80 people in my county that try their best 
to

help me not do a good job. Better defense lawyers, and that's their

job. We not only have to try to do our job, but to beat someone el
se

and win the case, that's the bottom line. To serve purpose out ther
e,

they make these cases, but they can work all they want to and it

makes no difference if we don't do our job in court. And Senator,

you have been in courtrooms like that and you have seen the chaos

that occurs when so many cases are on the docket, and not enough

prosecution staff to handle it. The prosecutor's been trying one case

after another since Monday morning, by Thursday night he is ex-

tremely tired. He's got defense attorneys hanging on his shoulders

asking him to settle the case less than he wants to settle it. There's

only one answer to that and that's have a sufficient staff and sufficient

personnel.
Now, how is the Federal Government involved in creating this

situation? As you know my circuit is similar to many in this State. I

am right on the corner of Florida and Georgia. It's a fairly populous

area, but there's not a large city within a hundred miles of my town.

So all the population comes to my town to shop and many times to

commit crime. So we take a responsibility for other State criminals.

And we have many, many crimes that occur in one State and they

bring the property into Alabama. I told someone, the Federal attorneys

have one advantage over me, they usually talk to FBI agents, AFU

agents, HEW agents, they don't talk to the complaining witness who

walks .through their door and says what are you going to do about

the crime that happened to me. We handle all of that. The Federal

Government has set priorities in other areas recently on white collar
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crime. So, therefore, they're not try ng any cases that involve stolen
property across State lines. Many things in the past that were treated
as Federal crime, which are their current jurisdiction, and we're
handling that type of crime.
Be as it may, the rightness or the wrongness of Federal court

decisions, as you well know, here in Alabama are death penalty
statutes, have been somewhat altered, or we have had the problem
of new trial in many, many cases, no one knows how many. Regardless
of the rightness of that situation, a reporter called me and said, "What
does this mean to have to retry all of these death penalty cases?" I
said, "It's like trying six football games in a row, and winning all
of them, and then knowing you'd have to do it all over again." These
kind of things take time and take money.
When I got in this job, I had one assistant, one secretary, the

assistant was not fulltime. My felony caseload went from almost 250
cases to 600. My misdemeanor caseload went from 3,000 to 9,000. The
State had no budgeting sources for us to do this. The district attorneys
were behind the court system, so we formed what is called the office
of prosecution services. We're submitting budgets.
We have got money from here, from there, the county, anybody

could find money from. And if it wasn't for our discretionary grant
that I got giving me a full-time assistant and some secretaries, I
don't know if I could have handled it. I know that Houston County,
instead of having the record it has, and other counties like Houston
County, we would have gotten beat, or settled cases less than we had
wanted to have. And the claimant would have had a right to say
you shouldn't have done that sort of thing. We had to continue
cases, and not dispose of them. You can dispose of cases by the judges
in a fair and equitable manner. If it hadn't have been for the LEPA
grant that I got, I don't know how I would have existed. When I
got that call last week, and I am sitting in my office and I am pretty
tired after this. I said I've got to have some help now, or I don't
know what's going to happen. If we have extra terms of court and no
more staff, we can't do anything. If I was a football coach and ex-
perienced—I know the things that have to be—I don't have to have
innovative situations.
I can't help but feel if a police officer is trained and in sufficient

numbers and had the equipment they need, they're going to catch
criminals. The prosecutors are dedicated and have the resources
that they need, the're going to make them serve the sentences and be
successful in their prosecution, and do it in a quick and orderly manner.
You can't vote on the assistance but I'm willing to bet that they'll
have an impact on the crime situation if we can olo these things. How
do you do it? Block grants, like you have now in the State administra-
tion, I don't know—but we definitely need help in the area of prosecu-
tion. It boils down to if we don't do our job everything else falls in.
And we must have help. Senator, I surely appreciate your concern
for coming down here and thank you so much for the opportunity.

Senator HEFLIN. Rural crime has increased alarmingly in recent
years. I think rural crime is up over the figure from last year. We have
Sheriff Prince Arnold, sheriff of Wilcox County, and member of the
board of directors of the Alabama Sheriffs' Association from Camden,
Ala., which is a rural county. We would be delighted to hear from
you now, sheriff.
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Sheriff ARNOLD. Thank you, Senator. I didn't exactly prepare a

formal or any type of speech but given the opportunity to come before

you, I had to come. I could not turn down this opportunity with the

problems existing and the problems that now exist across this country.

I heard the panel before as they spoke about you, and the crime among

young people. I am very concerned about the youth gang-type crime

that is being created across this country. Local law enforcement,

small counties like the one that I am from—there's a great strain

on the local government. We do not have the funds nor the manpower

to enforce these laws. We do not have the manpower nor the trained

personnel to monitor our young people.
And I feel that if you want to decrease the crime among young

people, you have to monitor these people. The folks that you have in

our State pens, they were youngsters before they went to these places.

I feel that if we start young enough, work with them, and if we have

trained personnel, have the right amount of personnel, we could do a

tremendous job. I feel that the monitoring is very important. Just

this morning I drove up from Wilcox County—I received a call about

2:30 concerning a possible robbery. In a small county you have to go

out and answer these calls yourself, because you're sheriff. And I

went up there and after I got a description of the person, I knew,

I had a very good idea who he was. This young man—down the road

a year ago, I knew he was going to get in trouble. I didn't have the

manpower to train people to monitor this young man to keep up with

him. He took a shotgun and put it up against the man's head and

took his money and gun and everything.
But we need more programs to deal with young people. I think

LEPA and LEAA are very important programs. Right now we're

trying to get a youth aide program. Right now across the State of

of Alabama, I think we have three or four programs like that, I mean

three or four counties. That's not very many counties to have those
programs. So the Federal programs like that are very important. The

courts are working very hard to do something with criminals and I

feel that we must attack these problems while they are very small.

The local government does not have the funds; we do not have the
trained personnel to do anything about that. Senator, I think I talked

to you several times about the programs that we need in our county.
I.believe we have more local, more rural counties that are creating
bigger problems now. I think we can look at the larger counties, but
right now the rural counties are getting ready to explode. Because
we do not have the manpower that is needed to combat these problems.
Thank you, Senator.

Senator HEFLIN. In my opinion, one of the real problems in LEAA
is, it doesn't provide assistance to State local units of government.
In the future a big issue will be law enforcement education and we're
pleased to have Mr. Russell E. Summerlin as director of the Law
Enforcement Training Academy. We would be delighted to hear from
you now.
Mr. SUMMERLIN. Thank you, Senator Heflin for letting me be

part of this committee and hear me. I also think as the president of
the Alabama Law Enforcement Academy Directors' Association,
we too are grateful for your leadership that you have provided us
in the U.S. Senate, and the efforts that you have defended in our
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behalf. It's already been alluded to, Senator, that crime is a real
and serious problem, not only in Alabama but in our Nation.
Alabama received its first assistance toward formal police training

after the passage of the Minimum Standards Act of 1972, by the
Alabama Legislature. This act requires all police officers to have a
minimum of 240 hours of formal classroom training prior to permanent
appointment.

Before this time training was dependent upon the initiative of
the individual officer and limited to those who had the good fortune
to be located in a traininc, program, or the determination to educate
themselves on their off-duty hours. In pursuing a course of study
the hours had to be planned around the job requirements and the
change in duty schedules made it difficult to blend the discipline ofa study with the demand of work.
As a result of the requirements of the Minimum Standards Act,

we have witnessed law enforcement from an applicant who had
virtually no training, and in many instances very little education, to
a highly sensitive and, we feel, a well-trained person to carry out
his or her duties. The 240 hours of training these officers receive
combine formal classroom training and include the instruction of
the use of firearms. And an in-depth study of the vicarious liabilities
that are involved, safety instructions, first aid to care for the sick
and wounded, and the criminal code, and the study of traffic laws
and regulations, and the applications of these laws in a modern-day
society.
In short, 240 hours of training has revolutionized law enforcement

in Alabama. This has been made possible through the assistance and
funding by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, or the
LEPA, or in other areas at the Federal level. Since its beginning in 1972
Alabama has trained more than 7,000 individuals in the basic program.,
that is 240 hours, and prepares these people to enter a chosen profes-
sion, or their chosen profession—and we submit no other profession
offers such a bargain for the amount of tax dollars that are spent.
Aside from this some 10,700 officers have benefited from advanced
training provided through funds at the Federal level. In no other area
could tax dollars be better spent than in educating and preparing the
young officer in his or her duties, since he or she will spend the majority
of his or her time in providing assistance to the public, solving crimes
committed by the most sophisticated, the highly educated, and the
most ruthless criminals known to man.
Further we witness increase in violent crimes at an alarming rate and

we continue to experience an alarming turnover rate in law enforce-
ment due, in part, to the high stress levels and extreme danger involved
in their jobs. Proper training and education prepares an officer to deal
with these problems and it increases the retention rate. Training pro-
vides the fundamental ingredients that starts the wheels of justice in
motion. Also these academies provide a nucleus and a meetingplace to
assist with the education of the public in combating crime. With the
failure of the U.S. Congress despite your leadership, to recognize the
need for the continuation of the LEAA programs. Enhancement is no
longer possible and retreat is imminent. Complete absence of Federal
funds places a burden on local and State agencies which they cannot
bear. The loss of quality in the work force has been experienced over
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the past few years because of a reduction in. training 
programs and

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds. a
re drying up

completely, training has almost come to a stop. It will. co
ntinue to

retrench and be available only to those larger municipalities 
and other

agencies which can afford training for their officers.

Those who will suffer most are the rural counties and sma
ll. cities

which can't afford to train their own. Adequate funding was
 available,

training was available through regional academies. These 
academies

were located on college campuses with vast amounts of 
resources

available and provide experts in management, psychology,
 human

relations, and law. Other important areas were readily 
available

through these academy programs to officers and departme
nts alike,

at any given time without additional cost to these agencies. W
e feel

that this is very important. Unless funding by some means i
s pro-

vided those departments will regress to post-World War II l
evels,

when all that was required of the law enforcement officer was
 to

present a live body and wear a badge and carry a gun. At a
 time

when crime is increasing in an alarming rate, reduction of the qu
ality

of law enforcement officials only preclude that the public will suf
fer.

In an area of increasing sophistication and technology, communi
ca-

tions and accessibility of information of the criminal element, 
it's

obvious that law enforcement officials must be highly trained 
and

more skilled in carrying out their duties than at any other time i
n

the history of our country. The police officer is the defender of justic
e

and law and is between the criminal element and the members of 
a

free society. In this perspective, effective law enforcement ra
nks

second only to our national defense. Unless the Nation finds a w
ay

to provide funds to continue the training of law enforcement official
s,

we have begun an inevitable march to the loss of freedom which our

laws are designed to protect.
Senator, thank you again for allowing me to be part of this. And

thank you again for your efforts in our U.S. Congress.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Summerlin. You're speaking

basically of police academies and really no reference has been made
 to

the college courses and criminal justice. You pointed out that Sheriff

Purvis had gone through one at the University of South Alabama.

Now, that program comes basically as a Federal assistance program,

which provides in the criminal justice field for law enforcement

officers and other people in any criminal justice field, corrections,

juvenile, other things where they can get degrees in criminal justice

fields: In that program, I don't believe we have any witness that's

peculiarly related to it. But I think he would be knowledgeable about

it and would you care to comment on that program, its effectiveness,

and what will happen in an event that there is no assistance from the

Federal level in that particular program. It really doesn't have a local

constituent, I mean you don't really have a local unit or county or

city that wants to finance it. You might have some at the State level

but that's a program that I think has benefited the administration of

criminal justice.
Mr. SUMMERLIN. Yes, sir, we feel that it's a very essential program,

Senator. It's . one that lends administrational abilities, managerial

abilities, and is able to go back and manage the people we're training.

We . also feel that one program complements the other—criminal

justice programs that are located on our college campuses, in most of
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the academies, and the ones that I serve and the one that handily is
over at Jacksonville, these students intern in our program before they
receive their degrees. Also, our programs offer 9 semester hours of
credit to the criminal justice students who are beginning this journey
that you are talking about. This assistance is provided at the Federal
level. For this person to pursue a degree it's vitally essential. If this
money is not provided we're certainly going to see a decline in the
educational level of the administrators, supervisors, and those people
coming from the colleges to enter into the criminal justice system.
We certainly have to have that program.
Senator HEFLIN. Do you know how many educational institutions

we have in the State of Alabama that have criminal justice programs,
in which you can get an undergraduate degree in the criminal justice?
Mr. SUMMERLIN. I don't know the number, Senator, but I know

that in almost every community from the junior college level to the
4-year level of college, offer some sort of degree in criminal justice.
And it is now with this assistance that we have been talking about,
and law officers in a rural area has only a short distance to drive to
pursue an education, and in most instances these courses are offered
during the off duty hours. That's night courses and this sort of thing
where you can pursue a degree.
Senator HEFLIN. Many of the policemen and deputy sheriffs, have

pursued this. I don't know, I remember at one time that one of the
cities in the State had 60 percent of its policemen with degrees, college
degrees, with the majority of them having them in the criminal justice
system. Maybe somebody should give us some figures. Tom, do you
have any figures on the number of deputy sheriffs in Mobile County
who have preferred criminal justice educational programs and at-
tained degrees?

Sheriff PURVIS. Senator, we have about 10 in the department of
about 134 that have degrees. And we have an additional, probably 10
to 15 that are somewhere along the road in obtaining either an under-
graduate degree or a graduate degree.

Senator HEFLIN. I know that here in Birmingham Sheriff Mel Bailey
has emphasized that a great deal. And we'll be hearing from him later
in regards to this. I think we are looking at, on a national level, at
the Federal level, priority programs. I think we realize we can't sell
Congress on a full type of LEAA program in the future. But there
are such educational information systems that experts, and technical
assistants and other types of programs that can be possibly sold. If
any of you would like to give us a list of priorities of programs that
you think would be essential if there is Federal assistance, we would
be glad for you to do it in writing. You may want to give some thought
to it.

Also Sheriff Arnold, the problem of rural crime is a growing crime
and if you have any thoughts on that that you would like to submit
in writing, we would like to hear from you in regard to that. We
will recess now and take a short break and will meet back at 1:30.

AFTERNOON SESSION

Senator HEFLIN. We are pleased to have this group and there
will be others that will be joining us shortly. Chief Myers is the chief
of police in Birmingham. A longtime law enforcement officer recently
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retired, Chief Myers did a great job as chief of police here. We would

be delighted to hear from you on any subject pertaining to what we

are discussing, the LEAA, the youth problems, or what you would

like to discuss. We would be pleased to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF BILL R. MYERS, CHIEF OF POLICE,

BIRMINGHAM, ALA.

Chief MYERS. Thank you very much, Senator, and let me say

that I also appreciate the fact that you have taken time to come

down and be with us on this matter, because I think we all realize

the importance of what we are trying to do and what everybody is

trying to do. I'm going to address the problem from a very general

perspective, I think. I'm going to try to make some comments that

I believe are pertinent to this problem of crime in this country. Of

course, it does apply to LEAA programs and other things, but I

am going to give a rather broad view, and then I may make some

specific comments following that. I will suggest that four pertinent

factors greatly contribute to the present crime situation. These four

points are not all conclusive by any means, nor do they also address

the social economical factors of other influx of crime. No. 1 is the
trend in attitude throughout this country of the overconcern for

the criminal and the lack of interest and concern for the young, the

elderly, and the law-abiding citizens. No. 2, the problem related to

overcrowded prisons. No. 3, the drug situation in this country. No.

4, public corruption.
First, let me say that I am continuously disturbed about the over-

concern for the criminal and almost lack of interest and concern
directed toward the victim, the witnesses, the elderly, the young, and
the law-abiding citizen. The basic opinion throughout our country is

the concern seems to be toward the defendant, the criminal. No in-

terest is really shown toward the witness and the victims and others
affected by crime. For example, we go to unlimited measures to protect
the defendants both physically and constitutionally. Traversely there
are few or any interests in providing protection for the victim or the
prosecution witnesses. Case after case comes to our attention where
protection is needed for a particular victim or a witness. And we
simply don't have the resources available to handle that problem.
However, when you turn this situation around and where the defend-
ant is subject to harm, somehow we must provide him safety and
security. Assistance for the victim and the witnesses, and the elderly
and the young, is vital and must be provided by some means. We
simply believe there must be a price to pay—in quotes—for all criminal
actions, not benefits received.

Therefore, all aid and assistance to persons who have committed a
serious crime should be eliminated. These resources could be then
directed to either removing or improving an environment that breeds
crime,. and produces a large portion of the criminals. Only minimal
effort is being presently given to those young people who are not yet
involved in criminal activity, but will be in a given time frame if
they are diverted to a more productive environment. The elimination
of aid to the convicted criminal probably sounds like a severe measure,
but if we really believe in the phrase, crime does not pay, then let us
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as a lawful and orderly society, stop paying the criminal for his mis-
deeds. If we are going to give the convicted criminal an opportunity
to obtain an education or numerous other personal improvements
after he commits a crime, we are in fact saying to the criminal that
if you don't have an education or job-trained skill, just go out and
commit a crime and we will provide you with these opportunities.
At the same time we're telling young people of this Nation we

have no way of providing them with job opportunities, educational
benefits, or other positive programs to improve their station in life.
While we are spending unlimited resources to rehabilitate 1 adult
criminal, 10 young people are moving into the criminal environment
and are receiving no assistance to divert them to a more productive
life. Many people contend that through rehabilitation we can make
productive citizens out of criminals. I much prefer to keep young
people productive. The best way to keep young people out of crime is
to keep them productive. Let us face the true situation in this country,
crime does pay. Until this is reversed, we will not provide the law-
abiding citizen in this country with the safeness and security that they
so much deserve. At the same time we are telling the criminal we will
give him every benefit that he or our system can think of. And con-
versantly telling the young people to make it on their own. We're just
saying to the good citizens of this country that they should just go
indoors, barricade themselves inside for protection against the criminal.
We're saying to the working citizen, the elderly, the young, that you
take a back seat to the criminal.
Our system is first and foremost designed to protect those that are

guilty of infringing on our constitutional rights, by simply being able
to have access to the public street, shops, stores and so forth. We're
the Government that has the ability to provide all of the rights and
privileges and benefits to the criminal, surely we can provide some
relief to the good people of this Nation. And we reached a point where
we are simply accepting a way of life of the killing, robbing, and raping
of our citizens. Can we not become as concerned about the good citi-
zens as we are the criminals? Do the people who make this country
great not have rights also? Do we not have the right to receive adequate
protection from the Government? Do we not have a right to have piece
of mind from the fear of being attacked on the streets, at home, and
on the job? Would it not be possible for the Government to reach the
same proficiency providing rights and protection for the good citizens
of this country, that we seem to so successfully provide for the
criminal?
The question is also, should a person be entitled to more benefits

from our society and government, simply because he commits a crime?
If a person commits a crime he is entitled equal advice at the expense of
the taxpayer. If he is convicted he is guaranteed the availability. of
recreational facilities, learning resources, such as law books and reading
material and so forth. Is not the ordinary citizen entitled to these same
benefits? Or is he penalized for being a good citizen and not committing
a crime? Again, let us ask ourselves the question, does crime pay, it
should not, but, in fact, it does.
We have elderly people living throughout this country being afraid

to go outside of their homes for the fear of being attacked. Do you
provide them with any kind of benefits comparable to those received
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by the criminal at the expense of the taxpayer? Do we p
rovide. the

elderly or young with learning resources or the recreationa
l activities

that would compare to those that we guara'itee the crimina
l at the

taxpayers expense?
Also there are those people who emphati( ally state that cr

ime is

not deferred by locking up the criminal. But in our present 
situation

the most immediate relief will be gained from the separation 
of the

criminal element from the potential victim. We are presently ad
vocat-

ing that this situation be accomplished by locking ourselves 
in .our

homes, our businesses, and our jobs, in an effort to keep the crim
inal

outside away from us. The truth is we have imprisoned ourselve
s to

satisfy- the so-called bleeding heart and want to keep the criminal out of

the prison and on the streets. We are imprisoned and the criminal 
is

free. Businesses lock their doors and let only known or assuming
ly

legitimate customers enter, we should ask ourselves, who is imprisone
d.

When we must go out at night and by only necessity, and then i
n

groups, never alone, we should ask ourselves who is imprisoned. The

truth is that the good people of this country are rapidly becoming

imprisoned so that the criminal can reap the benefits or freedom.

Also how those rationalizing do-gooders that contend that it costs

too much to keep the criminal locked up. You can maintain him at a,

much less cost if he is free, according to these people. This rationaliza-

tion just simply justifies their desire to prove the idea of nonpunish-

ment for the criminal. They fail to consider the cost of deteriorating

businesses and the moving of businesses out of the city, and the

resulting deteriorating tax structures caused by. crime. They also fail

to consider the loss of life at the hands of the criminal or for the physi-

cal disability that frequently occurs as a result of criminal action. The

cost attachment of personal fear and intimidation caused by crime

and criminals, is never compared to cost of confining the criminal.

Efforts related to the human factor is always put forth by those who

believe in nonpunishment of the criminal. That the criminal is "better

off" free than as opposed to confinement.
It is never compared to the other side, the human factor, and that

the citizen in general is not better off with the criminal running loose.

It's hard for me to equate the cost of finding criminals with the safety

and security of our citizens. Again, who are we trying to help? Do we

owe all of our obligations to the criminal element? In this regard the

Federal Government spends billions of dollars to build highways, but

offers very little help in the construction of prisons and housing of

criminals. Highway systems are well maintained for travelers, but

while at the same time our streets are not safe from the common

criminal. We can spend billions and billions of taxpayers dollars to

provide culture, beauty, and comfort, but we hesitate to spend any
money at all on the safety and security of our citizens. Where is the

benefit of culture and beauty if we are not sufficiently safe to enjoy it?

I believe in human rights, civil rights, liberty, and the pursuit of

happiness. But I strongly believe that our first priority should be to

help the young, the elderly, and the law-abiding citizens in this country.

If anything is left, help the criminal, but this must be done. Let him

take a back seat for awhile.
Another matter of priority concern is the corruption of public

officials. Corruption of public officials should be minimized by an
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indepth scrutiny of the financial status of every category of public
officials. Some work is now being done in this area, but not enough.
The impact of corrupt public officials permeates the entire society.
That being encouraging crime in general. The potential criminal
rationalize that if they can do it what's wrong with us getting our
share.
We must also seriously consider the situation created by the Federal

courts' decision in regards to overcrowded prisons. This problem must
be addressed at all levels of government. The fact that only a certain
number of criminals can be confined, loses no alternatives at many
times except to simply release the convicted criminal. Not only does
this jeopardize the safety of the general public by the presence of
more criminals on the streets, it creates an image among the criminal
element that crime will ),.o unpunished because of the critical shortage
of prison space. While it may be necessary for the Federal court to
require that the standards with regard to the prison population, it is
just as important to the law abiding citizen that an alternative, than
simply releasing these criminals, be found.
Drug traffic is another matter that must be addressed before any

real impact is made on the crime problem. Drug trafficking and use
is related to either directly or indirectly to almost all criminal activi-
ties. The availability of drugs in the use of drugs and the huge profits
generate more criminal activity than any other single factor.
In conclusion, I would like to see Federal assistance and aid or

guidelines in several areas. One, a trend of concern for the elderly
and the young, the victims, the witnesses, comparable to that shown
to the criminal. Two, Federal aid should be diverted from benefits
of the adult criminal to the benefit of the young people not yet in-
volved in criminal activities to improve their present status and also
provide a more enlightening promising feature for them. Three, place
top priority on the funding of programs for the young and the elderly.
That should be taken care of before the criminal.
For example, a concept of the civilian conservation force, the CCC,

would be a worthwhile program for many of our young people, who
need jobs, guidance and leadership. Also, the sheriff's boys' and
girls' ranches, a positive means of keeping young people out of the
criminal environment. The program is not simply broad enough.
Government sponsored programs similarly designed or Federal
assistance funding of these existing ranches would be an effective
measure. Or giving nothing to the criminal that is not immediately
available to all citizens. Quit paying the criminal for committing
crime. Five, Federal assistance for a juvenile court sponsored program
established to provide alternatives to incarceration. It should be
a program with meaning and substance, not merely counseling and
visits. The program should require the young people the acceptance
of responsibility, physical activities, discipline, and mental awareness.
Federal assistance to divert their programs which would attract
the youth that would otherwise be thrown toward the criminal
environment.
These programs would supplement an aggressive police and pros-

ecution directed toward the known blatant and violent criminal.
This effort should minimize the youth gang concept.. Seven, a con-
certed effort to minimize drug traffic, the flow of drugs in this country
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must be controlled. And eight, assistance and 
constructing. and

maintaining adequate prison facilities for the housing
 of criminals.

Nine, the Federal Government should assume full 
responsibility

for the confinement of all prisoners released because of
 Federal court

decisions relative to overcrowded prisons. And the 
establishment

or guidelines or standards for which the effectivenes
s of all parts

of the criminal justice system can be evaluated. On
ly the police

effort is being monitored. Eleven, assistance for witnesses 
and victims.

There should be restitution of crime including property
 loss, medical

expenses, and disability benefits. There should be assist
ance in pro-

viding resources for the protection of victims and witnesse
s.

Twelve, legislation to provide strict monitoring of financ
ial status

of all the public officials. It is amazing how financially h
ealthy some

public officials become. Public officials should be not pe
nalized for

wise financial investments, but they should not be allowed 
to capitalize

on corrupt practices for financial gain. Thirteen, last bu
t not least,

public officials in our Federal Government should set positive
 examples

for all public officials to follow. The Federal level should be e
xemplary,

today this is not the case. Guidelines and standards should
 be set at

the Federal level for the exposure and expulsion of any memb
er devi-

ating from his established expectations. We all tend to look 
for cor-

ruption and devious conduct elsewhere, rather than in o
ur own

environment. Clean your own house and others will follow. 
We just

first have honesty and truthfulness in our stations before 
we can

expect others to abide by our advice.
Senator, I appreciate the opportunity of being here with you

, and

I certainly and sincerely believe a positive result will occur beca
use of

your presence here. Thank you very much and Merry Christ
mas.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, very much and I appreciate t
hat.

Mr. Stanley Vines is here, he is representing the senior ci
tizens.

Mr. Vines may be not too senior, but he did come to Washi
ngton

and was a senior citizen intern. He spent a couple or 3 weeks up t
here

and he's been studying the issue of crime on the senior citizen
s. Mr.

Vines, we would be delighted to hear from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF STANLEY VINES, REPRESENTING THE

SENIOR CITIZENS

Mr. VINES. Thank you, Senator. Before I became involved in the

senior citizens program, I was under the impression the main concern

of our elderly was inflation, which was a cruel tax on their earnings.

After doing a lot of work among them in the last few months when I

became interested, I was astonished to find their main concern—

concerning facts that criminal activities against their person and

against their property. That is a real fear, I was absolutely overcome

to find out just how great that fear is among our elderly. That is

especially true in our urban areas now. It is a real thing that I would

like to see something addressed to it. I think this is a very- good

thing that you're having. Now, the matter of fact of the thing is that

in our higher crime neighborhoods senior citizens at night barricade

themselves behind locked doors and closed windows. And they don't

come forth. Even in daylight they're apprehensive. The fact is they're

prisoners in their own homes.
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Now, a tragic note in regard to that happened last summer. I
know you gentlemen remember the terrific heat wave we had down
here. Well, some of those people were so afraid of criminals they
refused to open their doors and windows.
Some of them, it is sad to say, couldn't afford to operate their air-

conditioner facilities. As a result of this some of them died in their
barricaded homes. Others were more fortunate and just were over-
come by the heat and had medical aid and recovered, that's a very
sad thing. Now some of the elderly, Chief Myers brought it up, are
afraid of the youth offenders. The fact is that when some of them
are out walking they will cross over on the other side of the street
rather than meet young people walking down the sidewalk. And a
few of them I have heard will go out in the morning to pay their
bills, buy their groceries, and do all their business, so they can be
home before 3 o'clock. In other words before school is dismissed.
Now it should be noted in this respect that some of the elderly

in discussions I have heard place some of the blame of youth hostilities
against old people on the shoulders of our mass media. And they
mention TV. They say all too often that on television programs
that the elderly are being portrayed as being wicked, bigoted, dull,
senile, or just plain objects of ridicule. And they sort of resent that.
Now by the very nature of things some of our seniors outlive their
families and most of their friends have passed on. Typically they
are a very lonely people; maybe they've grown just a little bit shy.
They are fair game for the con artists who operate all too frequently
in this area. The con artists know just how to approach those people
and play on their loneliness.
Now, a while back we had a regular gang operating in this neighbor-

hood. They came in and out several times. It was not unusual to read
in the paper or hear about some old person losing their life savings to
them on some con scheme. The peculiar thing about this is that those
lonely old people have so much confidence in those people that they
would refuse to believe that they would do anything wrong. Now, if
something is not done to reverse the trend we can expect the number
of criminal acts in the years to come to increase in number. The simple
fact is, is that we elderly are the fastest growing minority group in
this country almost. We're among the leaders in growth. Now at the
time of the Revolutionary War 2 out of every 100 people in this
country were over 65 years of age. Now, as I understand, the figure is
approaching 12 out of every 100. And sometime into the year 2000—
say about 2020—is projected that 20 out of every 100 will be
over 65, that's one-fifth of the population. Now we think of this
country as a young country, but I will tell you we are rapidly becoming
an older society 
Senator HEFLIN. I feel that way every day.
Mr. VINES. Due largely of course to better health habits and better

diets and fantastic advances in medical technology. In other words,
back in the old days a lot of our elderly had certain illnesses which
were almost always fatal. You know, they called it maybe the old
folks' friend. Nowadays nearly 100 percent are cured by just a few
dollars of antibiotics.
Now they ask you what you can do about this? Sincerely, I just

simply don't know. But I know this, that the complex problem that
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we have, the simplistic answers just won't do the work; i
t's a complex

situation. Now, in talking with a lot of these elderly pe
ople I have

heard a lot of comments. In other words, they're greatly 
preoccupied

with crime. And I have taken down some of their sug
gestions and

some of them have merit and I suppose some of them frank
ly are just

impractical. But if you would bear with me I would like to
 tell you

some of them.
In talking about violent crimes, it has been suggested 

that the

juvenile age be limited and lowered. It says that the law 
should be

changed to make punishment more swift and certain agains
t offenders.

Also they claim that these offenders are back on the street
 before the

victim gets back there. And they say also that crime does pa
y. Chief

Meyers brought that out. And the older person—if he is a vi
ctim, there

is very little risk, because his reactions have slowed up and y
ou know

he is a little bit hesitant; he's an easy mark for the crim
inal. Let's

face it. They suggest that the system be changed where re
stitution

has to be paid to the victim. He has to shell out where it will 
not be

profitable. To them of course, they say that our main line of def
ense is

our law enforcement people. They're the ones we have to depe
nd on.

And they're greatly concerned, they would like to see our people
 in law

enforcement paid sufficiently where they would make an adeq
uate

living and to attract these younger people into law enforcement
 as a

career. We would like to see them well equipped. We want them
 out

there defending us with good equipment.
We would also like to see them well educated. These young peop

le

coming in—we would like them to have funds through LEA
A or

whatever to where they could go ahead with their education ev
en

after they're hired, take related courses to where they can be mo
re

efficient. And my idea, I would like to see them take a course in t
he

science of geriatrics. That's concerning old people, our illnesses,

problems, and more understand problems and why we are so tru
sting

sometimes and why we are timid, you know. I think that would be
 a

good thing. And I would also like to see them go out into the neighbo
r-

hood—to be funded to go out in the neighborhood and conduct inte
n-

sive educational programs among the citizens, especially the elder
ly.

To instruct them how to protect themselves against fraud, again
st

violence, getting ripped off, and thievery and such things like that. I

know that they do have such programs because I have attended some

of them out in the east precinct, and they're very good. We just

simply—and again we have run up against lack of funds and lack o
f

personnel.
In closing sir, I would like to tell you, I know that I speak for all

senior citizens and they're deeply concerned about violence against

them. And I personally think that with all the rest of them that this is

a great thing that you're doing and we sincerely appreciate the chance

to tell you our problems. Thank you very much.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Vines. I think you have

given us a very comprehensive view of the elderly, of how they view

crime .and the fact that it is a most important issue to them. I think

sometime we lose sight of the elderly and their problems. You have

brought it out very successfully.
It might well be that all the witnesses that testify, testify before the

microphone, and maybe, Chief, if you would move out, we would leave
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that seat as a vacant seat and then call the witnesses to it. Now don't
leave us because we're going to have some questions that we want to
ask you when we get through.

All right, we will be delighted to hear from Sheriff Bailey now.

STATEMENT OF LEO BAILEY, CHIEF OF POLICE, FLORENCE, AND
PRESIDENT, ALABAMA CHIEFS OF POLICE

Sheriff BAILEY. Thank you, Senator Heflin, for the opportunity,
along with the fellow officers throughout and across the State, to be
here with you. I recall the time that you gave me the privilege to come
to your subcommittee, in the judiciary, and testify there also on about
the same subject, largely in a drug category. But back again, and
thanks again for the opportunity to be here to give you something
perhaps current and not to be repetitive of what has been said earlier
today. It's difficult, though, not to comment without interweaving
some of what has been said.
I mentioned earlier this morning that I might have a suggestion

that one of the administrative personnel in our offices has agonized
a bit over. I'm among one of several in the sheriff's department and
perhaps across the country that believes that money is not altogether
the answer to fighting crime. We may have overstated the needs
for additional funding in the general application as it relates to some-
how meeting the challenge of the crime picture. Categorically we
must somehow continue to fund education at the academy level
and at the minimum standards level. I'm talking about the higher
learning levels—even on to masters in criminology, in corrections,
and in the juvenile crime. And other than that I honestly cannot
see, we certainly cannot justify any more money for hardware,
meaning automobiles, communications, et cetera. We cannot really
justify it. I think where our problem lies is in the administration
at the various government levels in the selection of priorities.
That is not to infer or reflect badly on other programs. I submit,

sir, that hunger is not as detrimental to society as fear. Meaning
that we have got to be safe to be comfortable, and thus you don't
cure that necessarily with funding at any level. I would like to offer
as an example, you can train and educate physicians, equip them
with stainless steel operating rooms, and so on and on, and finally
somebody with that training and commitment has got to turn to
the patient. And I think that we have brought that training along
and it is a necessity to continue as stated, and we now have to turn
to the victim. We are building confinement areas as fast as money
will allow. It appears we're confused and resisting relocation of
prisoners. We're obviously overcrowded and enough has been said
about that. Even while I am talking here today we're holding in
the county jail immediately, pretrial detainees, in the number of
339. If all the courts, some 25 in Jefferson County, were convened
and kept on a 7-day, around the clock 1 doubt that we could process
that many pretrial detainees.
I am saying that perhaps we somehow have got to speed up the

trial process. What has happened is the over-crowded jails on the one
hand, and previously just weeks ago the State convict classifications.
Today it is turned completely around with court orders, those State
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classifications have been moved to the corrections level, responsibi
lity

of the State. All of a sudden they have made the circle and are back a
s

pretrial detainees, which is a direct responsibility of county.govern
-

ment. And under the same court order with addition, from this court
-

room where we are presently seated, I am under daily threat
. of

contempt if we get one over 347 inmates. This weighs heavily. I thin
k

it would be a historic reflection from the office of sheriff of the larges
t

populated county in this State for such a predicament to happen. 
I

strive daily to avoid this happening, I have prisoners in Bloun
t

County, I have prisoners in Bibb County, Shelby County, and I had

some in Winston County, miles away from here—your home base,

Senator. In the jail of the city of Birmingham, Chief Meyers has

housed in excess of 60 most everyday for weeks and months more

recently. Chief Haynes seated here, has some of the county prisoners

in his city jail. We're negotiating with the city of Bessemer for four

more people. The police are doing a tremendous job in the file. We've

putting the elements of prosecution to work, in identifying people and

confining them as numbers will substantiate. Somehow we have got to

speed up the process of reclassifying these people by trial and move-

ment. I talked earlier about the categories of funding and perhaps

with justification, two others I would like to elaborate on.
The minimum standards commission was created in order to really

comply with the ominous crime bills. Stipulations that before Federal

funding from that 1968 enactment, Federal legislation. In order to

receive the State had to have a minimum standard. I among many

others pushed for this in order to get into the compliance field. A lot

of help has gone into it by law enforcement, by citizens response, by

legislative personnel, the elected officials, the Government at that

time. And we have seen the value of it. But to be suddenly unable to

fund educational academies for these certifications in compliance with

that minimum standards bill would certainly make a grave handicap

on the addition of and replacement of those officers by attrition needed
in the various categories at the city, county, and State level. So we

must, we're into the program, we must fund that category. It would

seem to follow with almost as much justification in the higher educa-
tion as well.
. Corrections we cannot avoid. We're literally begging for assistance
in funding. And as you well know from media coverage as they are
ably done, our original plan was presented for a joint city-county

jail in excess of $40 million. Both of which county nor city could
justify the expenditure of that kind of funding. We're back now to
something like $25,000 and we're not sure we can agree on that much
funding for a much smaller—and I protest and resist being less than
1,000 inmates. This will barely give us over 600. That in simple
arithmetic will not carry very far until we have exceed a new jail
and its new confinement. In the meantime and I think that's why we
find ourselves here today, those are long-range projections that have
to be decided on, perhaps as quick as possible. But I have proposed
to the county commission that we build immediately, even a month
ago, a minimum security pretrial detention center. And this is a
side away from the big county jail in the 2100 block of Eighth Ave-
nue. Now this would already be on county property, in Fairfield, in
the area of 4600 Commerce Avenue. At least 150 in order to get me
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personally off the hook as a day-to-day contempt possibility for
inability to house the intake from the 34 cities in the county, many
of which we police for those various cities: Maytown, Mulga, Silver
Springs, and others.
I may have just unloaded my agony Senator but these are the

things that are eating our hearts out. In areas where we can both
somehow show a little success, as the Center Point community for in-
stance. There's a community in excess of 50,000 maybe more than
60,000 people. Until a month ago this year, we had not had an armed
robbery in the immediate vicinity. I am simply saying to you that
we took the challenge of preserving of what we think is one of the
finest, cleanest, unincorporated, largest communities in the United
States. We proved to ourselves that it could be done. On this ability
of enforcement, this is where the priorities must come in. If you're
going to do what Stanley Vines said about protecting the elderly,
you have got to put your hand to the problems. You have got to be
seen. You have got to let those people know. And that certainly
takes money. And again, it is a priority decision. Money is going to
other programs that have to be considered less in priority when fear
is in the streets. Whether it affects the elderly, whether it affects the
small businessman, meaning the service station operator, the store
operator who is often the victim of homocide, and it happened right
here within a 3-minute walk from this courthouse in the last several
days.
Those are the frightening things that I see. Things that we are doing

about it are emphasizing, the shattering pieces of our American
family homes in our immediate areas. Child abuse arising from the
broken families out there. Out of this comes the pictures of kids that
we have in the Alabama Sheriff's Boys and Girls Ranches. We have
recreated a home environment. We're heading off what can now only
be ours to live with in the instance of inmate confinement. At a cost in
excess of $20,000 per adult inmate in this State, these kids are costing
around $7,000 per year, just to give them a home and hope in the
future. I would like to leave copies of this annual, profile of the gang
members. Much of these refer to subjects, as you, Senator Heflin, are
greatly advised on. I will not bore you with any further emphasis on
that, except to leave these copies with you.
Thank you and I join with the rest of these folks—this close to

Christmas most folks don't want to work, but you are. And you have
brought us together and we thank you.
Senator HEFLIN. We will next hear from Brig. Gen. Luther Smith

of the Salvation Army, who is chairman of the mayor's police com-
munity relations committee. And he's also president of the Birmingham
Kiwanas Club I believe. General Smith we are delighted to have you
with us.

STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. LUTHER SMITH, SALVATION ARMY,
AND CHAIRMAN, MAYOR'S POLICE COMMUNITY RELATIONS
COMMITTEE

General SMITH. Thank you so very much. I will address an area
that so many of us have been involved in, which is community involve-
ment. It might be helpful to recall Federal involvement through
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LEAA. In past years LEAA has been active mostly in the area of
material, guns, bulletproof vests, communication equipment, and so
forth. The Birmingham police was helped very much by LEAA in
establishing their tac units. The help was necessary and the results
were affective. Unfortunately some departments across the country
bought equipment they did not need for which they had no training in.
Political pressure seems to be especially forceful in LEAA applications.
However the FBI training has been very helpful for our local police
and police across the country. In the future it might be wise to concen-
trate on police specialized training. This is in the area of police
community relations.
As serving for almost 3 years as the chairman of the mayor's

police community relations, we constantly encounter problems with
the way policemen perceive the community and the way the public
perceives the roll of the policemen. Every 2 weeks the biracial
police community relations committee meets in the mayor's con-
ference room to develop strategy with the police chief to combat crime
by involving neighborhoods in a crime resistance program. On a regular
basis, we have conducted precinct meetings of each precinct quarterly
on a Saturday morning from 9 until 11. The chief, the precinct com-
mander, and members of the community relations committee meet
with the neighborhood presidents and sit around a table and discuss
crime in each neighborhood. A breakdown of the crime statistics
of each month is available and is the basis for discussion. This type of
citizen input is helpful in improving police community relations and
dealing with crime in the neighborhoods. A school resource officer
has been working with school officials in each precinct. This officer
visits the schools sometimes in uniform, sometimes in civilian clothes.
He works in classrooms and with individuals.

Federal funding would help in keeping these programs in operation,
as they are effective in controlling crime. Police departments alone
cannot stop crime. The neighborhood must be a part of a crime resist-
ance program. Incidentally each cf the precincts has a crime resistance
officer, as well, who goes out and establishes block watches and that
type of thing. Also we have four or five workshops going into shopping
centers and into the resident areas with this program to help the
people understand the police department and what it can do. Recently
Mayor Arrington, Chief Bill Meyers, and the chairman of the police
community relations committee, invited judges at all levels, school
officials, police and sheriff department personnel, ministers, State
senators, and members of the house, and a U.S. attorney, along with
concerned parents to meet and give input on the extent of the youth
gang problem. There was more than a hundred in attendance. From
this meeting to secure information on the problem, a small committee
of 45 were asked to make recommendations in the field of, legislation
needs, two, ways community organizations, public and private could
help on the problem, and three, how school organizations could involve
themselves within and without the school.
These recommendations will be presented to the police through the

Police Community Relations Committee, who will hold a townhall
meeting in Boutwell Auditorium January 20 to present the results
of our study and that of other organizations, such as the task force
of the Community Affairs Committee of Operation New Birmingham.
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These organizations have been studying the problem of youth crime and
it will be a combined report. This meeting will seek to report to the
public and ask their help in meeting the challenge of youth crime on
a neighborhood to neighborhood basis. The Federal Government
might interest itself in funding programs that are effective in combat-
ing crime by citizen involvement. The advantage of Federal funding
is new and innovative programs are made possible. The present pro-
grams are having problems with funding and the chance of getting 

iadditional money s surely debatable. Another advantage of Federal
funding is to combat crime in the country is that information gained
from these successful programs is easily available to serve as a model
for local programs.

Federal programs should be for a limited time with local match
money. Local match necessitates a local citizen's board and local
responsibility. There is a constant need for responsibility in manage-
ment. This is usually assured if the program is under the management
of established agencies who have local acceptance and a record of
physical and program responsibilities. At the present the Federal
Government is funding programs that combat crime by keeping many
at risk young people at group homes and halfway houses. Many of
these young people are status offenders and for various reasons cannot
stay at home. These young people are being kept out of the justice
system. Is it much cheaper or more humane way that we can address
this problem. The inability of State and local governments to provide
match money, many of these present programs which have proven
their effectiveness are in danger of survival.

Recently the north precincts people requested a meeting with the
ministers and school officials and the precincts to discuss youth crime
with them. The chief issued an invitation to the ministers and school
personnel for a Thursday night meeting, there were 43 in attendance.
The chief, the precinct commander, and representatives of the police
community relations committee were present. There was an open
sharing of concern by the invited community leaders. Crime can be
controlled more readily, if the law enforcement is properly trained in
police work, sensitive to human relations and has a high degree of
professionalism. If there is a broad involvement of neighborhoods in
crime resistance programs, if there is a healthy respect for and a
support of the policeman as a person and as a professional, and if there
are alternative programs available to keep young people out of the
juvenile justice sytem—such as—group homes, restitution programs,
work programs in lieu of fines.
The public must no longer buy stolen goods, such as cheap hubcaps,

television sets, and other items at prices so low that it is obvious they
are stolen. The public must inform on criminal activity. The public
must let the criminal know that they cannot commit crime in their
neighborhoods. The public must be willing to be a witness in court if
crime is to be stopped. There is a needed role for the Federal Govern-
ment. That crime can only be managed if the local neighborhoods
cooperate with the police. There are no easy answers, but working
together crime can be brought into reasonable control.
I appreciate the opportunity of making these statements, sir.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, sir.
Next we have Mr. Frank Horn, who is the associate director of the

Campfire, I believe, under the housing authority here in Birmingham.
Mr. Horn we are delighted to have you here.
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STATEMENT OF FRANK HORN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, CAMPFIRE

Mr. HORN. Thank you Senator.
My concern is that a large proportion of the crime is being com-

mitted by young people, who are 18 years of age and younger. The
large number of young people involved in crime are setting a bad
example for others to follow. Our greatest concern is, that blacks
share a larger disproportional crime, as many often are offenders
as well as the victims. Crime perhaps is the greatest threat to the
existence of neighborhoods, communities, and cities.
The reason that crime is running so rampant is many. I will touch

on a few. Many individuals have become disillusioned with the
American dream and often take out their frustrations on society.
Please don't take my last statement for granted. It's constantly
drilled in young people's heads to stay in school and do your best
and when their best is done and those same individuals find the
doors of jobs and job opportunities closed in their faces, a constant
rage fills their hearts and minds. That rage for many, results in criminal
activity. A criminal justice system that is composed largely of white
law enforcement officers, white district attorneys, white judges, and
white correctional officers, many are insensitive to the needs of the
large black population that they serve, only aggravates the problems.
In years past, and in some instances, there existed a dual system of
law enforcement. Blacks that committed crimes against whites were
punished to the fullest extent of the law. But when blacks committed
crimes against blacks they were given light sentences and in some
instances no sentences. It appeared to the black community as if
blacks were rewarded for criminal actions against blacks and punished
for criminal actions against whites.
As a former police officer I have seen a great deal, and I realize the

general public has not organized itself in an attempt to fight crime. We
currently are experiencing a major problem in Birmingham with youth
gangs. The problem has existed for some time. But because the gang
is not confined to some isolated community as they once were, many
people are now alarmed because their own lives are threatened. The
problems of youth gangs go hand in hand with some of the things I
have already mentioned. But, local governments including the Federal
Government, and its citizens must share the blame for their existence.
Or must assume the responsibility of challenging young people's energy
into productive areas. All criminals, young and old, black and white,
must be controlled by swift and aggressive police action. And the
judiciary process should reenforce that action by stiff penalties.
But all young people are not involved. Because of many of their

peers, they can be easily influenced unless we offer them some alterna-
tives. LEAA funds could provide alternative programs, for particular
youth offenders. They could have meaningful results on crime prob-
lems. Presently there are few activities for young people over 14 years
of age that involves themselves against criminal activity. Now, are
also few adults who are willing to take the time to provide a good
role model for these young people, that they may also become a good
image. There is a tremendous need for programs at the Federal and
local level for young people who are over 14. We will not cultivate in
the minds of young masses who have so much to offer, but so little
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to begin with. It disturbs me to know that we have sent men to the
Moon and safely returned them, we have acquired knowledge about
distant planets in our solar system, but to the young person who lives
next door or down the street, we have done so little but we are
expecting so much.
I pray to God that we together through adequate funding and sup-

port,. can tap America's greatest resources, our young people. And
provide guidance so that they may become responsible and productive
adults.
I thank you Senator for taking your time and allowing me to express

my ideas.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Horn, we appreciate that. Our

next witness is Chief Jerry Haynes, chief of police, of Homewood, and
also president of the Metropolitan Chief's Association of Jefferson
County. Chief Haynes we are delighted to have you with us and know
of your outstanding work and are looking forward to hearing from you.

STATEMENT OF JERRY HAYNES, CHIEF OF POLICE, HOME-
WOOD, AND PRESIDENT, METROPOLITAN CHIEFS ASSOCIA-
TION OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, ALA.

Chief HAYNES. Well at first I would like to express my appreciation
for the opportunity to make a few comments today to you Senator.
And I will assure you they will be very brief and much less elegant than
the preceding speakers.
One of the first things that we need to do is recognize both the

failures and successes of LEAA. I think if we look at the original intent
of the legislation in 1968, it was defined as a Safe Streets Act. And
obviously from your own staff's experiences as you have related to us
today we have failed in that particular aspect of it.
The streets are not safe, our communities are not safe, despite all of

the funding and the input that we have had into it. I think that there
are quite a few benefits of the program that we have to recognize as
being assertive or maybe keeping crime increases at the level that
they are approached. Obviously education has gone a long direction,
toward enabling our police officers to serve the public better. In my
opinion again, 240 hours established by the minimum standards, is a
very nominal amount of training to put into a police officer, who we
authorize this person the capability of taking human life if necessary.
I think the education is an absolute necessity for police officers. And
again something that we're going to have to look at, if funding be-
comes necessary, is our schools. Our minimum standard schools are
obviously in serious jeopardy of not being funded and losing them.
Other benefits include equipment that most police departments have
been able to obtain over a period of time. They have increased person-
nel in many cases through LEAA funding. In my opinion and ob-
servations the local spending has probably been in most cases effective
and probably most effective. The people on the local boards, the high
crime commissions of this region are more familiar with the local
problems. Therefore, I think the guidelines that they set up in allowing
funding can be more applicable to the communities to which they are
involved in.
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I think we're going to have to look at some of the failures of LEAA.
Possibly one of these is the inadequate control over funding and the
broad spectrum in which we find LEAA going in. I would like to point
out one particular grant and it's not to be meant racial or inflam-
matory. This summer you are well aware that the administration
funded a $382,000 grant to the NAACP to monitor police, the use of
excessive force, or police shootings. They failed to mention that there
were already two grants funded by LEAA, at least two grants, that
were doing the duplicate situations. Both through the IACP, and I
believe there is a second one through the police foundation, or another
top law enforcement agency. My particular evaluation of a funding
of a grant in this type of nature is that it is a condemnation of the
complete criminal justice system. In essence, when LEAA approved
this almost $400,000 grant, they are saying the police executives are
not doing their job of monitoring actions by police departments. And
that the courts and the district attorneys are not doing their jobs by
evaluating police conduct.

They're saying that the Supreme Court and the State agencies are
not doing their job. And in essence, they're getting to the point where
the Justice Department and the FBI are not following through on what
their jobs are supposed to be. And that would be to review and recom-
mend prosecution where it's necessary or due. I think that this type
of discretion is certainly going to have to be restricted and limited.
These are obviously political contributions or grants that are made
and I don't think that we can expect LEAA to survive at all if they
are to continue. You mentioned earlier that you would like for us to
name particular programs that we would feel like would be of benefit
and should be sustained. I would like to suggest that that's going
to be a very very difficult situation Senator because, No. I, if the
police departments become better educated, more proficient in their
jobs on the street and placing people in jail, getting good cases,
getting convictions, then that's going to put a burden on the court
system. Which in turn, if it's also increased and we get more convic-
tions and more people sentenced, we end up with a burden back on
the prison system where there is inadequate housing now.
I think that it is a responsibility of the Federal Government to

share some of this responsibility as is this time they establish not
only standards for hirings but down to the number of square footage
the people have in cells of? jails and prisons.

That's essentially my comments. I think most of them have al-
ready been said by others.

Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, I appreciate that, Chief Haynes. I
thought we might ask a few questions and get some responses dealing
with the questions of neighborhood youth gangs. As I stated in my
opening statement, this is a nationwide problem. It is a problem that
appears to have ups and downs, peaks and valleys, in which it ap-
pears to crop up in certain localities, be prevalent for a while or go
through a period of remission where it is not as rampant as it has
been in the past. Many people feel that it is a problem by which the
leaders encourage others to become involved.

Also, if you can identify the leaders of the group and arrange to
apprehend them, and they're found guilty of a crime, it seems to
have an effect on the gangs to take prompt action. The other issues
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that arise are like the issues that arise in any other juvenile crime
problem. These, of course, are issues of the out of mind, the devil's
workshop, unemployment, issues of community relationship and the
lack of high visibility in the neighborhoods where they're liable to
have neighborhood youth crime and other matters of this sort. It
seems to me that it follows some sort of pattern and maybe, Chief
Meyers, you have had time now to look back over the period of time;
you have had experience in this. Do you see a pattern that is fairly
predictable in regard to the youth neighborhood crime and does it
follow a sequence of events and are there matters that can be under-
taken to minimize the effectiveness of these gangs?
Mr. MEYERS. Yes, sir, Senator. From my observation of the prob-

lem, it needs to be attacked. I mentioned it briefly in my statement
from two angles. It does take—Mr. Horn said it—aggressive police
action on those who have committed the violent crimes, the blatant
violent crimes. And this has been traditional of what the police have
done when the gangs arise. And this is certainly not new, we have
had gangs for years. But this time there has been more exposure,
over dramatization in some areas. Public awareness now exists that
did not exist in the past. It seems to be a more serious problem, and
it may very well be more serious in the crimes that are committed.
The crime is not new, the youth gangs are not new. Traditionally
what has happened the police have moved in and arrested the serious
violators, prosecuted them and sent them to the penitentiary. Then
the gang activities decline. But the forgotten young people, those
who were associated with either directly or indirectly related with
these people that were prosecuted, are still out there on the street.
Given sufficient time they surface as the leaders, of the active members
of the gangs.

It's a cycle and they reoccur and then they begin to have followers
that follow them. And I don't think that we can continue to follow
the policy that we are following, simply police action and sending
them on to the penitentiary, and then waiting 2 or 3 years for them
to come back at us again. The way to resolve it in my opinion is to
file aggressive police action as we are trying to do now. But to sup-
plement that with community programs that would divert that
lower element of the young people that will be moving into this
element if we don't divert it. The community groups and programs
to divert these young people into a more productive environment.
If we don't do that, we're just perpetuating the situation. We have
got to address those young people who are not involved in crime yet,
to a point of being prosecuted, but will be given a sufficient amount
of time. This is where I think LEAA funding would be very important.
That they be applied to those kinds of programs that would attract
these young people away from youth gangs to more productive activ-
ity. And if we don't do that, I think we will again arrest most of
those violators in this city, give them 6 or 7 or 8 months—I think
gang activity would be down again but in 2 or 3 years it would be
right back where it is today.
More importantly we have known this for years and lived with it.

But obviously and to our advantage now I think the public is much
more aware of what is going on in the society. And I think that because
of exposure to the public and awareness, there is tremendous public



172

interest now. That should pay some real dividends. I think even the
overdramatization that has occurred by the media in some cases has
caused tremendous fear, and this is in all other cities where it has
occurred. But the product I think was good because of the awareness
that it did create, the public interest that it created. I know that in
this city there is tremendous public interest that never existed before
in this area. And I am very relieved to see that public interest. I think
that the police can do their part, that is, to arrest those who commit
those crimes. But we are simply not equipped to divert young people
away from the criminal element. That's got to be done. There have
got to be programs to do that. I think that is where the priority of
funding should be placed, but they should be placed on programs with
real substance and meaning. That some be some of the requirements
that they are productive programs, that they do produce results.
Senator HEFLIN. In your experience chief, is there higher instances

of gang-type activities in the summer as opposed to the other seasons
of the year?
Mr. MEYERS. I don't know that I would make it seasonal or not,

Senator. What we're talking about primarily in youth gangs is some-
how how we try to associate with the schools, and I have had problems
associating with the schools. They may very well be initiated in the
schools, the so-called fraternities may be initiated in the schools. But
basically you're talking about people who are not in the schools com-
mitting the most violent crimes. Obviously there is some association
with the schools. I don't think simply because school is in session or
out of session would have that much effect. Other people have other
opinions. Obviously, the more free time young people have, they would
have the potential to move into the element. It would likely occur in
the summertime. You take the upper level of that criminal element—
and you have to address that. Let's be truthful with ourselves that
what we're talking about—to rob, to rape, to steal, and to kill—is a
criminal element.
The upper level has very little association with the school as an

educational institution, their potential membership comes from the
schools, yes. The peer pressure is put on the school members, and
then of course some of them begin to drop out of school and move into
the gang activities, and this is where the danger occurs. This is where
the need is to divert those potential members away from those gang
leaders. Once we get the gang leaders in the penitentiary or out of
circulation, then the recruitment of the potential member is much less,
if they have positive programs to divert them in some way. I don't
particularly associate it with school being in or out of session, other
than the fact that potential members are more likely to be recruited
during the summertime.
Senator HEFLIN. General Smith, you are with the Salvation Army

which, as we all know, is a great organization dealing with conduct of
people. Also, you of course are chairman of the mayor's police com-
munity relations committee. Would you care to comment on the re-
marks that Chief Meyers has made, and what do you think the specifics
are that could be done to help eliminate the neighborhood youth gang
problems in Birmingham.

General SMITH. We have had these meetings and one of the recom-
mendations at one of subcommittees was on what could the corn-
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munity do. In other words this is dealing with Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts,
and all sorts of organizations and churches. And we'll be working with
these organizations. And there is a need assessment survey available
through the United Way that we're going to be using to get out into
the area and find out how the kids feel about the situation and what
their problems are. The United Way has assured us that those agencies
that work with the United Way will be involved, for instance Frank
has been involved all along, and he is on our police community rela-
tions committee.
What we have to do—this is the only game in town. So everybody

is going to have to concentrate on doing what the different individual
agencies can. And it's not going to require a lot of new things, it may
require a new attitude on the part of agencies, but the program that
you did 10 years ago, may or may not be effective today. And I think
the agencies are going to have to hang loose in their attitudes as they
approach these things. I think we're going to have to really work at,
as the chief said, keeping that young kid out of the system, keeping
them out of the gangs. And it's going to be a diversion type thing
that's going to do that and not the dealing of a thing of trying to get
the courts to maybe help us with it. The gang person themselves,
getting them into a scared straight kind of thing, but not any group,
but as an individual. We have a man working with us who has been
involved in this kind of thing, and he feels that there may be a possi-
bility that the judge says, either you make this visit to this institution
under leadership or something else worse happens to you. But frankly
I kind of feel in our talks that we just don't feel like there's a whole
lot we're going to be able to do with that hardened gang-type person.
But keeping kids out of the system should be our aim.
Mr. MEYERS. Senator could I add one quick statement. I think one

thing that we're stopping from in this jurisdiction and all jurisdictions
is a real serious image problem. And we have reached a point where
there is a perception that there is no such thing as punishment for
whatever you do. This is not in the best interest of young people to
believe that. It does lead them into crime activities. Some firmly
believe that, because they see young people commit crimes, see nothing
happen to those people, and are back in the neighborhood almost
immediately with them.

This has a bad effect on those kids not yet influenced to get into
crime, but are encouraged to get into crime because they see lack of
nothing being done to those who do commit the crimes. I know that's
kind of a hard situation that we find ourselves in saying we need to
punish one person to try to keep other people from coming into it.
But I happen to buy that philosophy and that's why we should punish
people committing crimes. And that's why I say there should be a
price to pay for what we do wrong. It does deter those other kinds from
moving into that area of criminal activity. But we have got to over-
come this image problem and it's going to take one more change in
attitude to ever do it. We're not going to do it by—the sheriff made
this point—not simply by funding, not simply by more manpower,
but there has got to be a difference in attitude, a different thinking,
and a different philosophy in how we approach these problems.
I think we have got to go back to the basics of teaching these young

people respect for people and other people's property. They have got
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to be taught in their home, they have got to be taught in the schools,
and the churches, that there is such a thing as respect of other people
and other people's property. We have lost that. I think there is a
tremendous image problem throughout our system as to what do we
all stand for. I think we have got to get back to these young people
that we stand for what's right, respect for people and other people's
property. And I think this is something in the community programs
that has got to take place that will really get a hold of this youth
crime problem.

Senator HEFLIN. Sheriff Bailey, we have been talking about this
youth neighborhood problem at various aspects. They seem to develop
a syndrome so that after the leaders are captured and sent to prison,
the gangs fall down, but then crop up again. Do you have some
thoughts on what could be done to minimize its effectiveness and on
some of the comments we have heard here today?

Sheriff BAILEY. Senator, to give you the benefit, we have met and
met and met with various responsible people, particularly the domestic
family court, we call it here. It's very clear that when a juvenile is to
be dealt with, the court by law concerns itself with the juvenile, not the
victim out there that has been abused in some way by that person.
On the other hand, an adult is brought into that court, the court
tries to be sensitive to what has happened to the victim. And then
move to—well w hat if we did do something—to the juvenile. We
don't have the facilities here, as large as our family court is, to cope
with confinement of those who ought not be left back out until some
adjudication is made of that offender. Our domestic court has no
ability to confine a given number of those aggravated offenders.
Many- times I hear Chief Meyers pleading with the court, hold them
overnight, do something for an hour until we can get something done in
the field. This sounds perhaps too critical. But nevertheless I said
the same thing about the many many cases waiting on the retrial—
and detainees. These don't even become that, they become merely-
identified and then they're back in droves for, the commission of ad-
ditional offenses. That number runs into multiple of hundreds of
people.
I gave you a moment ago sir, a copy of a juvenile gang profile, the

individual himself. This is, as Chief Meyers pointed out, basically a
dropout. This ought to shift some responsibility to a board of educa-
tion, however identified, county, city, whichever, out of some 12 or
13 we have got in this county. It seems it even ought to go to State
government when funding, built, of course, around attendance records,
per child, per day. Now if you don't go you don't get the money into
that system. This bothers me because I have and you have and we've
all had children pass through this system. We the taxpayers fund this
system. I want to know what happened to the old truant officer that
tracked these individuals, meaning dropouts, the modern-day vernacu-
lar, who are on the streets when they ought to be in school, plaguing
citizens, drawing the cost of manpower and equipment into an offense
that never should have been committed, because he shouldn't have
been there.

That's just 5 days a week I am talking about through school, and
that becomes very seasonable. You number these people into the
hundreds and they work in little cells. When we talk about gangs,
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we think in our minds 25 or 30 meeting an opposing gang on the
street and having a shootout. That is not what the case is necessarily.
These people never operate alone, it appears there are 3 or 4 or 5,
and hardly ever anymore than that. They're hit and run type offenses,
like mad dogs. Killing each other, killing others innocent of their
presence. This is the frightening thing that Frank Horn has men-
tioned a moment ago, the frighteninc, aspect of it which is—this
community has got a serious offense an it appears to be peaceful and
tranquil. It just jumps out of nowhere. Senseless crimes. Would you
believe—in the name of initiation they commit another one in order
to rise in the echelon of command in that gang. This is not the ordi-
nary kind of crime that police are customarily working on on a day-
to-day shift.

Senator HEFLIN. Chief Haynes, do you have any comments on
this.

Chief HAYNES. Yes, sir, Senator. I think the bottom line on most
of the comments that we're getting around to, is there has to be some
form of deterrent. We're talking about an insignificant number of
people compared to the population. We're talking about 10 percent
of the juveniles involved in the criminal justices system are probably
responsible for better than 90 percent of the crime activity. When
we take a juvenile 14 or 15 years old to domestic court and turn him
over to them and sign a petition, and he beats us back to the street
before we have got the paperwork done showing that we carried him
there, then that's a mockery of the criminal justice system. Particularly
when you get an individual who may have—not 1 or 2 times, which
could be overstated and you might look at it and say he deserves
another chance—but we're talking about the individual who has been
out here 8, 10 or 12 or in many cases over two dozen times, he is
significantly a repeat offender.
He is the problem that you are dealing with. He is not going to be

changed by putting him in juvenile court overnight. Frank and their
group are not going to do anything with this particular individual.
And until we do get this particular individual out of the mainstream
of society, his influence is going to be felt on the other people. And I
think that's our big problem to get him away from influencing others
who might have a tendency in going in that direction.
Senator HEFLIN. Mr. Horn, do you have any comments that you

would like to make on this further?
Mr. HORN. I agree basically with what has already been said. There

is nothing that most youth organizations can do with the hardcore
young kid, especially if they're committing violent crimes. What we
can do is work with those individuals who have not yet got to the
point of committing crimes. We can offer some alternatives. We cur-
rently have some programs with the Birmingham Police Department
and we work with young people to deter them from crime and it's
working. These are individuals that we know that live in neighbor-
hoods where most of these gangs are actually formed. Some of them
after being involved in our programs are afraid to return to their own
homes. But we do know that it does make a difference. We do know
that if they are constantly involved in our activities that we have for
him that the likelihood of them getting involved in a gang is very
remote.
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Senator HEFLIN. Chief Meyers you brought out something about the
seriousness of punishment, and how people don't recognize that if they
do get into crime that they could face the consequences. I don't
advocate this but there use to be the old idea of the public hanging.
Separate the hangings, I'm not advocating anything like that but
only the public aspect of punishment. I remember as a small boy
coming to Birmingham, and having members of my family point out
to me where the old Birmingham jail was and where the hangings
were. As I remember it was on Fourth Avenue not too far from the
Birmingham News area where that was occurring. Now I don't
know of any advantage that could be of it but the idea of when
a person does become incarcerated or is convicted and sent to the
penitentiary, that it be a media event. I don't know whether
any of this would have any effect, but it would point out the seriousness
of the consequences of crime. The slowness of the criminal justice
process has been pointed out so that by the time someone gets sent to
the penitentiary people have forgotten about it. It may well be that
this concept of an image problem can be minimized by having some
sort of public display of a criminal so to bring to the attention of his
associates that crime does not pay. Well I don't know if that has any
value or not but as you were testifying that idea came to me.
Now of course this matter of neighborhood youth crime is a problem

that is nationwide, and one which would benefit from a Federal
assistance program. This is what the real thrust is of what we're
seeking. It may be that some type of expertise in identifying the
youth gang leaders is needed. Sort of developing a profile that Sheriff
Bailey has done here. And then the community diversion projects
could be funded similar to LEA grants. Those type of diversion grants
and programs are of a wide variety and people have different ideas at
different times. Maybe Mr. Horn and maybe Chief Meyers, would like
to address to some specifics of your community diversion type pro -
&rams.
Mr. MEYERS. Well, Senator, any diversionary type of program has

got to be one of substance and meaning. I think sometimes that we
have an idea that simply by having a program on paper and functional,
that's not the answer. To reach these kids you have got to show them
that there is some meaning in what you're doing. It's not simply a
program to occupy their time. It's got to be a program with some
responsibility, discipline, and physical activity in my opinion. This
is one of the suggestions made at one of our recent meetings. For

iinstance f you have a group of young people who have committed
maybe some of the lesser crimes, not the more violent type, but some
people that you want to work with. What would be wrong with
loading them on a bus and carrying them out in the woods and
sawing firewood. Let them produce firewood.
That is a very physical thing, a very discipline type situation, these

are the things that I am talking about. Something that in essence will
require very physical labor. Something that would require that they
be productive. To do something productive, let them produce some-
thing. Let them cut the firewood, let them haul the firewood, and
let them sell the firewood. These are the kind of things I see, as one
approach. I think not to take advantage all inclusive, there are many
other things that could be done similar to that. For instance, the
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old CCC type of concept that was done years ago. I believe in these
kind of things. I mentioned the Sheriff's Boys and Girls Ranch,
these are very productive kids down there on the ranches. They're
producing something, they're educating themselves, they're gaining
expertise in certain areas of education and labor. They are becoming
very productive and they have never committed a crime, or they
wouldn't be on the Boys Ranches. But they may well have if they
had not been given the opportunity to be on the Boy's Ranch. So
these are some of the kind of programs that I would see as a solution
to some of the problems.

Sheriff BAILEY. Senator, I would like to comment and ask you
a question. Recently we received in this area two airplanes
in either case heavily loaded with a market value of marihuana in
hundred of thousands and even millions of dollars. We know and
even intelligence has justified the fact, we're not beginning to stop
the contraband flow by air and by ship, to the mainland of this coun-
try. You cannot separate any of these crime categories that have been
discussed as to funding or deter action without including the drug
impact on them, as monetary, clandestine, extremely contributing
heavily to the inflation of this country. I recently had a meeting with
the FAA authorities here in the Birmingham area. They communicate
with each other from control tower to control tower interstate. And
in the State of Florida, particularly the city of Miami, it's very com-
mon for a subject to walk in and make a statement, charter me a jet
and here's a million dollars in cash. We want it for 3 days, meaning
if we don't get back there you can have it, that type of thing.
Big cash is flowing, it's unaccounted obviously. My question is in

the face of that and influence and impact on internal cities, it used
to be 10 years ago that the waterfront cities had all of the drug
problems to speak of. We catch a few sticks of weed grass here and
there, a few pills here and there, mostly drugstore stuff. Today it is
running rampant, and it's got to be coming in the way I described it.
Internal cities are reaching it. My question is, Out of those organiza-
tions that Congress is funding, how are they going to stop it, how
pray to tell are we going to stop it? I believe that if we could throw all
of our efforts toward the coastline, toward the border of our country,
Mexico, Canada, and all of the waterfront areas, and begin to shuttle
this massive imput it would probably be the most encouraging reduc-
tion of crime that would ever happen. I think it's close to it, and
President Nixon in his earlier years called it on national television a
national crisis.

If it was that long ago what is it today. J. Edgar Hoover alluded to
terrorism 10 years ago and said we're going to be plagued with it who
knows how long. And law enforcement at the local level is beginning
to be plagued with terrorism more and more. I don't think we can
stand any more new and innovative types of crime. We are talking
about returning the streets to safety.
My question again is, How can we muster our strength at the

Federal level through the same kind of funding to encourage border
watch by border control? The aliens that are numbering in the
hundreds of thousands affecting unemployment more over there in
the lack of jobs. The wrong people are in here getting the jobs at lesser
than minimum wage. So I guess what we're saying is that everything
we're doing, is not unlike what you're doing, it's relative.
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I again appreciate the opportunity to share our thinking toward
what you're picking up as information and on all of which is new to
you.
Senator HEFLIN. On this drug matter I think that while there is a

substantial amount of assistance from Federal agencies to the local
units of government, there is just not enough emphasis. You know
you run in cycles, and crime has been a continual upward, upward,
upward. You increase 18 percent a year or 10 percent or 11 percent.
After a while the people hear it, the lawmakers hear it, and they
become accustomed to it. That's the real danger of inflation. You get
immune to the ills of it. What has happened in this country is that,
basically the public is coming to accept crime and it's becoming
commonplace and people are not willing to do what is absolutely
necessary to have the manpower and the resources to combat it. You
have to be selective and use good judgment in solving these problems.
Today the problems of inflation, energy, and crime, are in my judg-
ment, our major domestic problems. And we have got to direct the
Nation's attention to it. And we're just sort of halfway doing it. In
my judgment, the reason LEAA is being abolished, is because of the
badgers in the beginning.

Before 1977 there was a lot of waste with people buying various
hardware and funds not being used properly. That image continues
today and the good that is going on is overlooked. But, also, people
are searching ways to cut down on Government spending. But crime
and drugs—put drugs in the crime problem, in my judgment, and I
think in the judgment of a number of people in Washington—are
very serious problems and you've got to do something about them.
These are problems that must have national attention focused on
them. You have had two recent murders in the United States and
they have focused some attention on the youth. You've run hot and
cold; they're emotional issues that come about. All of a sudden you're
having a reoccurrence of youth gangs here in Birmingham and that
reoccurrence has been spotlighted and dramatized. Hopefully it will
draw attention to the overall problems of juvenile crimes. And hope-
fully the appropriate bodies, whether it be Congress, or whether it
be the legislature or the city council or the county commission, will
realize that these are problems in which the law enforcement has got
to be assisted and you've got to have programs.
Maybe a hearing like this can help. But obviously we need some-

thing; .we need to have a new emphasis on crime. From top to bottom
including Federal Supreme Court decisions, and all of the other
factors that .have gone into it and caused a real complex problem
today. And it's time, in my judgment, for the pendulum to swing
back, and something be done about it.

If there is anyone else present in the audience who would like to
make comments, we would be glad to hear from you. And also gentle-
men, I would like to thank you for being here and if you have any
further comments that you would like to make, be sure to submit
them in writing and we will be glad to hear from you.
[The hearing is adjourned.]
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONS OF SENATOR HEFLIN AND RESPONSES OF LEE M. THOMAS

Question 1. 

Why should there be a federal financial assistance program for
states and localities in the area of criminal justice? What are the
reasons beyond the fact that crime is a national problem?

A. The federal government through its policies may be more
responsible for increasing crime rates than either state or local units
of government. Here are three (4) examples. (1) The federal government
through its economic policies can affect both the inflation and un-
employment rates. There appears to be a correlation between economic
hard times and the crime rate. As jobs get tighter and the dollar is
worth less, some people seem to resort to property crimes for financial
aid, and others resort to violent crimes out of a sense of frustration.
This increased crime rate is a direct result of federal action taken
with respect to the economy. As the major contributor to the crime
problem, the federal government should be a major contributor to its
solution.

Other federal policies, like those related to immigration, drug
enforcement and energy also appear to play a major role in local crime
rates. (2) Reports from such states as Florida, Texas and California
indicate that the pressure of both legal and illegal aliens contribute
to intensive crime environments. In some cases, intergroup violence
breaks out between new arrivals and indigenous communities. In others,
drugs, smuggling, blackmailing and gang warfare are part of every day
life. The federal government bears a special responsibility to those
communities whose public services, opportunities and capacities are
overtaxed as a result of federal policies which permit or encourage
legal immigration or condone illegal entrance. (3) The federal govern-
ment's enforcement efforts to eliminate the illegal importation of drugs
has probably more to do with the dimensions of a local drug problem than
any actions taken at the state or local level. (4) The federal government
has made major efforts to increase energy mineral resource development.
Unfortunately, the energy development has resulted in sudden, unplanned
for population growth accompanied by inordinately high crime rates.

Because federal policy plays such a great role in these and other
areas which have a great impact on crime at the local level, the federal
government has a concomitant responsibility to contribute to the pro-
blem's resolution.
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B. The federal government through the federal courts h
as played

a major role in increasing the burden on state and 
local criminal

justice systems. Each of the following court interpretations of federal

laws or Constitution are fully justifiable. While some of the federal

court decisions assist the accused, a number of them req
uire states and

localities to expend additional resources to comply with the 
court's

mandates without any federal financial assistance. (1) The courts

increased the burden on police by requiring them to give accus
ed warnings

before asking questions or accepting confessions, by mandating
 the

acquisition of search and arrest warrants in a number of situations 
that

once did not require them, by modifying standards for the recruitment,

selection and testing of police candidates. (2) The courts increased

the burden on the states by requiring indigent defendants to be provided

with free defense counsel when the defendants were charged with offenses

involving the possibility of a jail sentence and when appealing a

sentence of incarceration. Indigent defendants were also required to be

given free investigative resources and transcripts. (3) The courts

increased the burden on state and local correctional institutions by

setting limits on space requirements for inmates and establishing

minimum services to be provided to prisoners as well as physical con-

ditions to be met by institutions.

C. The federal government has shifted the responsibility for the

detection, apprehension, adjudication and incarceration of a number of

individuals guilty of crimes illegal under both federal and state law to

state government without a transfer of resources. As examples, the

crimes of interstate motor vehicle theft and bank robbery are crimes

providing concurrent jurisdiction to federal and state government. The

federal government has abdicated the field, and left the state government

the burden to enforce these laws without any federal assistance. Other

instances can be cited.

D. The federal government has imposed new mandates on state and

local governments. Aid to the handicapped laws and regulations require

expenditures for opening police stations, courts and correctional

institutions to handicapped citizens, witnesses, and visitors. Juvenile

justice legislation requires tha deinstitutionalization of status

offenders and the separation of juveniles from adults in secure correctional

facilities. LEAA regulations require state and criminal justice agencies

to eliminate height and weight requirements for prospective employees.

And the National Historic Preservation Act prohibits the destruction or

major alteration of national historic places which include old court and

correctional facilities. Other legislation like the new Civil Rights of

the Institutionalized Persons Act has the potential for great impact on
the states.

Another major reason for federal assistance to states is the
relative better financial condition and broader tax base that the
federal government has as compared to the states. States are hard
pressed financially. At the same time states are hard hit by the
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recession and Proposition 13 fever, they are being asked to absorb even

greater responsibility for the financing of criminal justice. The

historic trend is for states to take over from local government financing

the criminal justice system. Courts are becoming solely a state function

as the movement towards state unification of courts grows. Indigent

defense, which was once provided in haphazard fashion by local government

and volunteer organizations, is now being provided by states in response

to federal Constitutional requirements. Corrections is becoming increasingly

state financed. Support services for police, like computer services,

crime laboratories, and training centers, are more frequently state

functions. Resources for these transferred, expanded or new services

are not being transferred at the same time. Meanwhile federal financial

assistance is declining even as federal mandates and workload transfers

are on the increase.

m Question 2. 

What requirements, mandates or duties does the federal government

impose on state and local criminal justice systems?

We have already referenced a number of requirements, mandates and

duties in my testimony and in my response to Question 1. The impact

of federally sponsored energy development, for one, places significant

burdens on state and local government to deal with the accompanying

crime problem. Other burdens are imposed by statutory and regulatory

mandated red tape, which is exemplified by the Section 802 and 816

reporting requirements of the Justice System Improvement Act. Other

such burdens are derived from a long list of federal legislation. The

following enumeration is a sample:

a. the National Environmental Policy Act,
b. the Flood Disaster Protection Act,
c. the Clean Air Act and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act

Amendments,
d. the Safe Drinking Water Act,
e. the Endangered Species Act,
f. the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
g. the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,
h. the Historical and Archeological Preservation Act,
i. the Coastal Zone Management Act, and
j. the Animal Welfare Act.

Question 3. 

What will be the impact if there is no federal financial criminal
justice assistance program?

The loss of a federal financial criminal justice assistance program
will result in a loss of federal focus on the crime problem. It will
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also mean a loss of federal leadership in, the absence of major federal

financial and technical assistance for, and the loss of federal coordination

of, programs to improve the criminal justice system. We fear that the

state criminal justice systems will return to the conditions of the

1960's, that is functional fragmentation, duplication and friction.

Specifically, we expect the loss of federal funding to lead to.

a. a faltering of major reforms to reduce prison overcrowding and

improve prison conditions;

b. a slowdown in the trend to provide a unified state delivery system

for defense services;

c. a slowdown in the adoption of career criminal prosecution programs

and prosecutor management information systems;

d. a decrease in or elimination of certain education and training

programs for criminal justice personnel, which will probably mean fewer

hours of basic training, a decrease or elimination of certain in-service

training, an elimination of a number of educational programs and incentives,

and a decrease in national training programs;

e. a loss of federal focus on treatment of minorities in and by the
criminal justice system. A loss of the grant mechanisms through which
the federal government can enforce civil rights, equal employment and
service delivery. A loss of programs to decrease barriers to employment
and promotion of minorities in criminal justice agencies. A loss of
programs specifically designed to aid minorities, such as interpreter,
citizen involvement, community crime prevention and community relations
projects;

f. a loss of non-traditional, non-system programs like victim/witness,
community crime prevention, restitution and volunteer projects;

g. a loss of new initiatives in areas like arson, white collar crime,
governmental corruption and stolen property merchandising;

h. a loss of non-traditional programs like community residential
houses, alternatives to incarceration and non-money bail;

i. the disruption of federal, state and local networks with the capa-
bility of promoting change, fostering communications, delivering technical
assistance, and undertaking research and development; and

j. the loss of criminal justice system coordination leading to in-
creased criminal justice system and jurisdictional friction and frag-
mentation.
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Question 4. 

How should a federal financial criminal justice assistance program

be reorganized: (a) under restrictive substantive guidelines and limited

funding, and (b) under broader guidelines and fuller funding?

(a) There should be established a national commission comprised of
state and local representatives who biennially create a list of priority

crime problems. They should direct a federal agency to describe the
problems in detail and note federal criminal justice and other federal
non-criminal justice resources available to ameliorate the described

problems. Congress should be given the role to select a limited number
of priority crime problems from the commission list and make those
selected priority problems eligible for federal financial assistance.
The federal agency would award each state a block grant based on a
formula. The block grant could only be used to respond to Congressionally
selected priorities. The Governor of each state, through a designated
state agency, would select among the Congressionally selected priority
problems, and propose solutions, grantees and allocations (including
programs for the judiciary). The Governor would publish the draft
allocation plan, receive comments and make appropriate revisions. The
Governor would then submit his final allocation plan to the state legislature
for disposition through the state's normal budget process. The legislature
would dispose of the Governor's allocation plan. The gubernatorially
designated state agency would allocate and administer the formula dollars
consistent with the legislative action. The gubernatorially designated
state agency would report to the Governor and federal agency on what
money was spent and how well programs worked.

(b) Under broader guidelines and fuller funding the states should
be provided a block grant of funds based on a formula. The states
should not be required to use the funds for a limited number of Congress
or federal administration established priorities, but rather have the
opportunity to define their own problems, priorities, strategies and
programs, including the discretion to allocate among governmental units
and functions of the criminal justice system. While the state should
report on the use and impact of the federal funds, it should not have
to submit a comprehensive criminal justice plan to a federal agency for
prior approval. The program should have some of the characteristics of
the original block grant program described in the Safe Streets Act in
1968.

Question 5. 

If the federal financial criminal justice assistance program were
substantively restricted, what should be its substantive priorities,
priorities which would yield unquestioned benefits?



184

We would first suggest that if the use of federal funds were

restricted, the substantive priorities should be either suggested or

selected by representatives of states and units of local governments.

These are the people who know the problems best and will be the users of

the federal assistance.

In our analysis of the crime problem from a national perspective,

we see the following ten substantive priority problems (not in any

meaningful order):

(1) the Uniform Crime Report Part 1 Crime Index increases,

(2) intergroup violence (racial, political, economic class, ethnic),

(3) criminal sexual assault,

(4) special juvenile offender population (chronic status, violent
and serious offenders),

(5) citizen relations with the criminal justice system,

(6) citizen crime prevention,

(7) bail,

(8) career criminal/priority prosecution,

(9) sentencing, and

(10) prison/jail facility space shortage.

The foregoing problem areas can be impacted by federal criminal
justice assistance programs, but in a number of cases, more importantly,
by also focusing (perhaps through leveraging the criminal justice funds)
federal non-criminal justice funds on the same problem.

Question 6. 

Why should there be a program of federal financial assistance in
the area of criminal justice rather than an increase in the federal
revenue sharing payment?

The federal assistance funds should be provided in the form of a
block grant program. Crime must be addressed from a system-wide per-
spective that can bridge the gap between police, courts and corrections
agencies on the one hand, and geographical and political subdivisions on
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the other. The state has the authority and motivation to coordinate
criminal justice functions, but it needs the resources, support, encourage-
ment and leadership that the federal government can bring to bear on the
problem. The block grant delivery system provides the state with the
discretion, after identifying problems and programs, to allocate the
grant money to the4ighest priority substantive problems and jurisdictions,
thereby targetting the money. It also permits the states to condition
the receipt of money by state and local agencies on the recipients
coordinating their prcYams,and achieving certain objectives. The
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) during its
examination of the LEAA program found that block grant funds "... are
used to stimulate new and innovative efforts rather than as a substitute
for present local criminal justice expenditures."

Revenue sharing funds in the area of criminal justice would not be
as likely as block grant funds to stimulate criminal justice change and
improvement. Both ACIR and the Brookings Institution in their comparisons
of block grant and revenue sharing funds found that revenue sharing
funds "have been used far more often to substitute for local revenues in
supporting normal operations and existing programs ...." Moreover,
revenue sharing funds for law enforcement take "... the form of capital
items and one-time expenditures, which entail no long-term commitment."
Revenue sharing funds are allocated on a formula basis to every state
and local jurisdiction without regard to problems and needs, and long-
range plans and programs. Some of the results are: (a) money is spread
so broadly that small jurisdictions get too little money to be able to
make any meaningful improvements; (b) money reinforces the fragmentation
of jurisdictional lines rather than the coordination which is desperately
needed; (c) planning and program development is not but should be
required to make the best use of the money so that duplication, overlap
and inconsistent programs are avoided; (d) supplantation of local
expenditures rather than improvement usually results; (e) due to the
fungibility of revenue sharing money, it is difficult to assess its use,
making it difficult to monitor activities and evaluate results, providing
little in the way of new knowledge; and (f) few conditions can be
attached that might require recipients to combine their efforts behind
the achievement of a limited number of specific tangible and meaningful
objectives.

2uestion 7. 

If there is a new federal financial criminal justice assistance program,
shouldn't it carry a name other than that of LEAA?

Yes, the name of the program should probably be changed. The name
LEAA carries with it a history and criticism that should best be left
behind. A new program would be better off with a clean slate.
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QUESTIONS OF SENATOR BIDEN AND RESPONSES OF LEE M. THOMAS

Question 1. 

How should priorities work in a limited federal financial criminal

justice assistance program? Should the federal government determine

the priorities? Should the money be distributed for broad purposes

either through revenue sharing or a formula program?

From our perspective, the ideal would be to have the states be

able to select their own priorities, based on a local needs assessment.

The money would be allocated to the states for broad purposes under a

formula based block program. The money would be given to the states to

bring about reforms and upgrading of state and local criminal justice

agency operations.

As described above in our response to Senator Heflin's sixth question,

we have explained why the block grant delivery system has a number of

advantages over a revenue sharing delivery system. A categorical grant

program delivery system is the worst of the alternatives. Among its

disadvantages are the following:

(1) decisions made by a centralized, distant and overburdened

federal bureaucracy;

(2) designed programs not meeting local needs;

(3) funds made available directly to individual grantees, frag-

menting systems operations;

(4) a greater possibility for duplicating or supplementing local

or state efforts;

(5) increases in administrative requirements, paperwork and red tape;

(6) lack of flexibility for states to adopt programs to meet

local needs and procedures; and

(7) ignoring or undermining of state plans and priorities in

program areas for which states bear substantial responsibilities.

Question 2. 

Of the functions that the federal government can perform in the area
of criminal justice, what should be the most important functions that
they should perform -- stronger federal enforcement efforts; concentrated,
coordinated attack on one or a limited number of problems; provision of
financial assistance to state and local units of government?
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The American citizens' primary concern in the area of criminal
justice is being safe in their homes and on their streets. Thus, in
establishing priorities, the federal government should focus its scarce
resources on ways that might impact on street crime, and the criminal
justice institutions that respond to it. One consequence of a decision
based on the foregoing assumption is that federal efforts to reduce
white collar crime, fraud, waste and abuse, anti-trust criminal vio-
lations, and the like, should be given a lower priority than the fight
against street crime. Thus, enforcement actions against illegal drug
distribution, financial assistance to state and local criminal justice
agencies, and efforts to protect the criminal justice institutions from
corruption should be given a high priority.

We should not, however, be forced to make a decision to choose
between the aforementioned kinds of Department of Justice functions.
The Department of Justice will receive only $4.2 billion in FY 1981.
This figure represents only 2/3 of 1% of the federal budget. This
figure is far too small for the federal government to be spending to
defend our Constitutional rights of "life, liberty and property". The
fight against crime should have a higher priority than transportation,
housing or education. The total dollar allocation to the Department of
Justice should be increased.

Question 3. 

Should match be required in a federal financial assistance program?

The question of match for a federal criminal justice assistance
program is a difficult one. Under the existing federal criminal justice
and juvenile justice pieces of legislation a compromise was reached.
Action programs are 100% federally funded while administrative funding
is matched dollar for dollar. We feel that this is a fair compromise
between no match for any dollars and a match for all kinds of funding.
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The Honorable Strom Thurmond

Chairman
Committee on the Judiciary

United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

JAN 1 2 1981

During the Senate Judiciary Committee hearings

inquiring into the national crisis of Crime in America,

held on December 3, 1980, questions were raised specifi
c

to the future federal role in resolving problems con-

fronting the criminal justice system in view of dis-

mantling of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrati
on

(LEAA). With reference to these questions, we submit

the following:

I. What type of federal program is necessary and why
?

Any program of federal assistance to state

and local criminal justice must emphasize new

programs, such as the career criminal program,

standards and accreditation and "sting" operations.

This should be accomplished with discretionary

money, not through block grants. Promises of

reducing crime should be eliminated, with renewed

emphasis placed on new techniques of dealing with

the present crime problem. In the area of correc-

tions, emphasis should be placed on standards

development, research, compliance assistance,

de-institutionalization alternatives, victim/

witness assistance, improved staff training,

inmate vocational education programs, over-

crowding, classification, treatment for in-

carcerated mentally-ill, handicapped and public

inebriates, and special approaches to the unique

problems of juveniles.

If no new or substitute program comes forth, what

do we think will be the consequences?

The consequences of federal inaction will

lead to even greater use of correctional in-

stitutions as control devices. This will be

I ith Congre., -Augu5t To•20. - Murn, Flortda

112th ClIn,res. Grrre, - ,1ug0sl 15-79, 1,82 inront, Canada
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increasingly costly and, as an overall strategy, is
inefficient and will be ineffective. At best, stag-
nation will result.. .at worst, loss of the progress
made in the past decade.

III. If LEAA is to be reorganized, how should it be reorganized?

LEAA needs one administrator, the agency should
be housed organizationally within the U. S. Depart-
ment of Justice under the jurisdiction of the Attorney
General. There should be a professional deputy direc-
tor and divisional administrators with specific re-
sponsibilities and knowledge in designated areas;
i.e., corrections, courts, law enforcement assistance,
juvenile justice, criminal justice research/statistics,
etc. This development would require careful thought
and advanced planning which should involve participation
by all sectors of the criminal justice "system" in
America for the broadest input. LEAA, because of its
legislative insecurity, never was able to professionalize
its staff. The LEAA never had the confidence of local
officials.

IV. If LEAA was streamlined -- how? What are the priorities?

LEAA does not need streamlining as much as it
needs direction. The first priority is that of setting
priorities within the agency and vigorously pursuing
them. After that comes the need for determining how
goals and objectives can best be met and whether pro-
gress can be measured in meeting those objectives. A
top priority is dealing with the causes of crime which
has never been addressed by LEAA and probably never
will be, because the problem lies beyond the reach of
any one agency or program. LEAA's solutions are tech-
nical in nature, dealing primarily with the management
of the problem, not the problem itself.

V. Can the same objectives be accomplished via revenue sharing?
If not, why?

Revenue sharing will solve no problems because
leadership will not come from the states. Hard goals
and objectives get watered down by competing intrastate
political views (as has been the case with standards).
Money should flow to the states, but only for programs
which are specifically designed to yield demonstrative
results, preferably after their development through a
national strategy (see I above).

71-190 0 - 81 - 13
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VI. From our point of view, LEAA has to be renamed to be

considered by the Congress. What would we call it?

We recommend redesignating LEAA the "Justice

Assistance Administration," and thus removing "law

enforcement" which has been a stigma because it is

not an appropriate umbrella under which other im-

portant criminal justice sub-components felt a

share of equality. As its name implied, LEAA did

not focus upon the broad criminal justice family.

There are other important functions of our criminal

justice system beyond "law enforcement" interests

which also deserve priority attention from any
federal program of assistance to the criminal justice

system in America.

VII. What programmatic approach do we support?

We support highly directed grants to the states

with most of the money going to the "Justice Assistance

Administration" to try to develop and improve the ef-

fectiveness of various approaches to the crime problem,

with sufficient guidelines for equal formula distribution

of funds for corrections, police, and the courts.

Finally, if the federal government continues to mandate,

through passage of laws and regulations, action required by state

and local government, then the federal government must not abandon

its federal responsibility, in partnership with these political

subdivisions, to provide the national leadership and adequate

federal resources necessary to effectively carry out such federal

mandates.

We are available to testify on the problems specific to

corrections in America.

Peace,

nomzny •
Executive Director

CC: Amos Reed, President, ACA
APT/BN/dg
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Introduction

This report is intended to serve as background materials on crime

for the use of members of the Subcommittee, staff, and others. As such

it is a general, atheoretical report that attempts to bring together

some basic data sources on crime and related issues, present trends in

crime statistics, discuss some of the issues, limitations and recent

findings in the area of forecasting as it relates to crime rates, and

provide an overview of trends in public opinion regarding crime.

The first section deals with trends in official crime statistics

over the period 1960-79. The Federal Bureau of Investigations' Uniform 

Crime Report series provides the data base for this analysis. Despite

the limitations of the UCR data base for this type of analysis, several

discernable trends that characterize the past two decades are discussed.

The second section discusses an alternative measure of trends in

crime: seven year trend findings from the National Crime Survey program

conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census in conjunction with the U.S.

Department of Justice. This data program represents a wholly different

approach to the measurement of crime, and the findings help to shed light

on trends discerned from the UCR and other data sources.

The third section of the report considers the research that has been

done on correlates of the national crime rate, as a prelude to the dis-

cussion of forecasting and projection methods in relation to crime rates.

Two forecasts of future crime rates - one for the mid-1980's and the other

to the end of the century - are presented.

Finally, section four presents data from the periodic national public

opinion surveys that have sought to measure the public's perceptions
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the level of crime and the degree of the public's fear of crime. These

data once again assist us in viewing the crime problem from a different

perspective. They allow us to speculate about the pervasive effects of

crime on the society as a whole through the maintenance of fear and

anxiety about personal safety.

f
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I. Trends in Reported Crime and Arrests, 1960-79 

The primary source of official data on crime in the United States

is the Uniform Crime Reports, published annually by the Federal Bureau

of Investigation since 1930. On a monthly basis, law enforcement agencies

(police departments, sheriffs and State police) report the number of

offenses that become known to them. In recent years, the law enforcement

agencies participating in the UCR program have represented coverage of

about 95 percent of the U.S. population. The UCR program uses seven

crime categories to establish a "crime index" in order to measure the

trend and distribution of crime in the United States. Crime index offenses

include murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery,

aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft and motor vehicle theft. The

"Total Crime Index" is a simple sum of the index offenses. The "Violent

Crime Index" is comprised of the sum of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter,

forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. The "Property Crime Index"

is the sum of burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft categories.

Arson was designated as an index offense in October 1978; data collection

for arson was begun in 1979.

Over the years, the methodology of the Uniform Crime Reporting program

has been criticized by various observers on a number of grounds. (See

Wolfgang, 1963, Robison, 1966). In fact, a recent review noted that

"it might be argued that recognition of the problems involved in using

the UCR is one of the few areas of general agreement in the field of

criminal justice" cHindelang, 1974:1). These shortcomings range from

interstate variation in the definition of crime categories, use of the

total population as a base for the calculation of crime rates rather
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than bases restricted to populations more clearly "at risk" of certain

types of victimization, and failure to incorporate the notion of

differential seriousness of crime categories to the fact that "crime

known to the police" is only a subset of all crimes. Hindelang adds

that "to complicate matters, most of the problems enumerated above are

not invariant across time and geography, but rather are free to vary

as a function of policy changes, increased sophistication in police

detection and investigation, changes in reporting propensities of victims,

penal code changes, changes in local data needs and demands, etc." (1974:2).

These problems have been particularly noted in regard to trend

analyses of the UCR data. Some researchers have noted that these trends

may be largely a function of variation in the quality of data collection

and reporting systems in operating police agencies and/or variation in

the rate at which offenses are reported to the police. Cohen, Land, and

Felson observe, however, that the F.B.I.'s auditing procedures exclude

jurisdictions "which are notorious for questionable reporting systems"

(1980:95), and that remaining inconsistencies can be expected to average

out when the data are examined at the national-aggregate level. On the

issue of citizen reporting rates, the researchers demonstrate that

"increases in report rates, taken by themselves, have not been sufficiently

large to account for all, or even most, of the variance in reported index

property crime rates since 1960" (1980:96). They conclude that despite

their limitations, "official crime statistics are significant social

indicators of the volume of cases brought to the attention of the criminal

justice system and of the reaction of the system thereto." (1980:92).

•
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Crimes known to the police 

Table 1 presents data on the number and rate (per 100,000 inhabitants)

of crimes known to the police for the 20 year period from 1960 to 1979.

Because the rate per 100,000 inhabitants standardizes the figures to the

population size, these figures are examined here. In 1979, the index

crime rate was 5521.5 offenses per 100,000 population, an increase in the

rate of 39 percent over 1970 and 193 percent over 1960. Thus the rate of

reported index crime has nearly tripled in the past two decades. As shown

in Table 1 and Figure 1, the violent crime rate demonstrates a greater

increase over the 20 year period than the property crime rate. The rate

of violent crime in 1979 increased by 47 percent over 1970 and by 233

percent over 1960 levels. During the same periods, property crime rates

rose 38 percent and 189 percent, respectively.

In terms of specific offenses, the forcible rape rate showed the

largest percent change (+259 percent) from 1960 to 1979, followed closely

by the 253 percent increase in the rate of robbery and the 224 percent

increase in the aggravated assault rate. In contrast, the murder and

nonnegligent manslaughter rate rose 90 percent over the twenty year period.

Property crimes showed fairly consistent percent increases over the period,

with the rate of reported burglary increasing 195 percent, larceny-thefts

189 percent, and motor vehicle theft 172 Percent. Note, however, that in

the motor vehicle theft category, most of the increase was reported in the

1960's; the period 1970-79 reported motor vehicle thefts have risen only

9 percent. Several researchers have suggested that the introduction of

improved auto ignition security systems in the early 1970's may account

for these figures (see Cohen, Felson and Land, 1980).

•

•
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1

Table I Estimated number and rate (per 100,000 inhabitants) of offenses known to police,by offense, United States, 1960-79

MOTE; These data were conpiled by the Federal lureau of Investigation through the Uniform Cris! Reporting Program. On monthly beefs. law enforcementagencies (police, .0.268 8., •nd St•t• politc() report the number of offens•• that become known 10 10.. in the follow.. crime cat•gories: murderand nonnegligent manslaughter, manslaughter by negligence. forcible rape. robbery, assault, burglary, larceny-theft, •nd motor vehicle theft. Acount of these crime, which are known as Part 1 offenses. is taken from record@ of all complaint. of trine received by law enforcement agenCieefrom victims or ocher sources and/or from officer. who diecovered the offenses. Whenever complaints of crime are determined through inveacigationto be unfounded or false, they are eliminated from the actual count (Source, p. 2).
The Uniform Crime Reporting Program uses meven crime categories to establish • .crime index. in order to meaeura the trend and dietributionof crime in the United States. Crime Index offenses include murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aaaaaaa ted assault,burglary, larceny-theft. and motor vehicle theft; the .Total Crime Index. is • simple sum of the Index offal:me, Arson wee designated as a Parc 1offense in October 1978, however data collection was not begun until 1979.
The tlgures in this table ere subject co updating by the Unifors Crime Reporting Program end, therefore, nay not be con...tent with prioreditions of the Uniform Crime Reports. It should also be noted thet the number of agencies reporting and populations repreeented say very fromyear to year. This table present estimates for the United States or particular areas based on agencies reporting. For definition@ of offenses,see U.S. Department of Justice (1980).

Murder and

Population.

Total
Crime
index.'

Ft:11,c
cr

Property
crime.

nonnegligent
man-

elaughter
Forcible
rape Robbery

Aggravated
assault Burglary

Larceny-
theft

Motor
vehicle
theft

Numb.r of offenses.
1960 - 179,323,175
1961 182,992,000

3,384.200
3,488.000

288,480
289,190

3,095.700
3,198,600

9,110
8,740

17,190
17,220

107,810
106,670

154,320
156,760

912.100
949,600

1,855,400
1,913,000

328200
336,
,
0001962 185,771,000

1963 -- 188.483,000
3,752,200
4,109,500

301,510
316,970

3.450,700
3,792,500

8,530
8,640

17,550
17,650

110,60
116,470

164,570
174,210

994,300
1,086,400

2,089,600
2,297,800

366,800
408,3001964 - 191,141,000

1965 -- 193,526,000
4,564.600
4,739,400

364,220
387,390

4,200,400
4,352.000

9,360
9,960

21,420
23,410

130,390
138,690

203,050
215,330

1,213,200
1,282,500

2,514,400
2,572,600

472.800
496,9001966 -- 195.576,000

1967 197,457.000
5.223.500
5.903.400

430,180
499,930

4,793.300
5.403,500

11,040
12,240

25,820
27,620

157,990
202,910

235,330
257,160

1,410,100
1,632,100

2,822,000
3,111.600

•' 561,200
659,8001968 -- 199,399,000

1969 - 201,385,000
6.720,200
7,410.900

595,010
661.870

6,125,200
6,749.000

13,800
14,760

31,670
37,170

262,840
298,850

286,700
311,090

1,858,900
1,981,900

3,482,700
3,888,600

783,600
878,5001970 203,235,298

1971 -- 206,212.000
8.098,000
8,588,200

738,820
816,500

7,359,200
7,771,700

16,000
/7,780

37,990
42,260

349,860
387,700

334,970
368,760

2,205,000
2,399,300

4,225,800
4,424,200

928 400
948,2001972 -- 208,230,000

1973 -- 209,851,000
8.248.800
8,718,100

834,900
875,910

7,413.900
7,842,200

18,670
19,640

46,850
51,400

376,290
384,220

393,090
420,850

2,375,500
2,585,500

4,151,200
4,347,900

887,200
928,800-- 211,392,000 10,253,400 974,720 9,278,700 20,710 55,400 442,400 456,210 3,039,200 5,262,500 977,100213,124,000

6 - 214,659,000
11,256.600
11,304,800

1.026,280
986,580

10,230,300
10,318,200

20.510
18,780

56,090
56,730

464,110
420,210

484,710
490,850

3.252,100
3,089,800

5,977,700
6,270,800

1,000,500
957,6001977 216.32,000

1978 - 218,059,000
10.935,800
11,141,300

1,009,500
1,061,830

9.926.300
10,079,500

19,120
19,560

63,020
67,130

404,850
417,040

522,510
558,100

3,052,200
3,104,500

5,905,700
5,983,400

968,400
. 991,600

1979 -- 220,099,000 12,152,700, 1.178,540 10,974,200 21,460 75,990 466,880 614,210 3,299,500 6,577,500 1,097,200

Mates per 100,000 inhabitants'
1960
1961

1,887.2
1,906.1

160.9
15E1

1,726.3
1.747.9

5.1 9.6
9.4

60.1
58.3

86.1
85.7

508.6
518.9 1:045:4 

7 123:2
1962 2,019.8 162.3 1,857.5 4, 9.4 59.7 88.6 535.2 1.124.8 197.4
1963 2,180.3 168.2 2,012.1 4, 9.4 61.8 92.4 576.4 1,219.1 216.6
1964
1965

2,388.1
2.449.0

190.6
200.2

2,197.5
2,248.8

,9
5,

11.2
12.1

68.2
71.7

106.2
111.3

634.7
662.7

1,315.5
1,329.3

247.4
256.8

1966
1967

2,670.8
2,989.7

220.0
253.2

2,450.9
2.736.5

5,
6.2

13.2
14.0

80.8
102.8

120.3
130.2

721.0
826.6

1,442.9
1,575.8

286.9
334.11968 3,370.2 298.4 3,071.8 6.9 15.9 131.8 143.8 932.3 1,746.6 393.0

1969
1970

3,680.0
3,984.5

328.7
363.5

3,351.3
3,621.0

7.3
7,

18.5
18.7

148.4
172.1

154.5
164.8

984.1
1,084.9

1.930.9
2,079.3

436.2
456.81971

1972
4,164.7
3,961.4

396.0
401.0

3,768.8
3,560.4

,6
9.0

20.5
22.5

188.0
180.7

178.8
188.8

1.163.5
1,140.8

2,145.5
1,993.6

459.8
426.11973

1974
4.154.4
4,850.4

417.4
461.1

3,737.0
4.389.3

9.4
9,

24.5
26.2

183.1
209.3

200.5
215.8

1,222.5
1,437.7

2,071.9
2,489.5

442.6
462.21975

1976
5.281.7
5,266.4

481.5
459.8

4.800.2
4,806.8

,6
8,

26.3
26.4

218.2
195.8

227.4
228.7

1,525.9
1,439.4

2,804.8
2,921.3

469.4
446.11977

1978
5,055.1
5,109.3

466.6
486.9

4,588.4
4,622.4

,8
9.

29.1
30.8

187.1
191.3

241.5
255.9

1,410.9
1,423.7

2,729.9
2,743.9

447.6
454.71979 5.521.5 535.5 4,986.0 9, 34.5 212.1 279.1 1,499.1 2,988.4 498.5

.populations aro U.S. Bureau of Census prOVieiOnal eetiMatee ee of July 1, except for the April 1, 1960 and April 1, 1970 Cane...
bDue to rounding, the offenees Ley DOC add to the Tot, Crime Index.

.411liolenr crime. are offenses of nurder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated  /t Property crimes are offense. of burglary, larceny-theft, end
ehicle theft.
Crime rates calculated prior to rounding number of offenses.

Source: M. Hindelang, M. Gottfredson, and T. Flanagan, eds. Sourcebook of
Criminal Justice Statistics - 1981 U.S. Department of Justice,
Bureau of Justice Statistics. (Forthcoming.)
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The motor vehicle theft category provides an illustration of the

problems inherent in using the general population figures as the base for

computation of crime rates. It is obvious that all citizens are not equally

"at risk" of auto theft victimization. Rather, the population at risk will

vary in relation to the availability of autos for theft. When motor vehicle

theft is examined as a function of the number of motor vehicles extant, a

different picture of the trend in motor-vehicle theft emerges (Figure 2).

These data, compiled by the Insurance Information Institute, show that the

motor vehicle theft rate (per 100,000 motor vehicle registrations) actually

decreased by over 22 percent during the period from 1970 to 1978. Another

illustration of the "base problem" is the rape rate, which is reported by the

UCR program on the total population base. If the rape were calculated on the

basis of the total female population (99 percent of reported rape victims are

female) it is clear that the rate would roughly double. Moreover, if the base

were restricted to the female age groups that are most "at risk" of rape

victimization (e.g., ages 15-50), the rate would again show a marked increase.

Regional trends 

Table 3 presents data on the components of the crime rate broken down

by region. Caution must be used in interpreting these data because of a

change in the reporting procedure for larceny - a primary component of the

property crime rate - during 1973. Nevertheless, some useful comparisons

can be derived from these data.

The Northeast region led the country over the past two decades in

increases in the total index crime rate, followed by the

•
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Southern region and the North Central states. The Western region recorded

the smallest percent increase in the total crime index rate from 1960-79,

but it must be observed that the Western region began and ended the time

series with the highest actual crime rates. In fact, the 1979 total index

crime rate for the Western states was 31 percent higher than the rate for

the Northeast, 41 percent higher than the North Central region, and 35

percent higher than the Southern region.

For the violent crime rate over the period 1960-79, the Northeast

region rose 499 percent, North Central 218 percent, Southern 247 percent

and the Western states, 274 percent. However, once again the Western

region began and ended the period with the highest violent crime rate.

In 1979, the Western violent crime rate was 12 percent higher than the

Northeast, 61 percent higher than the North Central, and 25 percent higher

than the Southern region rate. Similar patterns are present for property

crime rates.

Urbanization

Historically, urban areas have been thought to be centers of criminal

activity, while suburban and rural areas have been characterized as

comparatively safe locales. These assumptions are in some respects

affirmed by the trend data on crime rates when examined in relation to

size of place. However, in other respects these assumptions are

questioned. (Table 4).

In each year of the past two decades the rate of reported crime

in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas has been substantially greater

than the rate for non-SMSA areas and rural areas. In turn, non-SMSA areas

have shown higher crime rates than rural areas in each year. Thus,
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movement along the urban-rural continuum in examining crime rates yields

sizeable effects for the "size of place" variable. In 1979, for example,

the violent crime rate in SMSA's was 94 percent higher than the violent

crime rate for non-SMSA areas, and 241 percent greater than rural areas.

Similarly, the SMSA property crime rate was 23 percent higher than the

non-SMSA areas and 186 percent higher than the rural rate in 1979.

These data of course support the traditional notion of urban-rural

differences discussed above. However, examination of the growth in the

crime rate over the past two decades yields a somewhat different picture.

In both the property and violent crime categories, non-SMSA areas

had the largest percent increases in crime over the last twenty years.

For example, the violent crime rate in non-SMSA areas (or non-metropolitan

areas) rose by 360 percent from 1960-79, compared to a 267 percent increase

in SMSA's and a 178 percent increase in rural areas. For property crime,

the rate increased by the greatest amount in non-SMSA areas, followed

by rural areas and SMSA's. Thus, although urban areas (SMSA's) have been

and remain the areas with the highest rates of reported crime, smaller

cities and suburban and rural areas have suffered the greatest growth

in crime over the period 1960-79. If these differential growth patterns

were to continue into the future, the urban-rural differential in crime

rates would diminish over time. Of course these findings coincide with

residential mobility patterns over the last twenty years, specifically

the migration from large urban areas to suburbs and rural areas. To

the extent that these patterns stabilize or reverse during the next

decade, corresponding changes in crime rates can be anticipated.

•
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•

Trends in arrest rates 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation observes that "arrest rates

are a measure of law enforcement activity in response to crime"

(U.S. Department of Justice, 1980:187). According to the UCR program

guidelines, an arrest is counted "each time an individual is taken into

custody for committing a specific crime." If the offender taken into

custody is a juvenile and the circumstances are such that if he/she

were an adult an arrest would be made, an arrest is counted. One of

the implications of this measure is that the same person may be arrested

several times within the same year, thus, the number of arrests is not

simply a measure of people arrested. Because of changes in reporting

procedures for the larceny category during the early 1970's, the early

data are not strictly comparable to the most recent data for property

crimes.

Tables 5 and 6 present arrest rates broken down by size of place

and by geographic region. These data show that the arrest rate for

violent crime has increased by 118 percent over the period 1960-79. The

property crime arrest rate increased by 109 percent on the basis of these

data, however, the actual percent increase is lower than this due to

alterations in the reporting procedures for larceny - a primary component

of the property crime rate - over the period.

The patterns that are present in these arrest data mirror the

patterns discussed concerning crime rates. For example, although cities

exhibit much higher violent crime arrest rates than suburban or rural

counties during each year of the period, the greatest increase in arrest

rates for violent crimes occurred in the suburban counties (+341 percent;

followed by +167 percent for rural counties and +106 percent for cities).

71-190 0 - 81 - 14
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The regional arrest rate data also yields similar patterns to data

on crime rates in the regions. The Western region of the country recorded

the greatest increase in the arrest rate for violent offenses durin
g the

period 1970-79 (+55 percent), followed by the Northeast region (+45

percent), the Southern region (+26 percent), and the North Central Regi
on

(+ less than 1 percent). Moreover, the Western region had the highest

arrest rate for violent offenses in all but one year in the time-series
.

The Northeast region had the greatest percent increase in the total 

crime rate over the decade.

Characteristics of persons arrested 

In addition to examining the trends in the rates of crime and arrests

in the United States, it may be useful to examine some gross characteristics ,

of persons arrested. These data might suggest, for example, that the

characteristics of persons arrested are changing over time in specific

directions, thus suggesting new crime prevention methods, correctional

alternatives, etc. In Tables 7-9, the distributions of arrests by age,

sex, and race for the period 1960-79 are examined.

Age. One of the most thoroughly documented findings in the criminological

literature is the inverse relationship between age and involvement in

rule-breaking. Many criminologists would argue that the time during which

persons are most "at risk" of involvement in crime - for a number of reasons -

is the adolescent and young adult period, roughly from ages 15-24. In

recent years, however, concern has been expressed about the perception

of a "juvenile crime wave", especially in terms of violent crimes. The

data in Table 7 provide a perspective on trends in the proportion of index

•
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crime arrests attributed to youth.

Two patterns of substantive interest stand out in these data. First,

the proportionate representation of youths varies considerably across the

violent/property crime categories. For example, although persons under 18

represented over 43 percent of arrests for property crimes in 1979, this

age group's share of arrests for violent offenses was only 20 percent.

The second pattern that is evident in these data is the relative stability

of the proportions of arrests attributable to the age groups over time,

and especially in the past decade. Looking at violent crimes attributable

to persons under 18 years of age shows the range over the twenty year

period (1960-79) to be between 15.8 and 23.5 percent. In the decade of

the 1970's, the proportion of violent crime arrests attributable to persons

less than 18 has remained between 20 and 23 percent. Similar patterns

are extant for the "Under 21" and "Under 25" age groups. Thus, these

data would not lend credence to the arguments discussed above insofar as

the relative contribution of youthful arrests to the total arrest picture

appears, on the basis of these data, to have been stable over the last

decade.

More generally, the data show that about one of every two arrests

for a property crime during the period involved a person 18 or under.

About one in five arrests for violent crimes involved a person under 18.

Therefore, as noted above, youth are clearly overrepresented in these

arrest statistics in relation to their numbers in the population.

Sex. In contrast to the age distribution of arrests, data on the sex

distribution of arrests show marked changes - at least for property

crimes. Females have always been underrepresented in official crime
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statistics relative to general population share. However, while the

proportion of arrests for violent crimes involving females remained

stable during the past 20 years (never varying more than .6 percent

above or below a 10 percent share), the proportion of arrests for

property crimes which involved females doubled over the period. Because

property crimes make up the bulk of the index total, the total crime

index also reflects a doubling (from a ratio of one in 10 to one in 5)

of the proportion of arrests involving females.

Race. Finally, breakdowns of the arrests for index offenses by race are

presented in Table 9. Once again, variation across crime types and

consistency over time are the patterns that are present in these data.

The proportion of arrests for violent crimes that is attributable to

whites has hovered at about 44 percent during the period 1960-79, while

the white share of property crime arrests has been around 68 percent.

The proportionate shares of blacks has been roughly 54 percent and 29

percent, respectively. The proportion of arrests involving other races

has never exceeded 2.5 percent. Thus, while blacks have been and continue

to be overrepresented in the official arrest statistics relative to the

proportion of blacks in the general population, this fraction does not

appear to be increasing over time.

Trends in the clearance rate

The final measure of police activity (or productivity) to be examined

is the clearance rate, or the proportion of crimes known to the police

that are "cleared by arrest." The OCR program considers a crime cleared

by arrest (solved for reporting purposes) when at least one person is
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arrested, charged, and turned over to the court for prosecution. The

UCR program also lists 10 categories of "cleared by exceptional means",

which include cases such as a suicide by the offender, police or citizen

killing of the offender, reluctance by the victim to pursue prosecution,

and others. The relationship between arrests and clearances must be

noted: an arrest of a single person may clear several crimes, or one

crime may be cleared by the arrest of several persons.

Table 10 presents data on the clearance rate by type of crime and

size of place. First, note that clearance rates for violent crimes are

substantially higher than for property crimes. The F.B.I. observes that

"clearances for crimes against persons are generally higher than fo
r those

against property because more intense investigation efforts are often

afforded these offenses and because witnesses who can identify the

perpetrators are frequently available." (1980:177). Second, the clearance

rates vary by size of place. Considering the decade of the 1970's, these

data show that rural areas have slightly higher clearance rates than

cities or suburban areas for property crimes, but substantially higher

clearance rates for violent crimes. The increased anonymity of persons

within cities may be a factor in this area.

The third pattern that emerges from these data is the relative

stability of the clearance rate, especially during the last decade. In

the total index crimes, the clearance rates for cities from 1970-79 have

ranged from 19 to 22 percent, for suburban areas from 16 to 20 percent,

and in rural areas from 22 to 26 percent - in no case does the range

exceed 4 percent points. Thus, despite substantial increases in the

volume and rate of crimes reported to the police over the last decade,

the police have cleared a fairly constant proportion (about one of five)

•
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of the cases before them.

Summary 

In this section, time-series data on reported crime, arrests, and

clearances have been reviewed. These data have shown that over the

past 20 years, violent crime has increased 233 percent and property

crime has risen 189 percent. The increase in crime has been felt in

all regions of the country, but the Northeastern states saw the highest

percent increases in the crime rate from 1960-79. The Western region

of the country continues to have the highest crime rates in the nation.

Crime rates continue to be higher in metropolitan areas, but

non-metropolitan areas incurred the greatest growth in crime rates over

the past two decades.

The regional and urbanization patterns in the crime rates are

mirrored by the arrest rate. For example, although cities exhibit

higher arrest rates for violent crimes, the largest increases in arrest

rates for violent offenses took place in suburban counties.

The data on trends in the distribution of demographic characteristics

of arrests yielded several interesting findings. Contrary to some

contemporary notions, the proportional share of arrests involving youths

has been fairly stable over time, and especially so in the last decade.

On the other hand, the proportion of arrests for property crimes attributable

to females has doubled over the period 1960-79. The trends in arrests

across racial categories shows that the race distribution varies by type

of crime, but that the proportions have demonstrated consistency over time.

Finally, the analysis of trends in the crime clearance rate showed

that these rates vary by type of crime and size of place, but that the

proportion of crimes cleared by arrest has remained stable during the

last decade.

a

a

•
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9

Victimization Experience: The National Crime Survey 

(01‘41114-ti
A diLLe*ent approach to the measurement and assessment of trends in

criminal behavior is represented by the data collected through the National
AS'Vrqesit)

Crime Survey (NCS). noted earlier, one of the chief criticisms of the

official poli statistics reported in the Uniform Crime Reports is that

these a are based on crimes known to the police. The "dark figure"

of times not known to the police - either because the offenses are not

detected or because victims fail to report some offenses - is not represented

in the Uniform Crime Reports data base. Early studies of victimization

experience based on general population surveys suggested that the undercount

involved in official police statistics may have been 50 percent across all

offense categories (President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration

of Justice, 1967a).

? The National Crime Survey is a continuous national survey of households

that collects data on the criminal victimization experiences of household

members.
1
 (For more detailed information concerning the development of the

survey and data collection procedures see Garofalo and Hindelang,1977 or

Hindelang, 1976). The data reported below are from the NCS national sample,

collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, in cooperation with the Bureau

of Justice Statistics. In the national survey, probability samples of both

housing units and businesses were selected on the basis of a stratified,

multistage, cluster design.2 The data reported herein cover the period from

1973 to 1979.

The total sample size interviewed annually for the national surveys is

about 60,000 households containing about 136,000 individuals. The total

interviewed sample is composed of six independently selected subsamples of
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about 10,000 households with 22,000 individuals. Each subsample is interviewed

in successive months about victimizations suffered in the preceding six months;

each subsample is interviewed twice per year. For example, in January 22,000

individuals (in 10,000 households) are interviewed. In the following month --

and in each of the next four succeeding months -- an independent probability

sample of the same size is interviewed. In July, the housing units originally

interviewed in January are revisited and interviews are repeated; likewise,

the original February sample units are revisited in August, the March units

in September, etc. Each time they are interviewed in the national survey,

respondents are asked about victimizations that they may have suffered during

the 6 months preceding the month of interview.

Thus, the national survey is conducted using a panel design; the

panel consists of addresses. Interviewers return to the same housing units

every 6 months. If the family contacted during the last interview cycle

has moved, the new occupants are interviewed. If the unit no longer exists

or is condemned, it is dropped from the sample, but new units are added to

the sample periodically. For household units this is accomplished by a

continuing sample of new construction permits; new business units are added

to the samples as they appear in the sampling segments during each month's

enumeration. No attempt is made to trace families or businesses that have

moved.3 Housing units in the panel are visited a maximum of seven times,

after which they are rotated out of the panel and replaced by a new,

independent probability sample; maximum time in the sample for any housing

unit, then is 3 years.

The data reported in NCS reports represent estimates of crimes occurring

in the United States, based on weighted sample data. It is possible to make

•

•
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these estimates because a probability sample of respondents was surveyed.

The interview completion rate in the national sample is about 95 percent

or more of those selected to be interviewed in any given period, and hence

population estimates are relatively unbiased.

On the basis of the details of precisely what transpired -- whether

force or threat of force was used by the offender, whether some theft was

attempted or completed, whether serious injury was sustained, etc. --

crimes are classified according to definitions used in the Uniform Crime 

Reports.

Table 11 below presents data on the number and rate (per 1,000

individuals 12 years of age or older for personal victimizations, and per

1,000 households for household victimizations) of victimization as reported

by the National Crime Survey program for the period 1973-79. Table 12

presents data on the percent change in reported victimization rates over

the seven year period. These data show that crimes of violence increased

by 6.1 percent from 1973 to 1979, led by a nearly 17 percent increase in

the simple assault victimizationrate and a nearly 14 percent increase in

the rape rate. In contrast, the rate of reported robbery victimization

declined by over 7 percent over the same period. Ratesof personal crimes

of theft were relatively stable throughout the period.

In the household sector, rates of burglary and motor vehicle theft

decreased by over 8 percent during 1973-79, however, a 25 percent increase

in the rate of household larceny was recorded. The only victimization

categories that yielded statistically significant differences over the 7

year period were the rates of simple assault, (increase) household burglary,

(decrease), and household larceny (increase). Other data reported by the NCS

•
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Table 11.Estimated number and rate (per 1,000 of respective category)

of personal and household victimizations, by type of crime,

United States, 1973-79

[Rate per 1,000 persons 12 years of age or older for personal

crimes; rate per 1,000 households for household crimes]

Sector and type of crime 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979

Personal sector
Crimes ofviolence

Number 5,351,000 5,510,000 5,573,000 5,599,000 5,902,000 5,941,000 6,159,000

Rate 32.6 33.0 32.8 32.6 33.9 33.7 34.5

Rape
Number 156,000 163,000 154,000 145,000 154,000 171,000 192,000

Rate 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1

Robbery
Number 1,108,000 1,199,000 1,147,000 1,111,000 1,083,000 1,038,000 1,116,000

Rate 6.7 7.2 6.8 6.5 6.2 5.9 6.3

Assault
Number 4,087,000 4,148,000 4,272,000 4,344,000 4,664,000 4,732,000 4,851,000

Rate 24.9 24.8 25.2 25.3 26.8 26.9 27.2

Aggravated assault
Number 1,655,000 1,735,000 1,631,000 1,695,000 1,738,000 1,708,000 1,769,000

Rate 10.1 10.4 9.6 9.9 10.0 9.7 9.9

Simple assauh
Number 2,432,000 2,413,000 2,641,000 2,648,000 2,926,000 3,024,000 -3,082,000

Rate 14.8 14.4 15.6 15.4 16.8 17.2 17.3

Crimes of theft
Number 14,971,000 15,889,000 16,294,000 16,519,000 16,933,000 17,050,000 16,382,000

Rate 91.1 95.1 96.0 96.1 97.3 96.8 91.9

Personal larceny with
contact

Number 504,000 520,000 524,000 497,000 461,000 549,000 511,000

Rate 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9 2.7 3.1 2.9

Personallarceny without
contact

Number 14,466,000 15,369,000 15,770,000 16,022,000 16,472,000 16,501,000 15,871,000

Rate 88.0 92.0 92.9 93.2 94.6 93.6 89.0

Total population age 12
and over 164,363,000 167,058,000 169,671,000 171,901,000 174,093,000 176,215,000 178,284,000

Household sector
Household burglary

Number 6,458,700 6,720,600 6,743,700 6,663,400 6,764,900 6,704,000 6,685,400

Rate 91.7 93.1 91.7 88.9 88.5 86.0 84.1

Household larceny
Number 7,537,300 8,933,100 9,223,000 9,300,900 9,418,300 9,351,900 10,630,100

Rate 107.0 123.8 125.4 124.1 123.3 119.9 133.7

Motor vehicle theft
Number 1,343,900 1,358,400 1,433,000 1,234,600 1,296,800 1,365,100 1,392,800

Rate 19.1 18.8 19.5 16.5 17.0 17.5 17.5

otal number of households 70,442,400 72,162,900 73,559,600 74,956,100 76,412,300 77,980,400 79,498,600

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal

Victimization in the U.S. Summary Findings of 1978-79 Changes in

Crime and of Trends Since 1973. National Crime Survey Report SD-NCS-N-18,

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, September 1980.

A
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Table 12. Percent change in estimated rates (per 1,000 of respective category)of personal and household victimization, by type of crime, UnitedStates, 1973-79

[Rate per 1,000 persons 12 years of age or older for personalcrimes; rate per 1,000 households for household crimes]

Sector and type of crime
Percent change in victimization rate

1973-79 1974-79 1975-79 1976-79 1977-79 1978-79
Per sector
Crimes of violence 0+6.1 **+4.7 **+5.2 0+6.0 +1.9 +2.4Rape +13.7 +10.2 +18.7 +28.6 +21.3 +11.3Robbery -7.1 0-12.8 -7.4 -3.1 +0.6 +6.3Assault 0+9.4 0+9.6 0+8.1 *+7.7 +1.6 +1.3Aggravated assault -1.5 -4.5 +3.2 +0.6 -0.6 *2.4Simple assault 0+16.8 0+19.7 0+11.1 0+12.2 +2.9 +0.8Crimes of theft +0.9 0-3.4 0-4.3 *-4.4 0-5.5 0-5.0Personal larceny with contact -6.5 -7.7 -7.1 -0.7 +8.3 -8.0Personal larceny without contact +1.1 *-3.2 *-4.2 0-4.5 0-5.9 *-4.9Household sector
Household burglary 0-8.3 *-9.7 0-8.3 0-5.4 0-5.0 -2.2Household larceny 0+25.0 *+8.0 0+6.6 0+7.8 0+8.5 *+11.5Motor vehicle theft -8.2 -6.9 0-10.1 +6.4 +3.2 +0.1
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.**Statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Victimization in the U.S. Summary Findings of 1978-79 Changes inCrime and of Trends Since 1973. National Crime Survey ReportSD-NCS-N-18, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, September1980.

71-190 0 - 81 - 15
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program indicate that the police reporting rate for all crime categories

has not changed significantly over the period 1978-79. About 45 percent of

victimizations involving personal crimes of violence are reported to the

police, ranging from less than 38 percent of simple assaults to over 55

percent of robbery victimizations. In the household sector, only 48

percent of household burglaries are reported to the police, and only 25

percent of household larcenies are reported. However, over 68 percent of

motor vehicle thefts are reported to the police. The reasons offered

by crime victims for not reporting victimizations to the police have been

extensively examined in recent studies. (See Hindelang, 1976).

A question that has received considerable attention from statisticians

and social scientists since the publication of National Crime Survey findings

is the apparent inconsistency between victimization rates derived from the

surveys and official estimates of crime rates as recorded by the UCR program.

These differences are illustrated by the data reviewed in this report. For

example, the UCR data showed an 84 percent increase in the rape rate from

1970 to 1979, a 23 percent increase in the robbery rate, and a 38 percent increase

in the burglary rate. NCS data for the period 1973-79 reflect 13.7,

-7.1, and -8.3 percent changes in these offenses respectively. Similarly,

UCR data show a 9 percent increase in auto theft over 1970-79 while NCS 1973-79

statistics reflect on 8.2 percent decrease in motor vehicle theft. These

comparisons must be viewed cautiously because of the different time periods

involved, however, the critical question of how victimization survey data

"relate" to official police data remains.

Hindelang (1976) notes that the ability to make comparisons with

Uniform Crime Reports was not one of the major justifications for undertaking
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the National Crime Surveys. He lists several key differences between the

data collection systems that make comparison of UCR/NCS data problematic,

including (1) the limited range of offenses for which data are collected in

the victimization survey, (2) different reference periods used to report

the data, (3) differing counting rules which complicate the recording of

series victimizations, (4) the restriction of victimization survey only to

residents who are 12 years of age or older (5) biases such as memory decay

and telescoping of past events tht may influence reporting of victimizations,

and (6) the inclusion of victimizations not reported to the police in the

victimization survey data. Hindelang's cross-city analysis of UCR/NCS

figures showed that congruence between the two data sources varied by type

of crime (the auto theft rate comparison showed close correspondence) and

the rate of non-reporting to police. That is, offenses with higher rates

reporting to police reflect closer correspondence between NCS and

UCR figures. Nelson (1978) reached similar conclusions in his comparative

analysis of NCS and UCR rates in 26 cities.

Eck and Riccio (1979) have addressed the issue of the relationship

between changes in victimization rates and official crime rates over time.

Comparing the percent changes in counts for total crime and violent crime

from the NCS and UCR for the period 1973-75, Eck and Riccio observed that

"[L]ooking at these figures, one would infer that the two series are telling

somewhat different stories about crime. The UCR indicated that crime was

going up more than twice as fast as the victimization studies indicated.

The obvious question is, of course, why is there such a difference in the

size of the increase in crime?" (1978:294-5). They conclude, on the basis

of several analyses, that percent changes in the proportion of victimizations
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reported to the police is a key factor in the discrepancy between the

survey-derived and official-record rate increases. Even small year-to-year

percent changes in the proportion of victims who report their victimization

to the police produce volatility in official crime rates. In short, Eck

and Riccio conclude that a fuller understanding of the nature of changes

in crime requires that both major sources of data - official data on

crimes known to police as well as victim survey data - be examined in

concert.

•

..*
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III. Analysis of Crime Rate Changes and Forecasts for the Future

If we knew, with some degree of certainty, the factors and conditions in

society that "drive" crime rates at the national level, projecting future

trends in the crime rate would be a simple matter of quantifying expected

changes in these related indicators and calculating the associated anticipated

change in crime. Thus projections of the future in terms of crime would reduce

to relatively mechanical estimation under various sets of assumptions. The

crucial problem in this enterprise has been (and continues to be) the identi-

fication of indicators that vary in a systematic fashion with trends in crime

Therefore, before discussing several statistical forecasts of future crime rates

that have been produced by various researchers, it may be helpful to review the

studies that have sought to identify the macro-level correlates of crime rates.

In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of

Justice (1967a) undertook an examination of demographic variables associated with

the increase in the volume of crime from 1960 to 1965. The introduction to the

Commission's analysis summarizes the premises of this approach:

"If young persons are more likely than older
persons to commit certain types of offenses,
it follows that a population which experiences
an increase in the number of young persons will
also experience an increase in the volume of
these crimes. In a similar vein, it has been
demonstrated that males are more prone than
females to some offenses, residents of central
cities, especially the 'inner city,' than of
rural areas, etc. An adequate analysis of the
impact of this kind of demographic change on the
volume of crime would permit more precise under-
standing of the nature of the crime problem.
. . . Such knowledge would assist in making the
most efficient allocation of effort and resources
for the prevention and control of crime . . .
would also permit projections of the likelihood of
increases in the volume of certain offenses because
of prior birth rates and population movements within
the country (1967a:207).
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The Commission's analysis of 1960-65 changes in the volume of crime

concluded 24 percent of the increase could be "explained" by population size;

21 percent by population size and urbanization shifts; 20 percent by the

combined effects of population size, urbanization, and sex distribution;

49 percent by population size and age composition; 46 percent by population

size, age composition and urbanization; and 46 percent by population size,

racial composition and urbanization.

The importance of the age composition of the population in relation to

crime rate changes was confirmed by Sagi and Wellford (1968), who reported

that 40 percent of the increase in the "offense rate" over the period 1958-64

was attributable to shifts in the age distribution of the U.S. population.

In a subsequent report Wellford (1973) extended the time frame from 1958 to 1969

and reported that 45 percent of the "offense rate" increase over the period was

accounted for by age component changes. Ferdinand (1970) studied the period

1950-65 and found that about 30 percent of the increase in reported crime was

attributable to demographic shifts (specifically, 12 percent to age structure

and 19 percent to urbanization).

Fox (1978) has criticized these early attempts to conceptualize components

of crime rate changes on methodological and analytic grounds, particularly in

regard to the use of only two time periods for comparison and the use of only

a small number of exogenous variables. Substantively, Cohen, Felson and Land

(1980) contend that the influence of age composition of the population on crime

rate changes may have been overemphasized. They report that "these few studies

conclude consistently that changes in age structure alone can account for only

a relatively modest portion of the increments in the general crime rates since

A
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1960 in the United States" (1980:91), and suggest that researchers utilize

more rigorous macrodynamic social indicator models in the analysis of

crime rate trends.

Analyses of the type suggested by Cohen, Felson and Land have been

conducted only in the last five years as multivariate analytic methods

developed by econometricians have been adopted by sociologists. Fox (1976)

for example, examined several demographic and economic indicators in relation

to time-series data on crime rates for the United States since 1950. His

analysis pointed to the importance of race, sex and age composition (specifically,

the proportion of young black males in the population) and the consumer price

index in accounting for annual changes in the UCR Index property and violent

crime rates. A multivariate analysis of property crime rates from 1947-72

reported by Cohen, Felson and Land (1980) incorporated a theoretical position

that changes in the routine activities of Americans (such as labor force

participation and dispersal from households during the day) have an impact on

criminal opportunity that can influence the rate of property crime. In addition

to these factors, the researchers considered the age composition of the population

over the 25 year period, total consumer expenditures for non-automobile durable

goods ("to measure trends in the availability of suitable property targets") and

the number of automobiles per capita (an index of available targets for auto theft).

The findings of this analysis were reported separately for the offenses of robbery,

burglary and auto theft.5

For the crime of robbery over the period 1947-72, the research found that

the'ate increases with greater proportions of adolescents and lower residential

population density ratios, yet it is fairly slow to respond to changes in these

variables. . ." (1980:105). The findings also suggest a modest inverse

relationship between robbery rates and unemployment. That is, as the employment
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rate increases, the robbery rate is decreased. Cohen,Felson and Land suggest

two explanations for this finding: "It can be argued that periods of high

unemployment tend to remove some persons from work activity and therefore to

reduce there exposure to property crime victimization in transit locations . .

it can also be argued that an economic downturn, by reducing overtime work

and money available for leisure, contributes to the concentration of activities

within or proximate to households." (1980:102).

For the crime of burglary, the 1947-72 data showed that, once again, the

age composition factor and residential population density ratio are important

correlates of the burglary rate. In addition, the researchers conclude that

"increases in the consumption of non-automobile durable goods feeds the

burglary rate" (1980:106). In contrast to the robbery findings, the unemployment

rate was positively associated with the burglary rate, leading Cohen, Felson,

and Land to conclude that for burglary, "the unemployment rate seems to behave

more as an index of the presence of offenders than as an index of variations

in criminal opportunity due to the presence or absence of guardians" (1980:107).

Finally, the auto theft rate was found to be significantly associated

with the proportion of the population aged 15 - 24, the residential population

density ratio, and the unemployment rate. As was the case with robbery, the

unemployment rate and auto theft rate were inversely related, indicating "that

persons not working (or working less during a business slump) may be less

likely to expose their automobiles to illegal removal." (1980:108).

The studies reviewed above illustrate the multitude of factors that must

be considered in developing forecasts of future crime rates. Although certain
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variables - particularly the age distribution of the population - have

repeatedly been shown to be important indicators of crime rate trends,

these studies show that meaningful forecasts must recognize the complexity

of the social factors that influence crime.

Forecasts 

As noted above, our limited knowledge of the forces that drive crime

rates makes projection in this area difficult. Various forecasting methods

that have been utilized in the past, such as genius forecasting, opinion

consensus methods, simulation, and scenario writing make it difficult

to identify the components which are presumed to influence the forecast

(see Hasenpusch, 1978). Straight-line projections of crime rates into the

future fail to incorporate exogenous factors that can materially influence

projections of crime levels. (See Sepler, 1979 for an example of this method.)

The method which flows from the studies discussed above -- projecting ecological

relations into the future -- most fully incorporates potential social,

demographic, economic and related developments into the projection. However,

even these projections will be incomplete to the extent that unanticipated

developments that are not considered by the forecaster may occur. Cohen,

Felson and Land provide an example of this problem in their discussion of the

effect of improved automobile ignition security systems installed in automobiles

beginning in the early 1970's on the auto theft rate. They note that

"As with all ex ante forecasts, our
efforts are based on structures estimated
on the basis of past behavior and assume
that the technology, social organization,
and behavior patterns that have governed
the reactions of Americans to criminal
risk in the past will apply in the future.
For example, our forecasts obviously assume
that there will not be major technological
advances in domestic security systems during
the next decade, no major reorganizations of
police or citizen behavior patterns vis-a-vis
guardianship of exposure to risk of property
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crime, no major increase in the effectiveness
of the criminal justice system in controlling
property crime, etc. They also assume no major
alterations in social organization or individual
behavior patterns in reaction to the forecasts
themselves!" (1980:115-116).

Finally, another limitation to these statistical projection efforts is that

they cannot consider the development of totally new forms of crime that may

arise in the future. Wilkins (1975) has observed that social variety and

technological advancement is often accompanied by the creation of new forms

of criminal behavior. The lack of preparedness and ability of traditional

policing organizations to deal with sophisticated forms of computer crime

is an example.

With these considerable limitations of forecasting in mind, the results

of recent forecasting efforts can be discussed. This is not a difficult task,

since "surprisingly little research has been devoted to the problem of fore-

casting trends in official crime rates" in the United States. (Cohen, Felson,

and Land, 1980:90-91). However, two recent efforts in this area can be reported.

On the basis of his examination of crime rates since 1950, Fox (1978)

presents several forecasts of crime rates through the year 2000. As noted

earlier, the primary factors in Fox's research that influence the forecasts

are the proportion of young nonwhite males in the population and fluctuations

in the Consumer Price Index. The forecasted rates (based on Series 2 population

projections) are presented in five-year intervals below:

Year Total Violent Property
Crime Crime Crime
Rate Rate Rate

1980 7329.7 741.2 6588.5
1985 7654.5 694.7 6959.8
1990 8095.9 667.5 7428.4
1995 8936.9 647.4 8298.5
2000 9467.0 747.9 8719.1

Source: Fox, 1978:55
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Fox concludes, on the basis of his model, that "the crime rate forecasts

reveal a general reduction in upward trend during the 1980's and a trend

increase during the 1990's. In fact, the violent crime rate, albeit a

small portion of all Index offenses, should decline in the 1980's before

increasing again in the 1990's" (1978:51). Returning once again to the

importance of the age pyramid in determining crime rate trends, Fox

observes that his results affirm the important conclusion: "fluctuations

in the crime rate occur as a function of fluctuations in age composition"

(1978:74).

The forecast of robbery, burglary and auto theft rates for 1985 reported

by Cohen, Felson and Land also incorporates anticipated shifts in the age

structure of the U.S. population during the next five years. They project

a 14 percent decline in the proportion of the population aged 15-24 in

1985 over 1977. In addition, they assume the following 1977-1985 changes in other

factors: a 4 percent decline in their residential population density ratio; a

62 percent increase in constant dollar consumer expenditures for non-automobile

durable goods; and assumed unemployment rates of 5 percent and 6 percent in

1985, versus 7 percent in 1977. Given these assumptions, their findings fore-

cast a 26-32 percent decline in the robbery rate; 19-21 percent increase in

the burglary rate, and an 8-15 percent decrease in the auto theft rate for 1985.

(1980:114). The forecasted increase in the burglary rate is linked to the

anticipated increase in "target availability" as indicated by the projected

increase in non-automobile consumer durables expenditures. However, the researchers

note that the burglary rate "has tended historically to move in the same direction

as the robbery and automobile theft rates. Therefore, if one accepts the premise

that this association will continue into the next decade, one is led to conclude
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that the major social forces affecting changes in the burglary rate should

be the same as those affecting robbery and automobile theft. From this, it

follows that a decrease is to be expected in all three rates" (1980:115).

Summary 

Although great caution must be exercised in the development and interpretation

of forecasts of social phenomenon such as crime, the findings of the studies

reviewed above allow us to make several conclusions. First, the age composition

of the U.S. population -- particularly the proportion of the population in the

most crime-prone years of youth and early adulthood -- has been shown repeatedly

to play an important role in the crime rate. To the extent that shifts in the age

structure are anticipated in the coming decade, corresponding shifts in rates of

reported crime are also expected. However, these studies also demonstrate that

various other factors, such as economic conditions, and alterations in family,

social and related activities, also influence crime rates. Nevertheless, these

studies forecast a abatement in the rate of increase of reported crime, if

not an actual reduction in the volume of serious crime, in the decade of the

1980's. Thus, it would appear that the dramatic annual increases in the crime

rate of the 1960's are behind us. However, it must be borne in mind that even

small increases in the crime rate in the future will be based on current rates

which are at high levels (compared to the past). Thus, while the forecasts

reported above are encouraging, it is clear that crime will remain a significant

concern for Americans throughout the decade.

4
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IV. Trends in Public Attitudes Regarding Crime 

The analysis of changes in crime and its impact over time can be approached

from a different perspective through the examination of public opinion poll data

on attitudes toward crime in the country. Garofalo has noted that "the public's

fear of crime has become the basis for a number of social-political decisions

and programs in the United States," (1979:80) ranging from programs designed

to alleviate fear to legislation that attempts to address specific crime types

most feared by the public. In addition to political ramifications of public

attitudes concerning crime, some observers have suggested that - like official

crime rates and victimization survey findings - data on the public's fear of

crime and perception of the crime problem are important "social indicators"

of the quality of Americans' lives. (Garofalo and Laub, 1978). Lewis and

Maxfield (1980) cite newspaper editorial opinion that labels "the fear of

crime as one of the principal causes of the decline of city life." Skogan

(1977) summarizes the importance of this issue:

"The fear of crime greatly affects the quality of urban life.
It affects it directly through its impact upon our use of the
streets and parks, the bustle of social activity, shopping,
and recreation, and the diversity and anonymity that have long
characterized city dwelling. It affects it indirectly through
the debilitating impact of crime upon social intercourse,
community morale, and even the economic base of the city. When
shops and restaurants close, when downtown streets become lonely
canyons in the evening and when families rearing children flee
the central city, we all suffer the consequences. The fear of
crime has a social, political, and economic reality of its own,
quite independent of the true dimensions of the crime problem
and the efficacy of crime-reduction policies. The development
of social indicators of this aspect of the quality of life and
the cultivation of programs that succeed in coping with it
should be high on the agenda of innovators in criminal-justice
administration."
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Several studies have been undertaken in recent years tha
t examine

the nature and extent of the public's attitudes regardin
g crime, correlates

of these attitudes, and changes in these perceptions over ti
me. In this

section, these data are briefly presented to provide an addi
tional perspective

on crime in America.

Perceptions of Changes in Crime levels 

Public opinion polls rarely ask respondents about their percept
ions

regarding national trends in crime (Margarita and Parisi, 
1979). Rather,

periodic surveys of attitudes toward changes in the level of cr
ime usually

ask the respondent to assess changes in the crime rate in the r
espondent's

"area". Figure 3 presents data on these perceptions for selected years 
from

1967 to 1978. A plurality of respondents in each year responded that they

felt crime was increasing in their own area during the past year. 
However,

the proportion of respondents who felt crime had increased fluctuat
ed from

survey to survey, ranging from 46 percent in 1967 and 1978 to 70 perce
nt in

1975. Because of the manner in which the questions were worded and the

restriction of coverage to the respondent's "own area", it is impossib
le

to make a meaningful comparison between these attitudinal data and nat
ional

rates of reported crime published by the Uniform Crime Reports. Moreover,

public perceptions of changes in the level of crime may encompass more
 than

assessments based on knowledge of national crime statistics. For example,

Margarita and Parisi report studies that suggest that other factors such a
s

media coverage of crime generally, and news reports of particul
arly heinous

offenses in the local area may influence citizens' perceptions. In addition,

Garofalo and Laub (1978) have suggested that the public's perceptio
n of crime

may involve larger concerns such as decaying physical environments, in
adequate
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Figure 3. Attitudes toward changes In the Wel of crime In own area, United States, selected years 1967-78

Question: in the past year, do you feel the crime rate in your own area has been Increasing, decreasing or has remained the name as it was
before?"
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public facilities and others.

Regardless of these factors, public perceptions of the level of crime

in the respondents' own area over the period 1967-78 have consistently shown

that a large segment of the population believes that crime is ever-increasing.

The implications of these data for legislators, policymakers and others are

as pressing as the implications drawn from analyses of official crime rates.

Fear of Crime

In addition to documenting public perceptions of changes in the level of

crime, opinion surveys have also periodically assessed various measures of the

fear of crime. Margarita and Parisi (1979), in their view of public opinion

data in relation to crime and criminal justice, point out that pollsters

generally use two types of questions in their surveys to gauge fear of crime.

The first asks whether there are any areas in the respondent's own area

(usually defined as "within a mile") where he/she should be afraid to walk

alone at night. The second and more general question asks whether the

respondent feels more uneasy on the streets compared to a year ago. Trend

data for these survey items are presented in Table 13and Figure 4 .

The data presented in Table 13show that the public's perception of fear 

in one's own neighborhood is more stable than perceptions of changes in

crime rates. The proportion of respondents who say that there are areas

within one mile of their home in which they would be afraid to walk alone at

night was around 42-45 percent in the 1972, 1975, and 1979 Gallup surveys.

These findings coincide with data reported by the General Social Survey

conducted by the National Opinion Research Center. The NORC surveys asked

the same question posed by the Gallup organization to national samples of the
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Table 13. Respondents reporting fear of walking alone at night, by
demographic characteristics, 1967, 1972, 1975, and 1970

Question: "is there any area right around here—that is, within a
mile—where you would be afraid to walk alone at night'?"

(Percent'

1967 1972 1975 1979

National  31 42 45 42

Sex:
Male  16 22 26 25

Female  44 60 63 57

Race:
White  29 42 43 40

Nonwhite  46 48 57 57

Education

College  29 12 42 36

High school  31 42 45 44
Grade school  33 46 50 48

Occupation

Professional and business 32 39 40 40

Clerical and sales . 40 46 51 45

Manual workers  31 41 43 40

Nonlabor force  NA NA 54 51

Income:

$25000 and over NA NA NA 32

520.000 to $24999  NA NA NA 33

$15000 to $19999  NA NA NA 38

510.000 to $14.999  NA NA NA 44

$5000 to 59.999  NA NA NA 52

Under 15,000  NA NA NA 55

Age:
Total under 30 years  NA NA 43 44

18 to 24 years NA 41 44 45

25 to 29 years NA 37 42 42

30 to 49 years  30 38 42 32

50 years and older . 33 48 50 49

City size
500.000 and over .. 40 48 56 52

50.000 to 499.999  38 51 50 50

2.500 to 49.999  22 40 45 38

Under 2.500, rural  21 28 28 25

Region:

East  32 42 47 42

Midwest  26 31 39 36

South  34 52. 48 46

West  32 41 49 44

Religion:

Protestant  30 42 14 44

Catholic  30 42 48 39

Politics:
Republican  26 16 43 41

Democrat  34 47 48 46

Independent  29 33 43 37

Source: Georg. H. Gallup. Tim Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 172 (Princeton, N.J.: The
Gallup Poil, November 1979). p. 22. Reprinted by permission.

71-190 0 - 81 - 16
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population. The proportion responding affirmatively from 1973 to 1977

was 41, 45, 44, and 45 percent respectively for each year (Flanagan, Hindelang,

and Gottfredson, 1980, Table 2.9). Thus, throughout the decade of the 1970's

more than four in 10 Americans expressed fear of crime within their own area.

The data on personal safety on the streets parallel these findings (see

Figure 4 ). During the period 1966-1978, between 40 percent and 60 percent

of the public told opinion survey interviewers that they felt more uneasy

on the streets than they had in the previous year. Although this proportion

has been falling somewhat since 1975, the difference is being made up in

large measure by respondents who report that they feel "not much different"

in terms of personal safety rather than "less uneasy".

Correlates of Fear of Crime 

An interesting feature of the self-report data on fear of crime reported

by public opinion polls is that fear of crime is not equally distributed

in the population. Table 13 provides breakdowns on the fear question by

demographic characteristics of the respondents that show some of the patterns

of variability in fear of crime. Another interesting aspect of this issue

is that variation in levels of fear of crime are not, in many cases, related

to the relative probability of actual criminal victimization as presented in

other data sources. Baumer (1978) has summarized these relationships in a

recent review. For example, Baumer notes that sex and age have been fairly

consistently found to be positively related to fear levels, but these variables

are related to victimization rates in the opposite direction. While females

and the elderly demonstrate higher fear levels, males and the young incur

higher rates of actual criminal victimization in most crime categories. Other
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Figure 4• Attitudes toward personal safety on the streets compared to a year ago, United Stat., selected years 1968-78
NOTE: Percents do not edd .100 because -Not sure" teeponses here boon excluded fromMk figure

Question: "Compared to a year ago, do you personally feel more uneasy on the streets, less uneasy, or not much different?"
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Source: Louis Harris, The Harris Survey, May 9, 1977; ABC—Harris Survey,
May 17, 1978, p.3. (Chicago: The Chicago Tribune). Reprinted by
permission. Figure constructed by SOURCEBOOK staff.
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factors that have been less consistently shown to be related to high levels

of fear of crime are race (nonwhites are more fearful than whites), income 

(lower income persons are more fearful than persons with higher incomes)

and education (persons with lower levels of education are more fearful than

persons with higher levels of education). Baumer notes that these factors

tend to be associated with living in high-crime areas, and thus the higher

fear levels may be a function of place of residence rather than these

demographic characteristics. This conclusion is supported by several studies

which show that urban dwellers are more fearful than residents of suburban

or rural areas and that within cities, place of residence is an important

determinant of levels of fear of crime.

Several studies have shown that experience with victimization - either

directly, or indirectly through members of the household - is related to

higher levels of crime, especially if the victimization was by a personal

crime. Finally, the effect of "crime information" - whether as a result of

a highly publicized series of violent crimes in a locality or continuous

exposure to crime news through newspaper and television reports - has been

studied less fully by researchers. Baumer notes that "little work has been

directed toward evaluating the effect of these presentations of the fear of

crime. Some data . . . has shown that heavy viewers of television tend to

be more fearful than infrequent viewers; however, much work remains on this

topic." (1978:259).

Summary 

That data presented in this section take a different approach to the

problem of crime in America. Although public opinion survey data are often
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criticized on a number of methodological and substantive grounds, these

time-series studies of the public perception of crime and fear of crime

provide an important perspective on the crime problem that must be considered

in conjunction with official crime statistics. By examining these dimensions

together, we see that the "crime problem" portrayed by official data and the

"fear of crime" problem presented in the poll findings sum to a quality of

life issue facing America. A recent report issued on the topic concluded

that "fear of crime is slowly paralyzing American society. Yet of all the

problems confronting the nation at this time, this fear is perhaps the least

appreciated and most dimly understood" (A-T-0, Inc., 1980).

Whether particular studies precisely measure the level of fear is less

important than an understanding of the consequences of this fear for citizens

and the obstacles to change that it represents. To the extent that the public's

fear of crime sets in motion social changes that fuel actual increases in crime

rates, the importance that public policymakers must attach to reducing both

crime and fear of crime is apparent. The challenge is summarized by Henig

and Maxfield:

"There has, however, been relatively little attention devoted to
fear of crime as a policy issue. Policy-makers and social
scientists have devoted the bulk of their energies and resources
to addressing the problems directly caused by crime. Yet the
incidence of crime is only part of the problem. Official rates
of violent crime in large cities have declined since 1974. The
sharp increases in major crime during the 1960's and early 1970's
have slowed, and may now be reversing. The problem of fear remains.
Scholars have begun to realize that fear of criminal victimization
does not automatically decline along with crime rates. Recent
public opinion polls have shown that while fear tends to go up
with increasing crime, declines in the crime rate are not always
accompanied by corresponding drops in levels of fear. Fear as a
problem for urban decision-makers, merchants, and residents ought
to be regarded as at least partially independent of the actual
threat of crime. Policies which reduce crime are vital for the
continued viability of our central cities, but the effects of fear
on the behavior of urbanites must be considered as well." (1978:
297-8, citations omitted).
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NOTES

1
This section is based upon John H. Laub and Michael J. Hindelang, (1980),

Juvenile Criminal Behavior in Urban, Suburban, and Rural Areas (Albany, NY:

Criminal Justice Research Center, draft).

2
The business portion of the NCS has been discontinued. The last full year

for which data are available is 1976. Also, 1973 business survey results

reportedly been permanently lost by the Bureau of the Census and hence, are

not reported here.

3
This procedure does not completely ignore mobile families. Although mobile

families are not specifically traced when they move away from a specific

address, a similar mobile family may move into that address and will be

included in the survey.

4
As an illustration of the critical problem of identifying and specifying

components of change in social indicators, the following discussion notes

the difficulty in predicting levels of fertility, a major factor in

population change:

Fertility is the component of population

change that is subject to the greatest uncer-
tainty in the future. Because of the difficulty
of ascertaining the annual number of future births,
even in the short run, alternative assumptions were
made about the course of fertility. Together, these

assumptions are believed to provide a reasonable

range. No one series is likely to depict the
future course of fertility for an extended period.
Even if one of the alternative assumptions about

cohort fertility turns out to be essentially
correct, the trend in annual births could differ
greatly from that projected because of changes
In the timing of childbearing. (U.S. Department
of Commerce, 1975).

5Although traditionally considered a violent crime, Cohen, Felson, and Land

treat robbery as a property crime in their analysis.
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ALABAMA 35203

January 16, 1981

Senator Howell Heflin
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Heflin:

I received your letter today as I was writing you in respect
to the opportunity that you gave me in appearing as a witness before
your Senate Committee on the Judiciary.

It is mere coincidence that you mention in your correspondence
that should I have other thoughts and remarks to make regarding the
problem of crime, that I should forward them to you. That is just
what I wish to do.

You will recall that I stated that we cannot cure the problem of
crime in this country with money at the local level. I firmly believe
that federal funding to local law enforcement has been more than ample
and should be discontinued except through discretionary grants that
are carefully screened for justification. These discretionary grants
should be in the area of law enforcement, continuing education, juvenile
Justice, "youth" gangs, youthful offenders, etc., in the nation-wide
problem of prison reform (aid to states and counties for larger detention
at the county and state level). This being the case of federal assistance,
then it appears to me that the funding of a state law enforcement
planning agency no longer can be justified, since these type programs
could be funded directly through the regional office (in our case Atlanta).

More importantly, I think, that this is a new look and direction
at the federal level in the effort to stop drug traffic. We know at every
level that the trafficking in drugs, the distribution on the street, the
petty pusher, the young novice becoming involved in the use of drugs,
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subscribes to an established theory that a drug user is either a
criminal before or after addiction; it is just a matter of what
crime the user wishes to commit in order to support the habit,
most often the user committing armed robbery, purse snatching,
burglary, all of which categories are the number one threat to the
law abiding citizen.

I am enclosing an article from the January Reader's Digest for
your perusal, emphasis from page 127 without bothering to describe,
but to urge you to take notice. This is exactly what is contributing
greatly to the nation-wide crime problem; the inability of the military
to correlate and cooperate with local law enforcement; the IRS is
handicapped in their effort to work with local law enforcement, and
I still firmly believe thatthe Border Patrol o Immigration Service and
the Drug Enforcement Administration presently has the quarterback
position to stem the ever growing threatening menace of crime in the
United States.

Sincerely,

Mel in Baile
Sheriff

cc: Lieutenant Governor George H. McMillan
Major David Orange
Mr. Frank Dominick
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sly ii, 1979: At a crowded Mi-
ami shopping mall, two drug

44 traffickers are machine-gunned
to death and two bystanders- are
wounded. Police recover an armored
car complete with gunports,sdozens
of bulletproof vests and submachine
guns. Case status: unsolved.

Frbriraq 3, 1980: The quiet of a.
residential neighborhood in South

• Miami is shattered by automatic-
weapons fire; and a man is found
literally shot to pieces. Although
there are eight witnesses to the kill-
ing, they are so terrified.of possible
retaliation from .drug-running rack-.

IV TAM kiT'S_

DRUG
WAR

f

eteers that they refuse to co-operate
with police. Case status: unsolved.
May 8, 1980: At Miami Interna-

tional Airport a young man whips
out a revolver and, before hundreds
of horrified witnesses, fires five shots
into a recently arrived passenger,
killing him instantly. Both victim
and assassin are linked to drug smug-
gling. Case status: unsolved.

THES.F. INCIDENTS—and others like
them that now occur at the rate of
two a week in Miami—are part of a
bloody war being waged over south-
ern Florida's multibillion-dollar-a-
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Fighting for control of south 2.Y• •
Florida's S50-billion drug trade,

a dozen or so Colombian
crime funilies have turned Miami

and nearby communities into
a bloody battleground
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year cocaine and marijuana traffic.
While fought in Florida, the war is
controlled by a dozen or so crime
families in Colombia, I too miles
across the Caribbean.*

By last fall, the homicide rate in
Dade County (including Miami) was
up 61 percent over the previous year.
One Miami television station actual-
ly advises viewers how to take cover
if they are caught in a crossfire. "We
have a war on our hands," says

*See "The Colombian Connection," Reader's
Digest, Mardi '79.

—

N4-"r7.1-
•

:

*•,'"' 
17Va,61,4".,er4,!rri

4 l'••

Marshall Frank, chief of the Dade
County Homicide Division. "This is
Dodge City."

Nobody, it seems, is safe. Florida
Governor Bob Graham Hew to Bo-
gotA, Colombia, in two to plead
with President Julio Cesar Turbay to
crack down on the traffic. Upon
returning to Florida, the governor
learned that a contract had been
issued on his life by traffickers based
in Medellin, Colombia.
"Through an accident of geogra-

phy, Florida has become an interna-
tional port of entry for most

of the illicit drugs
coming into the

United States,"
• - says State Attorney
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the biggest retail
business in our
state." The Drug
Enforcement Ad-
ministration (!)EA)
intelligence suggests
that more than five
tons of cocaine and

more than 5000
0.71 tons of mari-

juana—with a
retail value

:> • - totaling
. over $50 /Zion

—are exported
from Colem-

• bia each year to U.S.
customers. Ninety per

.11* cent of it is handled
through deals, contracts or oth-

12
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CI arrangements in southern Florida.
A rising tide of violence is one

result. Corruption is another. State
and federal agents are investigating
wore than a score of police and
public officials in Key West tied to
he drug traffic. The commander of
Florida's marine-patrol station in
nearby Marathon has been charged
with accepting a $50,000 bribe to
overlook a smuggling operation. In
Miami, the FBI is investigating cor-
ruption within the Dade County
Public Safety Department. Some 15
officers and detectives have been
suspended or transferred for alleged-
ly accepting favors—including co-
caine—from Cuban trafficker Mario
Escandar, considered by DEA and
the FBI to be one of the nation's most
important drug smugglers. "Corrup-
tion is one of the biggest problems
we face," says Don Meyer, head of
DEA's regional headquarters in Mi-
ami. Another agent provided this
dismaying opinion: "Look, the
'dopers' own parts of this state. Lock,
stock and barrel."

Nor is this ownership limited
to public officials. In 1977, DEA
!earned that huge amounts of cash—
as much as $500,000 at a time and
often delivered in cardboard boxes—
were being deposited in certain Mi-
ami banks, then funneled to foreign
accounts. There was also evidence
that many banks were violating fed-
ei al law by falsifying deposits and
obscuring their export abroad.

To close the channels through
which such "narco-dollars" flow,
DEA launched "Operation Banco."
116

By the time the probe ended last
June, DF.A had traced $2 billion
from cocaine and marijuana deals
through Miami banks to overseas
accounts. Thirty-one of Miami's 250
banks were discovered to be servic.-
ing 1300 suspect accounts, many
opened under aliases. At least five
banks were found by DEA to be
owned by the drug smugglers
themselves.
Many of the narco-dollars "laun-

dered" abroad eventually return
to south Florida as legitimate in-
vestments. Dade County real-estate
expert Charles Kimball, an organ-
ized-crime consultant to the state,
reports that in one recent six-month
period criminal elements bought up
$192.1 million worth of south Flor-
ida real estate. One Colombian drug
smuggler now .owns seven houses
in Dade County, plus an office
building, two warehouses, four large
land holdings and three apartment
buildings.
The foundations of this violent

financial empire lie deep within
Latin America. DEA estimates that
there are 50 cocaine laboratories in
,Colombia alone, most of them con-
trolled by five families in Medellin.
Their payroll includes political fig-
ures, police officers and army com-
manders who provide protection for
smuggling operations. For example,
American buyers who use clandes-
tine landing strips to pick up cocaine
shipments can expect to pay an extra
$2000 per kilo—for which the serv-
ices of an entire company of federal
troops are provided.
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With millions of dollars at. stake,
traffickers stop at nothing—includ-
ing murder—to protect their invest-
ments. A typical murder "contract"
is made in Colombia. Smuggled into
the United States or traveling on a
phony passport, the assassin goes to a
Miami-area "safe house" where he
picks up a photo of the victim, his
address and a record of his likely
movements. Within a day after the
killing, the hit man is on his way
back to Colombia.

Even if he is caught, there is little
chance of prosecution. The few wit-
nesses the police do find usually
refuse to, co-operate—and why not?
Late in 1979, Miami police thought
they had a witness who was willing
to talk, if assured anonymity and
protection. But at homicide head-
quarters he changed his mind. "Do
you realize," he said, "that just being
in this building is enough to get me
killed?" He was right. Two months
later his bullet-riddled body was
found in a parking lot.

Even when convicted, drug smug-
glers face an average jail sentence of
only three years, hardly a deterrent.
Major 'smugglers have it even easier.
They simply bail themselves out and
flee the country. One Miami traffick-
er posted a $1-million bail without
batting an eye,. and of course never
returned to• face trial. As DEA Ad-
ministrator Peter B. Bensinger told
the Senate Committee on the Judi-
ciary: "Bail is just another business
expense—and a ticket to freedom."

In addition to bail reform, Con-

127
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gressiona! action is desperately need-
ed in three areas:

I. Under current law, foreign
crewmen caught on vessels seized for
drug smuggling in U.S. waters can-
not be charged with a crime. Usually
they are simply flown back to Co-
lombia, or wherever, at taxpayers'
expense. One such seaman was ar-
rested and deported three times in a
single year. A bill sponsored by Rep.
Mario Biaggi (D., N.Y.) would make.
foreign crewmen on drug-smug-
gling ships eligible for prison.

2. The Tax Reform Act of 1976
prohibits access to IRS. tax informa-
tion on suspected traffickers. Thus
clues that could lead authorities to
drug smugglers remain a secret. Four
bills currently before the Senate. Fi-
nance Committee would enable law-
enforcement agencies to get to this
information, without threatening the
rights of legitimate businessmen.

3. Almost daily, U.S. Air Force
and Navy reconnaissance flights de-
tect smugglers in American air space
or territorial *waters. But they arc
prohibited by law from relaying this
information to either the Coast
Guard or federal law-enforcement
authorities. Sen. Sam Nunn (D.,
Ga.) plans to introduce legislation
allowing the Air Force and Navy to
interdict smuggler ships and aircraft.

THE LAWLESSNESS rampant on the
streets of Miami and in surrounding
counties is a national disgrace. There
can be no excuse for further Con-
gressional delay in dealing with it.
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January 20, 1981

The Honorable Howell Heflin
United States Senator
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Heflin:

Since writing you, other thoughts have come to mind concerningthe ever-increasing crime in our area, but more particularly in themajor cities mentioned earlier.

You know the only facilities in this country that are largeenough and still have vacancies are the facilities of the federalbureau of prisons. The point made regarding drug traffic, especiallyin Miami and Dade County, homicides due to double-cross and rivaloperations ought to be made a federal offense.

The D.E.A. has historically taken cases from local enforcementounce of heroin, ounce of cocaine, 10 - 20 lb. of marijuana, largequantities of otherwise legal drugs, etc. Interlaced in and amongstall of this, again especially in Miami, are organized crime, homicides.

My point is that these people need legislation that will enablethem to prosecute in federal court. Not only would this be a greatassist to relieve the area of major offenders, but federal prosecutioncould be very severe in sentence and fine, and utilize the availablespace in federal facilities.

I recommend that state cases for felonies be assessed fines uponconviction. To my surprise, circuit judges said, "If they lived100 years, they hoped to never see such". The certainty of punishmentis no longer a worry here. Pre-trial detainees have little or no fearof circuit court (state). On the other hand, these held here in countyjail dread going to federal court. This enlightens me a whole lot.

,••
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Like aliens, these major drug traffickers must be stopped at the
point of entry.

The greatest waste of manpower on the local level are the people
in our various drug units; chasing petty drug offenders, and from time
to time discovering that a much larger amount got through. I am
convinced that we cannot win the direction we are going.

I am confident should you wish to ask others as to my observations,
mi you will find a consensus.

Sincerely

1.-c4e

Melvin Bailey
Sheriff

cc: Major David Orange
Captain Earl Robins
Mr. Gerow Hodges

71-190 0 - 81 - 17
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ADDITIONAL SUBMISSIONS OF DENNIS J. ROBERTS 5

DENNIS .1. ROBERTS II
ATTOENEY GENERAL

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND &. PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

PROVIDENCE COUNTY COURT HOUSE

PROVIDENCE

December 4, 1980

Honorable Howell Heflin
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Heflin:

c.
c=,
C-,

3.•

F."

I wish to express my gratitude to you for the opportunity
to testify before the Senate Judiciary Committee with respect
to the federal involvement in law enforcement assistance
programs for state and local government.

It is impossible to overstate the importance to attorneys
general of the several states of federal involvement in the
war on crime. We applaud your strong commitment to that
cause.

Many of the questions raised by yourself and Senator
Biden at the December 3rd hearing should properly receive a
good deal of reflection and discussion among the several
state attorneys general. I have proposed to the National
Association of Attorneys General that we constitute a special
committee to address the issues which you have raised and to
report to you. A copy of my letter to C. Raymond Marvin,
Washington Counsel of the National Association of Attorneys
General, is enclosed for your information.

With your approval, I propose to file an extension of
remarks limited to the experiences of the State of Rhode
Island within the time designated at the committee hearing.
I would request further leave to take up further the issues
raised after the special committee of the National Association
of Attorneys General has had an opportunity to review them. w

Best wishes,

Very truly yours,

DENNIS J. R ERTS II
Attorney General

DJR:es

Honorable Richard S. Gebelein
Honorable Carl R. Ajello

c"

—4
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MNMSJ.ROHRTSR
ATTORNEYGENUM

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND & PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEPARTMUNT OT THE ATTORNEY GUM RAI.

PROVIDENCE COUNTY COURT HOUSE

PROVIDENCE

December 5, 1980

C. Raymond Marvin,
Washington Counsel
National Association of Attorneys General
444 North Capitol Street
Washington, DC 20001

Dear Ray:

On December 3, 1980, Attorney General Richard S.
Gebelein and myself appeared as witnesses before the
Senate Judiciary Committee in the matter of proposed
renewed funding to the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

During the course of the hearing, Senators Heflin
and Biden raised a number of issues which require additional
study and comment. We were afforded two weeks within which
to submit a statement in extension of those remarks
before the Judiciary Committee.

The nature of the questions which the Senators
wish to have addressed are based on a realization that LEAA
will not be revived in its pre-1981 status quo. Senator
Heflin feels there are a number of issues which, if addressed
properly, could convince the Congress to renew some form of
assistance to state and local law enforcement agencies.

First among these is the proposition that there are now
federally mandated requirements operating on state and local
government. These mandates, legislative, judicial and
executive, impose funding rAoirements on the states and local
governments which should properly be met by federal funding of
some type. In this regard, I believe it is also important
to emphasize regional programs and cooperative undertakings
among the states and of the states with local and federal law

• enforcement officials, such as, the Joint Executive Working
Group.

•
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The Senators are also interested in being advised as to what
will be the precise consequences to state and local governments
if there is no federal assistance program and the concomitant
responsibilities of state and local law enforcement to cooperate
in setting the priorities for what should be its form if the
modified program is restricted, financially. Senator Heflin
stated that it is important to know what are the areas of generally
unquestioned value which should be retained in a limited program.
Senator Biden placed emphasis on the priorities set out in the
Criminal Justice Improvements Act of 1979. He also raised,
in a variety of ways, whether under a restricted program, there
should be a narrow federal focus on specific grants, or some
form of revenue sharing program for law enforcement, or something
in between.

Both Senators expressed the opinion that much of the
Congressional antipathy to LEAA comes from early failures
of the program. Senator Heflin stated that an extension of
remarks should address the things that have happened in the

• "turn-around" of LEAA that have made the program effective in
its latter days.

Both Senators emphasized that interested parties should
not be addressing whether the federal government will become
involved in the war on crime, but how it will be involved.
In this regard, Senator Biden would like a statement of
priorities as to what the federal government could do most.--
financially and otherwise -- to assist state and local
authorities in criminal justice areas.

Obviously, the questions which have been raised are
complex and deserve a good deal of reflection and discussion.
I do not believe it is appropriate, or even possible, for
Attorney General Gebelein or myself to prepare extensions
of remarks reflecting the views of the National Association
of Attorneys General accurately and completely within two
weeks.

I would propose that a special committee of the Association
be appointed by the President or the Executive Committee
which would review the questions raised by the Judiciary
Committee and respond as soon as is practicable. I believe
that the Nationalt Association of Attorneys General should
have a deep involvement in the course and direction of any
future federal law enforcement assistance programs, however
limited or restricted that might be.
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I am advising Senator Heflin of the recommenaation which I am

making to the National Association of Attorneys General.

Best wishes,

Very truly yours,

DENNIS J. ROBERTS
Attorney General

DJR:es

Honorable Richard S. Gebelein
Honorable Carl R. Ajello
Honorable Howell Heflin
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL
72 Pine Street
Providence, R.I. 02903

Dennis J. Roberts II, Attorney General
December 22, 1980

Honorable Howell Heflin
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D.C. 20501

Dear Senator Heflin.:

Following my testimony before the Senate Judiciary Cannittee concerning
possible federal involvement in law enforcement assistance to state and
local governments, I corresponded to you and stated that I proposed to
file an extension of my remarks before the Comnittee. Attached please
find a paper entitled "future Federal Criminal Justice Assistance to
State and Local Units of Government: Same Consideration for the Next
Congress", which should be added to my original statement and placed into
the record.

This paper represents same of my general thoughts on the subject of
future assistance which I believe should be seriously considered by the
next session of congress. This paper by no means represents my complete
thinking on the issue, nor does this paper represent a final and complete
format for discussion.

Rather, I have sought to expand upon my initial remarks before the
Corrmittee by suggesting some possible future diieclion. I an in agreement
with you, and other members of the Committee, that future assistance must
be reviewed prospectively.

My request to establish a special committee of the National Association
of Attorneys General on this subject has been favorably received, and I
expect that the enclosed paper will constitute the basis for considerable
discussion.

Best wishes.

DENNIS J. •sid II
Attorney General

DJR:gaj
Enclosure
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FUTURE FEDERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND

LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT: SOME CONSIDERATION FOR THE 

NEXT CONGRESS

I. Introduction 
Crime continues to be one of the most serious social

problems plaguing the United States. Though most types
of crime are best dealt with at the state and local levels,
the magnitude and public fear of crime, the similarity
of the problems faced by state and local governments, and
the importance of crimes which transcend governmental
boundaries, all mandate federal leadership, some form
of federal assistance, and the establishment of a strong
federal, state, and local partnership,

In order to determine what form such future federal
assistance should take, four general questions should be
explored.

A. What should be the basic premises, goals and objectives
of future federal support?

B. What is the most efficient and effective process for
passing the funds down to state and local governments?

C. What general types of purposes should be eligible for
federal funding?

D. What specific program initiatives appear worthy of
federal funding?

The rest of this paPer discusses these issues in a
preliminary fashion. Section II suggests some underlying

Premises which are largely based on lessons learned from
the LEAA program. Sections III, IV, and V offer options
for means of distributing funds, -and options for types
of purposes and specific program initiatives which might
be worthy of federal funding.

With the exception of the premises advanced in Section
II, no firm recommendations are made in these Proposals.
It is believed that as a first step possible alternatives
should be developed and examined. It is also recognized
that various organizations representing different con-
stituencies may disagree on some of these matters and the
finalized program of federal assistance may represent a
combination of some of the options.

II. Basic Premises

A. Future federal assistance should not be predicated on
the assumption that crime, a complex social economic,
and psychological phenomena, can be eradicated, or
perhaps even reduced, by pouring money into criminal
justice agencies. The "causes" of crime are beyond
the control of the criminal justice system and
expectations of the system's ability to respond to
crime problems must be realistic.
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B. Federal efforts should continue to seek out and eliminate
the "causes" of crime through research and improved coor-
dination of federal departments and agencies.

C. Future federal assistance should concentrate on improving
the response of the criminal justice system as a system
rather than shoring up individual components of the system
without regard for the system as a whole.

D. Future federal assistance should avoid programs which polar-
ize relations between criminal justice agencies and the
public.

E. Crime should no longer be viewed as essentially a state
and local concern. Few types of crime are indigenous to
any particular geographical-area. Crime is truly a national
concern and a strong federal, state and local partnership
is needed.

F. If federal funding resources are limited, so too should be
the types of initiatives eligible for federal support.
Spreading funds too thinly precludes impact in any one
area.

G. While parameters should be established for use of federal
funds, there should be considerable discretion granted to
state and local governments to make program decisions
within these parameters.

H. Limited funding assistance should be available for state
regional, and local coordination. However, planning and
coordination are primarily the responsibilities of state
and local government and should be so supported.

I. Major research and other experimental undertakings should
be pursued at the federal level with results transmitted
to state and local governments.

J. Future federal assistance should concentrate on replica-
tion of programs of proven success as a major effort.

K. Future federal assistance for specific programs should
support such programs for an adequate period of time
(perhaps 2 - 3 years) in order to give the programs a
fair opportunity to prove and institutionalize themselves.

L. Future federal efforts should strive to make coordination
and cooperation more than mere words. Some striking suc-
cesses have been realized with a minimum expenditure of fur-5s.

M. Future federal efforts should mandate accountability through
evaluation, auditing, and monitoring and should take the
lead role in such activities. Unnecessary and duplicative
efforts should be eliminated.

N. Priorities established at the federal level should be
developed rationally with considerable input from state
and local governments.
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III. Alternative Consideration for Distributing Funds 

A. Revenue Sharing:

Procedure -
Funds would be provided directly to

state and local units of government with
no restrictions other than that the funds
be applied for criminal justice purposes.

Advantages -
Increased executive discretion to state

and local government.

Greater flexibility and use of funds.
Less administrative bureaucratic
processing.-

Disadvantages -
Level of federal funding would have to be

substantial in order to insure adequate
involvement of all state and local units of
government.

Accountability of expenditures may be
difficult to ascertain.

Coordination among federal/state/local
units may be lacking.

B. Restricted Revenue Sharing:

Procedure -
Funds Would be provided directly to state

and local units of government, but use would be
restricted to expenditures determined by
nationally established categories/priorities.

Advantages -
Still considerable executive discretion

granted to state/local units of government.

Streamlined administrative process with
specifie- focus given_to overall program.

Disadvantages -
Level of funds to state and local governments

would have to be substantial in order to insure
minimal involvement of state and local units of
government.

Limited coordination and cooperation amdhg
federal/state/local units of government could result.

C. Restricted Block Grant:
Procedure - Funds would be made available to a
state agency to administer to both the state and
local level.
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Advantages -
Considerable executive state con

trol .

Program funding need not be cons
iderable or

not all units of local governm
ent would participate.

Disadvantages -

D. Nationally Awarded - Specific
 Purpose Grant 

Procedure:

All funds controlled and awarded
 at national

level for specific programs acco
rding to nationally

defined categories. Awards would be based on national- :_

competition.

Advantages -
Total cost of assistance can be 

controlled:

coulebe least expensive procedure
.

Greater control (federal) over typ
es, and number

of programs funded.

Disadvantages -
State and local units of governmen

t would have

minimal involvement in setting pri
orities.

Needs would be nationally determine
d, not assigned

at state/local level.

State/Local Executive discretion/aut
hority would

be almost non-existent,

National competition format would fa
vor jurisdictions

versed in grantsmanship.

IV. Potential General Purposes Eligible for 
Funding 

A. Research - Primary emphasis at the federal
 level

B. Evaluation

C. Technical Assistance

D. Replication of programs of proven effectiven
ess

E. National priorities - established with consi
der-

able input from state and local representative
s

F. Implementation of federal government manda
tes

1. Complying with federal court orders relating

to Criminal Justice functions such as Correction
s

2. Implementing federally mandated Criminal Justice

legislation

G. Cooperative inter-state initiatives - promoting
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regional and national efforts to deal with problems
which transcend state boundaries such as illegal
dumping of toxic waste.

H. Coordinated federal inter-agency activities

1. Improving coordination of federal criminal
justice related agencies

2. Coordinating federal inter-governmental research
into variables affecting crime

3. Coordinating development and implementation of
federal policies likely to impact crime. (economic,
social service, educational policies, etc.)

Unsolicited programs - Problems not considered when
federal priorities established but which are particularly_critical in one or more :governmental units and for which
possible solutions have been systematically planned anddeveloped. (somewhat analogous to the Unsolicited
Research Program).

V Specific Programs Potentially Worthy of Federal Assistance 

A. Career criminal investigation, prosecution, and treatment

B. Criminal Justice facilities improvement and construction

C. Crime prevention (coordinated police/community activities)

D. Training

E. White collar crime, organized crime, public corruption

F. Reduction in court delay

G. Victim/Witness assistance

H. Improved defense (Public Defender programs, etc.)

I. Drug abuse investigation, prosecution, and treatment

J. Non-institutional correctional alternatives

K. Information and statistical systems

L. Combatting occupational stress among criminal justicesystem employees

M. Improved resource management by criminal justice agencies
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N. Arson control

0. Intergroup violence prev
ention and control

P. Family violence prevention
 and control

Q. Improved bail systems

R. Improved sentencing guide
lines and practices

S. Charitable Trust enforceme
nt

T. Enforcement of government 
spending programs, state an

d federal.
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EC 1 I ,TQFUNIINAL JUSTICE PLANNERS

December 9, 1980

The Honorable Howell Heflin
U. S. Senate
6327 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Heflin:

This is to follow up on your request to provide the
Judiciary Committee with additional comments to the points
raised at the December 3 hearing. Before doing so, I would
like to thank you on behalf of the National Association of
Criminal Justice Planners for your continuing interest in
fostering a dialogue among all levels of government with
regard to the tremendous crime problem confronting our
society. Crime is a societal problem over which no particular
governmental entity has a monopoly in terms of a solution.
While the word, partnership, verges on becoming trite due to
overuse, it nonetheless is the essence of the relationship
that needs to exist among all governmental entities in coming
to grips with crime. Too often governmental efforts against
crime are diminished due to jurisdictional disputes or
differences in policy. Criminal justice resources are too
scarce to be wasted on such matters. We are gratified there-
fore, that you understand the dynamics behind the problem and
we pledge our support to assist you in whatever way we can.

There are three priorities that compose our response.
These priorities are prompted not by our Association's policy
considerations but rather by federal fiscal considerations
toward financial assistance to state and local criminal justice
operations. Priority number one addresses the relationships
among federal, state and local operational agencies and this
priority requires little federal money or even none to
state and local agencies. Priority number two addresses
research and the need for an effective dissemination program
and this priority would require a minimum of $150 million.
Finally a third priority addresses Federal financial assistance
to state and local criminal justice operations and this priority
would require a minimum of $500 million.

Before any of these priorities can be developed further
however, it is absolutely necessary for the federal govern-
ment to designate a specific office that will serve as the

Cont...
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focal point for intergovernmental relations governing criminal justice

matters. We would strongly urge that this office not be in the Depart-

ment of Justice because the type of role envisioned for this offic
e would

be one of arbitrating and coordinating policies within the federal 
govern-

ment as well as between the federal government and state and local 
govern-

ments. We will not presume to indicate where such an office might be

located because we feel that this issue should be thoroughly examined 
by

the Congress and the President in consultation with all interested
 parties.

Priority Number One

We are of the opinion that there is a critical need for the federal

government to make a self assessment of what its operational relations
hips

are to state and local law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies and to

communicate those relationships to agency and elected officials. Such a

development would not only contribute toward improving intergovernment
al

relationships but it would also provide a basis for the eventual evaluatio
n

of such policies. The LEAA program has taught us at the local level that

without stated policies it's impossible to evaluate agency operations. We

feel that this lesson needs to be applied to the federal level in this

particular area.

It is important to note that this recommendation can be carried out

with no costs. However, if very limited federal dollars are made avail-

able, these dollars should be directed at enhancing the operational

relationships among federal, state and local law enforcement and prosecutorial

agencies.

Finally, under the heading of Priority Number One, we request that the

Congress and the President refrain from passing legislation that mandates

specific expenditures in criminal justice out of state and local revenues.

We further request that the Congress and the President carefully review the

activities of federal agencies to make sure that they are not developing

and implementing programs that will mandate the expenditure of state and

local revenues. It is important to point out that this in no way is

directed at federal court orders. Federal court orders stem from specific

cases which have been contested under a set of rules and affected jurisdiction
s

will comply with them. This concern deals with prescriptive measures that

are of a general nature and have a very broad impact. The bottom line on

this matter is that if the federal government does not elect a financial

assistance role in criminal justice then it should not engage in a revenue

assessment role.

Priority Number Two 

Research and statistics are an area where the federal government can

become involved in state and local criminal justice issues. Our concerns

Cont...

•
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about how these efforts should be conducted and the need to examine the
strategy of disseminating findings are outlined in our testimony and
need not be repeated here. What we would like to do here, however, is
to explain how the $150 million dollar figure was arrived at.

This figure includes the $50 million that was originally budgeted for
the National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics as
well as another $100 million representing the discretionary portion of the
LEAA program. Those LEAA discretionary monies were used to test new ideas
in operational settings as well as to facilitate the replication of proven
programs. We are of the opinion that without federal demonstration monies,
the research and statistical programs will not be utilized.

Within this context, the concern over continuing the more successful
programs of LEAA might be addressed. It is our understanding that programs
like Career Criminal would be funded for a limited time period (three to
five years) after which time they would be picked up. We do not subscribe
to any kind of maintenance program.

In terms of organization we would not advise enlarging the National
Institute of Justice to take the lead in the dissemination of research.
The track record of NIJ in working with criminal justice operational agencies
is checkered primarily because of its preoccupation with scientific
experimental designs. Rather we strongly urge that an office like LEAA's
Office of Criminal Justice Programs which does have a good track record of
working with line agencies and governmental entities take a lead in the
dissemination effort.

Priority Number Three

It is our strongly held belief that a federal financial assistance
program is a legitimate federal undertaking. For better or worse the
state and local budgetary process for criminal justice tends to be short-
sighted and focuses on what is, rather than what ought to be (either in
terms of improving criminal justice operations or in terms of assisting
criminal justice to cope with changing societal forces). The role that is
envisioned for the federal government would be a modest one. While $500
million would be modest compared to state and local efforts, that amount
would generate considerable federal scrutiny at a time of concern for a
balanced budget.

The $500 million figure is arrived at by examining the printouts of
estimated awards under the JSIA with this base. There is a fine line
between where the money in this kind of federal financial assistance can
make a difference and where it would not make a difference. It is our
judgment that a minimum of $500 million is required to make a difference.

Cont...
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The issue of what delivery mechanism ought to be employed is really

moot until there is evidence that the President and the Congress feel

comfortable with the principle of federal financial assistance. We are

of the opinion that it was not the LEAA program that did itself in but

rather the lack of philosophical commitment that many felt at all levels

of government in having the federal government involved in an area which

is viewed as a state and local matter. Until there is a resolution in

this conflict, it is futile to discuss various delivery schemes.

If you find that a clarification of this letter or our testimony as

presented on December 3 would be helpful, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

john O'Sullivan
Chairperson, NACJP

JO/pa
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ADDITIONAL SUBMISSION

NATIONAL SHERIFFS' ASSOCIATION
SUITE 320 • 1250 CONNECTICUT AVENUE • WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

TELEPHONE: (202) 872-0422 November 4, 1980

The Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

My Dear Senator Dole:

I have received your letter dated October 22, 1980, regarding

the proposed legislation of the Criminal Justice Construction

Act.

The National Sheriffs' Association, representing the nation's

3,105 sheriffs and approximately 54,000 members, supports

legislation that will provide federal financial assistance

to state and local criminal justice agencies for the planning,

construction, and renovation of criminal justice facilities.

While inadequate headquarters facilities form a substantial

problem, the most pressing concern involves the widespread

inadequacies associated with jail facilities. Stricter guide-

lines and standards for jail facilities and operations and the

success of inmate litigation for improved conditions and ser-

vices has caused a situation which nears chaotic in many states.

Therefore, the Association's position is that the proposed legis-

lation should focus upon allocating specific federal funds for

the improvement of jail facilities and programs.

In 1978, the Association conducted a nationwide study of the

Capabilities and Needs of County Law Enforcement. A copy of

our report is enclosed. Chapters five and seventeen of the study

discuss facilities and jails.

Vierill Reels Berpron Jeen F Petty AllierMThwasMerd. Sheriff Ralph Tyuc

Pori Allen Louisiana So Diego, California New Haven. Connecticut A,h,sl0 NOW) CarOlina Nevada. Cu . Gi:eitv0e Nc:is Caro,:
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Senator Robert Dole
Page Two

Selected results of our study regarding sheriffs' facilities are presented below:

- Over one-half of all headquarters facilities
and jails are over 20 years old;

- One-third are more than 50 years old;

- Five percent are over 100 years of age.

One-third of all sheriffs responding to our survey rated their facility as either

"excellent" or "good", while the remaining two-thirds reported an "adequate" to

"inadequate" rating. One-third of the sheriffs reported that their facilities

were "inadequate".

County sheriffs operate the primary county jail in nearly 90 percent of all cases

whether in suburban or rural counties. Eighty-five percent of rural sheriffs

and eighty-nine percent of suburban sheriffs responding to our survey indicated

that their jail is located in the sheriff's building.

The construction of new jail facilities was also addressed in our 1978 survey.

Thirteen percent of the suburban and seven percent of rural agencies had new

jail construction underway. Capital funds had been approved for construction
in an additional nine percent and eight percent for suburban and rural counties.

The cost per additional inmate bed was $54,000 in suburban as compared with

$52,000 in rural counties.

The most pervasive problem facing county law enforcement is the lack of adequate

funds. To understand the basis for this problem, it is helpful to recognize
that about 80 percent of county sheriffs' jurisdictions are rural in nature.

Seventy-one percent of suburban and sixty-seven percent of rural sheriffs respon-
ding to our survey indicated that their budgets are not adequate to effectively

administer their agencies. Further, there was a general feeling among law enforce-
ment administrators that smaller agencies are ignored and do not receive their

share of the available funds. The most common function where agency administra-

tors are forced to limit their services due to inadequate funds is in the area
of jail operations.

According to preliminary data from the U.S. Bureau of Census, there is an unex-
pected shift in the rate of population from the cities and suburbs to rural

America. It is estimated that this significant population shift could result
in a movement to rural America of 17 million people in the 1980's and probably
more in the 1990's. This shift in population will substantially create a greater
demand upon the delivery of law enforcement services at the county level.

•
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Senator Robert Dole
Page Three

Only a review of the need for federal financial assistance for the planning,
construction, and renovation of criminal justice facilities -- especially
jails -- has been presented in this letter. Please contact me should the
Subcommittee need additional information or if testimony is desired.

On behalf of the officers, directors, and members of the National Sheriffs'
Association, the opportunity to review the proposed legislation and to provide
comments is appreciated.

ordia ly

erris 
dir

ucas
Executive Director

FEL/jj

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Romano Romani
Staff Director
Subcommittee on Improvements
in Judicial Machinery
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November 4, 1980

The Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

We wish to thank you for the opportunity to respond to your proposed Cri
minal

Justice Construction Act. The IACP has historically been very active in

assisting local municipalities, counties and states in their efforts to

modernize criminal justice facilities. Thus, our interest in your proposed

legislation is well founded.

Your impression that many of the nation's criminal justice facilities are

"inadequate, obsolete and lacking in basic necessities" is supported by

our professional knowledge of existing criminal justice deficiencies.

The IACP has been active in providing direct criminal justice facility

design assistance to local agencies since the early 1960's. For example,

our current staff played a major role in providing professional assistance

for the design and construction of criminal justice facilities in (1) St.

Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands; (2) East Chicago, Indiana; (3) Lancaster City

and Lancaster County, South Carolina; (4) The City of Boise and Ada County,

Idaho; (5) the Public Safety and Criminal Justice Systems of the Navajo

Nation and Eagle Pass, Texas, to name just a few.

We continue to offer several levels of architectural assistance depending

on local desire and financial capabilities. Our preferred and most effec-

tive methodology in providing staff assistance in the construction of

criminal justice facilities is through a process of first conducting a

comprehensive Administrative and Operational Study of the Agency(s). Upon

completion of this study, we then work with our Associate Consulting

Architectural firm and together design a building that meets the specific

recommendations for operational improvement contained in the report. This

appears to be the critical relationship that is absent from most other

facility designs. In the absence of this methodology, local jurisdictions

generally employ a local architect with little or no expertise in criminal

justice facilities. He then perpetuates existing police management and

operational deficiencies by designing them into the new facility.
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The Honorable Robert Dole
November 4, 1980
Page 2

Let me now address specific portions of your proposed bill.

Page 1 Line 8:

The amount of criminal justice activity within the states is continuing to
increase. For example, in 1978 Index crime increased two percent; in 1979
nine percent; and 1980 shows no signs of a decrease.

Page 1 Line 10:

Criminal justice physical plants generally tend to be obsolete and overcrowded.
We find that many police facilities were designed 50 and even 75 years ago.
Their designs were often intended for a purpose other than housing a modern
police agency. If they were in fact intended to house a law enforcement
agency, the agency has long surpassed the personnel numbers for which the
facility was programmed to accommodate. Secondly, contemporary law enforce-
ment management and technology has changed significantly in those ensuing
years.

Page 1 Line 13:

State and local financial resources are being strained by citizen's demands
for service. Many communities have in fact been forced to cut back on law
enforcement services and personnel. Local funds for construction are
becoming rare.

Page 1 Line 16:

In the case of correctional facilities, the situation is critical. Inmates
are indeed being housed in facilities that are inhumane, unsafe, and not at
all conducive to rehabilitation. Courts are placing more and more convicted
persons on probation, not because they do not cause a threat to society or
are not in need of professional counseling, but because of the revolving
prison door. When one goes in the front door one must exit the rear because
of overcrowding.

Page 2 Line 3:

Police training in the past several years has advanced far beyond the point
where local police facilities can meet the demands of seating, acoustics,
privacy, or equipment requirements.
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The Honorable Robert Dole
November 4, 1980
Page 3

Page 2 Line 5:

Several forms of federal financial assistance for criminal justice facility
construction have been made available over the past twenty years. In the
1960's, the Model Cities Program provided some assistance to a few cities.
Also in the 60's and 70's Civil Defense monies were available to agencies
willing to incorporate civil defense disaster planning in their overall
design. In 1976, approximately two billion dollars were made available
by the Economic Development Agency under the Public Works Employment Act.

Page 2 Line 22:

All of the programs mentioned above were carried out under various "National
plans." For example, facilities constructed with civil defense money were
required to meet certain "Emergency Operating Center" requirements. These
requirements were limited to the Communications Center, storage, and emergency
administrative offices. No restrictions were placed on other management
and operational aspects of the design. Relatively few requirements were
demanded from the Economic Development Agency. The Model Cities programs
were limited to cities with overall criminal justice planning.

Two major federal funded facility planning programs were initiated in
1976 (1) Seismic Design for Police and Fire Stations funded by the
National Science Foundation and (2) The National Clearinghouse for Criminal
Justice Planning and Architecture funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration. Neither of these projects provided for on-site technical
assistance, they merely provided for broad based recommendations.

Page 2 Line 28:

It has been our experience that police officers and police agencies project
an image closely aligned to the facility from which they work. Public
confidence in the police is likewise affected by the physical appearance
of the facility from which the police, court and correctional components
of the criminal justice system operate.

Page 5 Line 32:

You may want to consider the level of crime in addition to population as a
criteria for allocating funds. Police agency size is affected by crime,
and crime is affected by such factors as population density, age, and
stability; economic and cultural conditions and climate. Therefore, raw
population is not necessarily an indicator of community criminal justice
needs.
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The Honorable Robert Dole
November 4, 1980
Page 4

Page 7 Line 4:

Like the above, you should consider rate of crime as reported in the Federal
Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports.

Page 8 Line 5:

There should be some requirements that competent criminal justice expertise
be coupled with professional architectural firms to assure a facility design
that will include both modern design technology and contemporary criminal
justice management and operation theory.

To conclude, we agree in concept with your proposal to financially undertake
comprehensive criminal justice construction programs. The facilities are
needed and your proposal warrants diligent consideration.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this very important legislative
proposal. Please do not hesitate to call upon us for additional assistance.
We have enclosed a copy of our Police Facility Design Monograph for your
reference.

Enclosure

v

Sincerely,

„-
.0/-2211

Normail Darwick
Executive Director
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NEED FOR FEDERAL JAIL REFORM LEGISLATION

A CONCEPT PAPER

The Problem

Local jails have been enmeshed in controversy in this country for 200 years.

What is the purpose of local corrections? Who should be in jail? What are the

minimum standards for jail conditions? The answers to these questions have varied

across both time and community. Today, even with the growth of professional know-

ledge about corrections and the increased public perception of a crime problem, the

issues and answers seem less clear, the leadership on the issues posed by jails more

fragmented.

There is no argument today, however, about whether we have a national jail

crisis. In 1978, counties and other units of local government operated 3,493 jails

with some 158,000 people confined on an average day. It has been estimated that bet-

ween three and five million people are processed through local jails every year. One

out of every four jails is over fifty years old. Three-quarters of these jails house

less than twenty people; nearly 90 percent are without either educational or recrea-

tional facilities; two-thirds have only first-aid medical capability; and only half

could separate pre-trial detainees from sentenced offenders.

Many people in jail do not belong there--juveniles, alcoholics, the mentally ill

and retarded and most of those who cannot afford bail. Each year, according to re-

liable estimates, 120,000 juveniles are processed through adult jails and one million

persons are arrested for public drunkenness, many of whom are placed in jail. Esti-

mates of annual admissions to jail of the mentally ill and retarded range as high as

600,000. Forty percent of jail inmates are awaiting trial with four-fifths of this

group detained not because they are a threat to the community or are likely to flee

if released, but simply because they cannot raise bail.
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Most jails are in deplorable condition. Former Assistant Attorney General

Patricia Wald cited an estimate that only 5 percent to 15 percent of the nation's

iails meet constitutionally acceptable criteria. Approximately 10 percent of all

jails are under court order to upgrade conditions. When the federal government

releases its long anticipated standards for jails, the federal judiciary, already

active in enforcing constitutional rights on local facilities, will have a new tool

to use in ordering improvements to local jails.

At the sane time, many counties face severe fiscal constraints, whether through

voter initiated property tax caps or demands for service outstripping revenue source

capability. Capital construction for local jails can cost $40,000 to $50,000 a bed.

Added to this basic cost are the exorbitant costs of borrowing money, which can double

initial capital need over the life of a twenty year bond, and dramatic increases in

operating expenditures for new facilities.

Counties are often reluctant to replace their aging jails with new ones that

could double their present operating costs. But a county under pressure from a court

order or threat of state agency mandated closure may absorb the cost of a new jail

as the quick solution. In consequence, other desirable county programs are neglected

and less expensive alternatives to incarceration are seldom even considered.

The federal response to this national crisis has fallen far short of what is

needed. In the last session of Congress, two identical bills that would have provided

funds for construction and renovation of state, county and local corrections facilities

were introduced. Not even subcommittee hearings were held on these bills. Representa-

tive Zefferetti has introduced the only jail construction bill in Congress this session.

It has had one subcommittee hearing.

In recent years, funding has been severely cut back for the few federal programs

assisting counties to deal with problems in their jails and alternatives to incarcera-

tion. The new Justice Assistance Improvement Act which reauthorizes the LEAA program
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prohibits money for new construction; only 
renovation is permissible. Discretionary

funds have been cut almost in half. Some of that money has supported programs pro-

Siding alternatives to jail and advanced treat
ment programs within jails. Other

federal agencies whose assistance counties have used
 to support jail construction

and alternatives projects are the Economic Develo
pment Administration, the Comprehen-

sive Employment and Training Administration, and the
 National Institute of Corrections.

Their budgets too have been reduced either by actual
 cuts or inflationary erosion.

Jail Reform -- A NACo Priority 

Jails are the number one criminal justice priority f
or counties. In the last

few years, NACo has focused considerable attention o
n the jail crisis in our country.

It sponsored the first National Conference on th
e Intake Service Center and, in

cooperation with more than 30 national organization
s, has sponsored two national

conferences on the jail crisis. NACo has also taken an active role in the develop-

ment of the very successful National Coalition fo
r Jail Reform.

Most recently, NACo members approved a resolution
 calling for federal jail

reform legislation at their 1979 Annual Convention 
(see attachment). Therefore,

NACo is proposing a comprehensive bill that would 
promote.

(1) elimination of unconstitutional jail conditions;

(2) removing from jail the many people who do not bel
ong there;

(3) sharing of resources in rural areas; and

(4) community alternatives to jail.

A preliminary outline of the bill, based on the 
NACo resolution, suggests eligi-

bility requirements including a population of at 
least 30,000 for single counties or

combinations, establishment of a corrections advi
sory board, and development of a com-

prehensive plan that would include emphasis on co
mmunity-based correctional facilities
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and programs; advanced techniques for the design of institutions and facilities;
sharing of correctional institutions and facilities on a regional basis, where
feasible and desirable; and assurances that conditions and programs of jails will
reflect federal standards. The bill outline also recommends $2 billion authorize-
tion and 50/50 federal/local match. (A more detailed outline is attached.)
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TITLE: "The Jail Reform Act of 1980"

I. Eligibility 

a. Population Requirement 

- A single county with a population of 30,000 or more 
or a group

of contiguous counties with an aggregate population
 of 30,000

or more.

b. Corrections Advisory Board 

- Basic to the act is the requirement that participat
ing counties

must establish a corrections advisory board. This board must be

representative of law enforcement, prosecution and 
defense

attorneys, the judiciary, education, corrections,
 racial minori-

ties, social welfare services and lay citizens. If two or more

counties come together for purposes of implementi
ng a joint correc-

tions program, membership is Shared among the counties
 at the

discretion of the joint county boards. The advisory board is

actively involved in the development of a local compre
hensive plan

and in reviewing the progress being made. In Ariaition, the board

is expected to provide the coordination which is needed to 
make an

expanded community corrections system a reality.

c. Comprehensive Plan

- The local comprehensive pian identifies correctional needs 
and

defines the programs and services necessary to meet these n
eeds.

This plan is developed by the corrections advisory board and pre
-

sented to the board of county commissioners for final adopt
ion.

The plan shall provide an analysis of the jail population, 
ar'ciress

inappropriate confinement and specify how the county or 
group of

counties plans to maximize the use of community alternat
ives to

incarceration. The plan:

- provides satisfactory emphasis on the development and op
eration

of community-based correctional facilities and programs, 
including

diagnostic services, halfway houses, probation, and othe
r super-

visory release programs;

- provides for advanced techniques in the design of i
nstitutions

and facilities;

- provides, where feasible and desirable, for the sharing o
f correc-

tional institutions and facilities on a regional basis; and

provides satisfactory assurances that the personnel stan
dards and

programs of the institutions and facilities will reflect
 advanced

practices.
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II. Funding Section 

a. References the Justice Systems Improvement Act for program funding.
b. Contains an authorization of $2 billion for construction/renovation.
c. Provide for 50 percent federal match.

d. The Act provides limitations on using construction funds to increasea county's overall jail population.
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RESOLUTION ON JAIL REFORM UnTSLATION 

WHEREAS, there is a criticAl need to upgrade local co
rrectional faci-

lities, services and programs, and

WHEREAS, many county governments are financially unable 
to provide the

necessary funds to accomplish these goals; and

WHEREAS, it has been estimated that the total cost of basic
 renovation

to county jails nationally would be in excess of $4 - $5
 billion; and

WHEREAS, No recognizes that a program of construction and 
renovation

would attempt to solve only one aspect of the county jail c
risis; and

WHEREAS, NACo recognizes that there are people in county ja
ils who are

inappropriately confined; and

WHEREAS, NACo supports increased emphasis on the establishm
ent of an in-

take and screening process and the creation of community-ba
sed corrections and

other alternatives to incarceration; and

WHEREAS, NACo suppoLts the development of multicounty correcti
ons and

detention facilities and services; therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the National Association of Counties urge that
:

o Congress authorize and appropriate adequate sums of money on a 50 p
er-

cent federal, 50 percent local matching basis to assist local
 governments in

the construction and renovation of local corrections and deten
tion facilities;

o Any program of federal financial assistance offer greater incent
ives

where feasible, for the creation of multicounty and other multij
urisdictional

corrections and detention facilities and services;

o Any program of federal financial assistance for Local correction
s, con-

sistent with a locally developed comprehensive plan, place emp
hasis on community-

based corrections and alternatives to incarceration;

o Existing federal programs designed to provide health and ment
al health

delivery services, social services, educational and vocationa
l training, employ-

ment services, and other relevant programs be made available t
o local correc-

tional/detention facilities.

ADOPTED

JULY 17, 1979
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as government integrity, child abuse, training
 and education, family violence,

drug treatment and prevention, drug strike forces
, arson, and community anti-crime.

The histroy of LEAA is characterized by uncertain
ty. Budget levels fluctuated

fram the first $63 million appropriation in 19
69 to a peak of $800 million back to

a low of $200 million; there were frequent cha
nges of administrators; regional

operations were created and, subsequently, eli
minated; and there were several attempts

at major legislative reforms.

During this 12 year search for effective crime 
prevention mechanisms, the

Urban League has had its own serious problems wit
h LEAA. While we recognize that

the impact of crime on the minority community is 
disproportionately negative, there

was a general consensus that LEAA was unrespon
sive to these needs. The basis of

that problem was LEAA "Law and Order" approach to
 community crime--a posture that

focused on law enforcement rather than crime prev
ention and due process of law.

Another source of the problem was a total absence
 of minority participation in the

LEAA programs. Minorities were excluded at the decision-making l
evel, the admini-

strative level, and the recipient level. Further, LEAA functioned on the underlying

assumption that the criminal justice system alone 
could control crime problems when,

in fact, many of us recognized the necessity of c
ommunity input, especially minority

input, in criminal justice reform.

Even with these problems, however, the Urban l
eague movement was not prepared

to sanction the total abandonment of LEAA. Instead we advocated a restructuring so

that these problems could be more effectively addre
sqM. In a position papPr presented
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by the League on the proposed 1979 restructuring contained in the Criminal

Justice Improvement Act, we stated: "The National Urban League supports the

restructuring of the LEAA, but we feel that nay L rganization plans must take

into account the concerns and needs of the minority community if they are to be

sunrPssful. The Department of Justice must recognize the enormous potential for

cammunity involvement, especially minority community involvement, in crime control

and prevention."

Since the early 1970's, LEAA has demonstrated its awareness of and concerns

for the prOblems of community involvement, police community relations, and affirm-

ative action. Vernon E. Jordan, Jr., President of the National Urban League,

recently wrote "The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration OlgV0 has overcame

its shaky start as a supplier of heavy weapons to local police forces to become an

effective catalyst for badly needed change..." One of the major sources of change

in the Administration's approach to crime control took the form of Community

Anti-Crime PLuylams.

Although the omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, which established

LEAA, referred to the concept of community anti-crime projects, thereby acknowledging

the necessity for community input, no federal funds were appropriated for such

implementation for nearly a decade. In 1977, the President's Commission on Law

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice reported that:

"Every American can translate his concern about, or fear of crime into positive

action. Every American should. Specialists alone cannot control crime. Con-

trolling crime is the business of every American. Direct citizen action to

improve law enforcement has became an absolute necessity."1

71-190 0 - 81 - 19
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After holding congressional hearings at which carrnunity-based organizations

and citizens testified to their concerns about neighborhood crime and their own

efforts to coMbat it, the Crime Control Act of 1976 provided for the establishment

of the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs (CXACP). OCACP has funded over

$6 million in grant awards to minority community neighborhood organizations. The

need for such pruyLams continue to be among the top priorities within the Black

community.

For it is within those oammities that crime continues to rise. For example

a recent FBI Leport indicates a 10 percent increase in major crimes, such as murder,

robbery, and larceny, over those reported in 1978; the nuMber one crime in Black

communities being homicide. These circumstances have resulted in a concammitant

rise in fear of crime in minority neighborhoods. In recent victimization survey

conducted by Research and Forecast, Inc., it was reported that Blacks experienced

substantially higher levels of fear of crime than whites.

What all this suggest is what the League and others have recommended for

some timc the need for minority community involvement. For without this input,

citizens will live without the sense of security that Should, by rights, be second

nature. Without LEAA, without OCACP, there is little or no assurance that such

security will be assured. The absence of LEAA would also leave another problem,

which faces our cities, largely unattended--that is the issue of police-ccurnunity

relations. Recent ran al disturbances in Miami, Chattanooga, and Philadelphia

exemplify a deterioration of that relationship that is reflective of conditions in

most urban areas in the country.

11k
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•

Police use of deadly force is also a tap priority among our constituency.

The elimination of LEAA would signal the end of a federal mechanism to cope with

these issues society now faces. In addition, LEAA's demise would also greatly

hamper equal opportunity development in the criminal justice system. Due to the

1977 Jordan Amendment, the Administration has become a force for more equitable

treatment for women and minorities. The amendment requires that criminal justice

agencies receiving more than $25,000 from LEAA and having 50 or more employees

serving a constituency that is more that is more than 4 percent minority, must

have an equal opportunity plan. The goals and timetables established pursuant

to those plans, has resulted in the hiring of women and minorities long excluded

from jobs in police departments, courts, probation and prison facilities.

By law, LEAA must discontinue funding agencies found not in campliance.

Nan-complying agencies could also be legally forced to repay all funds received

from the Administration. Those who have already lost funding, thus serving as an

example, force others to adapt appropriate plans. Because it boasts such an

inflexible penalty, the Jordan Amendment virtually assured LEAA of becoming an

effective affirmative action force affecting the entire criminal justice system.

The law also provides that there can be no disparity of service to constituents

of LEAA-funded local agencies. In effect, this provision pLclutes equal police

protection and quality of service in minority neighborhoods. For the first time,

there was a powerful tool against local police departments that responded quickly

to incidents in white cc:enmities and slowly to those in Black ones. Likewise, it

was a force to ensure that white prison inmates didn't get favoLmi prison assignments

while Black and Hispanic inmates received worse assignments. This mandate extended

to probation as well, and left virtually no part of the criminal justice system

untouched.
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We cannot afford to lose the ammitment of these and other pLuyLam initiatives

due to lack of funding for LE. We must work desperately now, with those re-

sponsible for the Administration's phase-out plan, to salvage sudh LEAA components

as the community anti-crime piuyLam, corrections, standards and training, and

equal opportunity monitors. The current budgetary attack has much wider ramifications

than simply the discontinuation of a federal agency. For LEAA's demise will signal

yet another defeat to many carmunities particularly minority communities when

crime prevention efforts are a day-to-day life and ri.ath concern.

'The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice.
The Challenge of crime in a free society." Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1967, p. 35, from The Community AntiCrime Program by the American
Institute for Research.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LUCY N. FRIEDMAN

As Director of the Victim Services Agency, (VSA), I welcome

the opportunity to testify on the importance of continued federal

support for criminal justice programs in general, and victim-

witness projects in particular. Before addressing myself to this

issue, I will briefly describe VSA and the services it provides,

many of which have been made possible through federal assistance.

The Victim Services Agency is a not-for-profit corporation

established by the Mayor in 1978 to reduce the inconvenience,

cost, and trauma associated with being a crime victim in New

York City. The Agency operates units in four of the City's

Criminal Courts and three Family Courts. These court-based

units offer such services as: notification of court appearances;

transportation to and from court; reception centers for victims

and witnesses awaiting court appearances; a children's center;

counseling; assistance in obtaining restitution; advocacy within

the court system; and referrals to and advocacy with social services.

VSA also assists crime victims not involved in the court

process by providing services at four police precincts and six

neighborhood offices throughout the City. At these locations,

services include crisis intervention and counseling; referrals;

assistance in obtaining emergency shelter and financial support;

and escort to police stations and hospitals. VSA also provides

relocation assistance and financial assistance to meet emergency

needs at all sites.
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In addition, the Agency operates a 24-hour hotline for crime

victims, a counseling program for families of homicide victims,

and Project SAFE, a citywide home security program for the elderly

which provides emergency burglary repair. VSA currently serves

approximately 5,000 crime victims per month.

The experience of the Victim Services Agency in providing

services to crime victims in New York City has pointed up the

fact that while there has been progress towards making the criminal

justice system responsive to the problems and needs of victims

and non-complainant witnesses of crime, there continue to be many

unresolved issues. Among these, one of the most significant

is the need for ongoing rather than pilot project funding of

victim/witness services; another is the need for continued

assistance in the development of innovative projects. It is

therefore disturbing that at a time when the need for federal

leadership and involvement in this area is more critical than

ever, Congress has chosen not to reauthorize funds for LEAA

block or discretionary action grants, thus eliminating a major

source of funding for such programs.

The federal government's principal effort to help crime

victims was generated and financed by the Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration (LEAA) created by the Omnibus Crime

Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. A great deal of criticism

has been levelled at LEAA over the years, much of it accurate.

Despite these criticisms, and despite a lack of adequate financial

support by Congress over the last five years, LEAA has made

important contributions to fighting crime in the United States.
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First, LEAA served as a symbol of federal leadership in

the fight against crime. Crime and the fear of crime are

problems of nationwide importance. Although advances in the

fight against crime will be made, of necessity, on the state

and local level, it is fitting that the federal government

take a leading role in the effort to improve the quality of

life by assisting in that fight.

LEAA's contributions have been, of course,

symbolic. LEAA has made possible valuablethan

much more

research

efforts that would otherwise not have been undertaken, and

it has funded innovative projects on an experimental basis

that have led to important improvements in our ability to

respond to crime. Many of these successful projects have

been absorbed by localities and continued with local tax-

levy funding.

More than 350 projects have been made possible by LEAA

funds in New York City alone. Not all of these projects

were beneficial and successful. Many of the early purchases

of law enforcement hardware are, in retrospect, embarrassing

However, the vast majority of LEAA dollars that have been spent

in New York City have been for the development, implementation,

and evaluation of innovative approaches to important crime and

juvenile delinquency problems. Approaches that proved cost-

effective have since been institutionalized and are now

permanent fixtures of the New York City criminal justice system.

Those projects that were less successful are also important;

by asking "What went wrong?" about unsuccessful projects, we have
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gained valuable knowledge about many crime and juvenile

delinquency problems.

In the area of assistance to crime victims, LEAA's efforts

were successful in many respects. Remedial measures fostered

by LEAA included the following:

• Victim Witness Reception Centers (comfortable waiting

facilities where victims and witnesses could await court

appearances in a secure atmosphere);

• Victim Counseling Programs (both general and specialized

counseling services);

• Property Return Programs designed to expedite the return

of recovered stolen property;

• Witness Telephone Alert Systems to reduce unnecessary and

counterproductive waiting periods; and

• Social Service Referral Systems designed to direct victims

to agencies which can render effective aid.

One example of an LEAA-funded crime victims assistance

project in New York City that was developed as a model program

in one borough and has been replicated in other boroughs and,

indeed, in other jurisdictions outside New York City, is the

Vera Institute's Victim/ Witness Assistance Project, VSA's

predecessor. This project received LEAA funding for 31/2 years:

two years of discretionary funding and one and a half years of

block funding. In its first three years, this project developed

a comprehensive program in the Kings County (Brooklyn) Criminal

Court to reduce the number of unnecessary court appearances of

1.

•



293

•

•

civilian and police witnesses, reduce the amount of wasted court

time, divert suitable cases to mediation, assist crime victims,

and maintain a computerized appearance management system. By

the end of the third year, the project's productivity and the

dollar savings it generated were valued at $3.6 million

annually. The project cost was $1 million. Final year LEAA

funding was used to continue the project and to start the process

of institutionalization. The Victim/Witness Assistance Project

has been absorbed in the Victim Services Agency and is now funded

by a combination of City, federal, and private money.

LEAA's early efforts in this field, involving primarily the

financing of model "action" programs, and its more recent

activities designed to institutionalize reforms made through such

programs, have both been instrumental in bringing about improvement

in the treatment of crime victims and witnesses. While state-level

institutions and local communities clearly share the obligation

in the victim witness assistance arena, the continuation of

federal initiatives and leadership is essential if further efforts

on these levels are to be stimulated.
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INTRODUCTION

Thank you, Senator, for your kind invitation to testify before this

Committee about the question of what should be the federal role in

providing assistance to local law enforcement in the United States.

I am Sheriff Richard Wille and am the elected Sheriff of Palm Beach

County, Florida. Currently, I am also the President of the Board of

Directors and Chairman of the Commission on Accreditation for Law

Enforcement Agencies, Inc., which is a national non-profit organization ,

established by four of the major professional law enforcement associations

in the United States, namely, the International Association of Chiefs

of Police, the National Sheriffs Association, the Police Executive

Research Forum, and the National Organization of Black Law Enforcement

Executives. Collectively, these four organizations represent the vast

majority of local law enforcement executives, practitioners, and agencies

in this country.

The Commission on Accreditation was formed in 1979 as a result of

joint efforts between the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and

the four sponsoring organizations--an effort, I may note, that is un-

parallelled in the history of law enforcement in this country and which

indicates the high level of professionalism that characterizes the law

enforcement community today. Our mission is to develop, establish, and

maintain performance standards for law enforcement agencies and to use

an accreditation process by which these local agencies can, voluntarily,

apply for and be subjected to the discipline of outside scrutiny to

qualify for certificiation that they meet the highest standards of

professional performance. Our undertaking is rooted in a long-term
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desire by the law enforcement community to have such an independent,

voluntary, professionally acceptable process. I am enclosing, as part

of this testimony, background information which describes in more detail

the mission of the Commission, its current membership, and the standards

,research and accreditation methodology which the Commission proposes to

use in the near future. Further information about the current day-to-day

operations of the research on standards, their development and acceptance,

as well as the accreditation methods to be followed, can be obtained from

the Commission Information Office listed on the enclosed descriptive

materials.

My comments today will summarize our thinking to date and our

response to the question you and your colleagues have raised: What should

be the federal role in providing assistance to local law enforcement?

Our response will be four-fold: (1) We shall comment on the time-

liness and appropriateness of this question as it affects this Committee,

the incoming Administration, and the next 97th Congress; (2) We shall

discuss the effects the phase-out of current LEAA operations will have

on the law enforcement community and use our discussion as a basis for

our comments about the future federal role; (3) Since a future role

will inevitably affect how the Commission on Accreditation will operate,

we will describe how the Commission and a revised federal assistance

program might operate in joint partnership; and (4) We will suggest how

the time may be ripe for exploring a revised federal assistance role

for local law enforcement that will build upon the success of the past

and target on new opportunities in the present.

TIMELINESS AND CONSENSUS ABOUT THE QUESTION 

Your question is timely and appropriate for several reasons.

41,

•

It
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The current Administration has recently chosen to phase-out the only

federal assistance program for local law enforcement, namely the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration, as part of a major set of

cutbacks in the federal budget. It is interesting to note that no

one in this Administration has publicly stated any reason for LEAA's

dismantling other than a budgetary one. I shall leave to others the

task of probing the wisdom, practicality, and future impact of such a

decision. However, I note with some satisfaction that members of your

Committee seem to be in agreement that, though there may not be a total

elimination of a federal assistance program for local law enforcement,

there is a critical need to examine how federal assistance should be

constructed and conducted. As Senator Biden mentioned earlier in this

hearing--I trust I am paraphrasing his lengthly remarks accurately--

"It is not a question of whether there will be federal assistance.

Rather it is a question about what type of assistance and how this

assistance will be provided, given the many serious budget and policy

constraints faced by this Congress, the incoming Administration, and

the 97th Congress."

Thus, the question you have raised needs to be answered in the

practical context of how assistance should be provided absent an LEAA 

apparatus as we have known such an agenci in the past 

This specific and practical question is also being dealt with by

members of the various Transition Team Task Forces that have been organ-

ized by the Office of the President-Elect, Governor Ronald Reagan.

Indeed, two members of the Commission on Accreditation serve on the Task

Force on Law Enforcement: Lt. Jack Pearson of San Diego, California and

Chief of Police Glen King of Dallas, Texas--the latter of whom was my
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immediate predecessor as Chairman of the Commission on Accreditation. In

our discussions, we have also noted the importance given this question

by various levels of the Office of the President-Elect.

Your own Committee members and members of the reorganized Senate

Judiciary Committee have indicated that this question will also be

addressed, in depth, next month during the early days of the 97th Congress.

Finally, our own Commission, in its most recent meeting, spent

considerable time on discussions about how a possible revised federal

assistance program could aid and continue the development of improvements

in the management and operations of local law enforcement agencies. In

our discussions, we noted that this Congress agreed that improvements had

been made, as indicated by the many exemplary improvement programs you

included in Section 401 (a) of the Justice System Improvements Act of

1979--programs which this law states are worthy of continuation and

funding because they are of proven value.

Thus, the question you and your colleagues raise is being asked

by a wide variety of policy-makers and practitioners at both the

federal level and the local level of responsibility for public safety

and law enforcement. All of these actors are asking the same question

despite the fact that they represent different political parties and

interests. From that perspective alone,, it seems to me that we are at

an historic time--for too often our problem has been that too many people

are asking different questions.

ANSWERING THE QUESTION: REVIEW OF THE PAST 

In answering this question, I believe that we must base our re2ponse,

partially, on what has already been accomplished and thereby build on

the past investments of this government, rather than move too rapidly
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to chart out new and/or untried ideas. In this approach, I accept the

. axiom that those who ignore the past may do so at their own peril. Because

a revised federal assistance program must take into account both the

successes and failures of past federal initiatives, it seems useful to

review tke fundamental accomplishments of prior federal assistance to

local law enforcement. It seems that there were three principal effects

that past federal assistance produced within the law enforcement

community. I would like to describe, briefly, each of these three effects.

EFFECT NUMBER ONE: FEDERAL ASSISTANCE A.S. A NATIONAL PRESENCE 

During its short, 15-year. life span, LEAA has, in my judgment, had

three effects. The first is that of presence.

For more than a decade LEAA has been a recognized presence in this

country. It has tried to carry out a complex mission--a mission which

was legitimate and valid--to provide assistance and guidance to local

governments and law enforcement agencies so that the adminision of

justice in our American democracy could be achieved in a fair, equitable,

efficient, and effective manner. It is clear that such a mission is

a major part of our national interest and admits no serious debate.

This mission was, I may add, legitimatized and supported regularly by

various administrations and the Congress.

LEAA was not an artificial presence: The agency functioned by two

principal means: funds were distributed and monitored in order to improve

the administrtion of justice and law enforcement in states and localities;

other support, technical assistance, and guidance was provided to these
+4-

grantees SO that improvements could be conducted rationally, legally,

carefully, and in conformity with the policies of the Congress and the

various administrations.
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LEAA was a helping and not a controlling presence. The agency

tried to build lasting partnerships within the framework of the federal

system of government and, in this latter sense, they were working within

the principles of intergovernmental relationships as old as the Federalist

Papers.

Granted that some would state LEAA was more of a hindrance than a

help and that at times they gave the impression of being flawed, over-

bearing, and inadequate. However, I believe the real litmus test of

whether this presence helped improve the administration of justice and

the operations of local law enforcement can be found in two facts: (1)

Today, there are real differences and positive improvements in the

administration of justice and the operations of law enforcement compared

to 15 years ago. Those whose vocations have spanned the past decade can

attest to these differences. In this historical context, the proof of

whether federal assistance was a helping presence can be found by

answering the simple questions: What if, for the past 15 years, there

had been no presence? Would there have been differences? Improvements?

(2) The second fact centers on the emerging concern and outcry voiced by

Congress, governors, mayors, criminal justice executives and practi-

tioners, attorney generals and citizen-based organizations that there

may no longer be a federal presence. This hearing is an example of this

second fact.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE AS A DEVELOPER OF NEW NETWORKS: EFFECT NUMBER TWO 

The second effect of LEAA is closely tied to the first. Partly as

a consequence of a federal presence, LEAA also developed and maintained

new criminal justice networks throughout the country. Let me explain

what I mean by the LEAA effect of establishing new networks--it is a

41,
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simple, but complex, explanation. In carrying out its mission of assist-

ance, LEAA worked through others.

A federal presence like LEAA helped create, establish and support

new organizations and agencies at the state and local level, e.g., SPAs,

RPUs, Coordinating Councils. These were locally controlled, helping

institutions that shared in the mission of the improvement of justice.

LEAA also worked through national, regional, and local agencies and

or4anizations--public and private--such as universities, research centers,

training academies, consultant firms, professional associations, etc.

Some of these organizations are present in this room--the ABA, IACP,

NSA, PERF, NOBLE, Police Foundation, NASLEDT, and others.

LEAA worked with individual police officers through the LEEP program

and local colleges and universities that began and continue to develop

professionally-oriented education programs for these officers.

LEAA worked through individual chiefs and senior officers of a host

of small to large departments that chose to collaborate in the design,

implementation, and evaluation of a variety of police improvement programs.

Among such programs are projects involving Team Policing, Managing

Criminal Investigations, Managing Patrol Operations, Integrated Criminal

Apprehension Program, Police-Prosecutor Relations, sting operations,

anti-terrorism research and training, urban crisis management, organized

crime, and victims/witnesses programs.

LEAA worked with researchers and practitioners to develop tested

and validated programs and practices to serve as the basis for these

innovations in patrol and investigative management, as well as in other

parts of police and criminal justice agency operations.

71-190 0 - 81 - 20
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A lengthy list of experiments, demonstrations, tests and transfer

of new ideas and skills were generated not by LEA.A. alone but through the

collaborative efforts of a vast network of individuals, organizations,

and agencies.

This network never existed prior to LEAA's presence. There are

literally thousands of individuals--police executives and practitioners--

whose understanding about the complexity of law enforcement and criminal

justice operations is a great resevoir of new knowledge and whose exper-

iences in helping make things work better is greater today than it was

15 years ago.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE AS A PRODUCER OF NEW XNOWLEDGE AND PRODUCTS:
EFFECT NUMBER THREE 

A third effect of LEAA, in addition to its presence and a new

network, is in terms of what I call LEAA products. By products I mean

those tangible and documented changes in the operations and management
-

of law enforcement and criminal justice found in that enormous library

of studies, reports, texts and other types of documentation. These

social products also form the basis for the exemplary programs cited

by this Congress in Section 401(a) of the Justice System Improvements

Act. These documents sought to describe and explain the rationale and

steps to be taken to improve the administration of justice or the

operations of law enforcement.

LEAA deliberately sought to produce knowledge about what works and

what doesn't work in improving policing. A national presence and the

development of a network was not enough--they had to document and v,

disseminate results. They learned from research, tests, evaluations,

and experiences from the field and sought to document and transmit this

new learning to others through the written text--a social product.
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They also sought to disseminate this social product back to the field,

through training, technical assistance, conferences, meetings, and a

host of information dissemination techniques.

SUMMARY EFFECTS OF LEAA 

Presence, network, and products--this trinity of effects will be

the legacy of LEAA to others in this country. However, as a community

of criminal justice professionals, we face a critical problem concerning

the future use of this legacy.

LEAA is disappearing. It is possible, therefore, that some of the

Farts of the network of individuals and organizations will also disappear.

Given the absence of a national presence and the possibility of a

diminishing network, it is probable that the products of our new knowledge

and skill--gained at great cost--will also diminish in use and importance.

Who or what will pick up where LEAA has left off? Who or what will

continue to build upon the past 15 years and to improve the 'administration

of justice and law enforcement? Who or what will interact with the vast'

network of agencies and individuals and, through such interaction,

sustain the vision of improvement? Who or what will continue to assist

in the transfer of new knowledge and make use of the products of new

knowledge and skill?

ROLE OF THE COMMISSION 

It is clear that the legacy of the past must not be set aside. A

momentum centered around the improvement of the administration of justice

and law enforcement has been stimulated by past initiatives and it

seems wise to build on this momentum.

Indeed, the Commission on Accreditation seeks to link itself to

this vast legacy by continuing its relationships with the network of
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experiences that have been established by past federal initiatives.

Moreover, the Commission seeks to continue the mission of improvement

of law enforcement and seeks to use the products of the last decade as

a means of carrying out this mission. Finally, as a national organization,

the Commission seeks to maintain a national presence that will aid local

agencies in the complex task of continuing the improvement of the manage-

ment, operation, and functions of law enforcement.

However, no private national organization has either the capability

or the fundamental responsibility for carrying out, alone, the task of

the improvement of justice and public safety in this country. Indeed,

seeing to the continuation of such improvement is the clear responsibility

of both the states and the confederation of states in the federal system.

Therefore, we come to the final part of my comments: How should federal

assistance be provided in the near future?

A NEW APPROACH 

It seems clear that there is some willingness to continue, under a

revised format, a federal presence and a federal assistance program. It

also makes sense to build this presence and assistance in a way that

draws from the acknowledged successes of the past. Finally, a third

principle should be operative in designing such a revised assistance

program, namely, that the budget for such a program must be less than

previously appropriated, given the cutback thinking of both this Congress

and the incoming Administration. Meshing these principles together will,

of course, require further hearings and work on the part of the 97th
••••

Congress and the new Administration. However, it would not be premature

to suggest that a vehicle for such work already exists in the form of

certain sections of the Justice System Improvement Act, particularly
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Section 401(a), cited earlier in these comments.

A REVISED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: PRINCIPLES 

We suggest that a small but 'highly professional unit be estab-

lished at the highest levels of the Department of Justice to carry out,

through a revised financial assistance program, the task of supporting

the improvement of law enforcement agencies already begun. This unit

can have authority to grant, directly, to law enforcement agencies funds

to be used in a categorical manner to initiate or maintain, for a speci-

fied period, already-proven improvement programs such as those cited in

Section 401(a). Agencies must be willing to submit to the discipline

of developing and writing a specific plan of implementation, evaluation,

and transfer of findings to others as conditions for obtaining a grant.

Further, each agency must be willing to match with its own funds or

in-kind contribution (up to a specific percentage) in order to obtain the

federal grant. The federal assistance unit can provide technical

assistance to aid these agencies in both the development of the plan

as well as in the conduct of the implementation process. Finally, at the

completion of the improvement program, the agency grantee will also have

the responsibility for transferring its findings and improvements to other

nearby agencies, so that the federal investment can be used to assist other

law enforcement agencies.

May I note that, in offering this suggestion, I am not recommending

that a new agency or a new bureaucracy be created ex nihilo. In fact,

the unit I envision already exists in the form of the Enforcement Division

,tp
of the LEAA. It is already organized and has functioned in much the same

manner with local law enforcement agencies as was described in our

earlier suggestion. Further, it is, currently at least, equipped to
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initiate the type of modest and targeted federal assistance in keeping

with the principles discussed earlier. If one could, in this interim

period of a new Congress and a new Administration, maintain the current

efforts of such a Division, valuable time would be gained and expertise

retained, allowing the leisure of exaMining the larger questions of

policy and budget as these relate to a more detailed analysis of a future

revised federal assistance program for the local law enforcement community

in the United State. Indeed, the total administrative and grant budget

required for the interim maintenance of such a unit would be less than

$10 million for the next calendar year.

In our judgment, a small federal assistance program to local law

enforcement can, with a modest annual budget, continue the three-fold

legacy of the past. It will retain a national presence but will target

its resources and efforts directly by supporting only what has worked;

it will encourage the new grantees to take advantage of what others may

have already done and thereby continue a relationship between these

local law enforcement agencies and other parts of the vast network of

entities previously established through the work of LEAA; and, most

importantly, this small unit will encourage and stimulate the use of

products of over 15 years of research, study, and evaluation.

. RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMMISSION

Of course, our recommendation is tied to our own interests in

carrying out our mission of aiding in the professionalization of the

law enforcement community. We believe that the application of new

knowledge about the best and most acceptable mode of carrying out

the operations of local agencies is vital to our own work in researching,

developing, and applying--through a disciplined accreditation process--
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standards of acceptable performance. The Commission will be the only

national, voluntary vehicle by which local law enforcement agencies can

be certified and accredited--a goal the profession has sought to achieve

for over 30 years. Linking a new revised federal assistance program to

our future efforts makes logical and practical sense.. We need to be

able to reach into an ongoing network of experimenting law enforcement

agencies in order to test and evaluate, for our purposes, what is the

best standard of performance in a host of complex areas of law enforcement.

Having fvailable a s3all but effective federal assistance program,

such as we outlined above, will have the net effect of combining,

for the first time in American history, a federal-private-local 

agency initiative aised at institvtionalizing and guaranteeing the 

improvements we need to meet the complex problems of crime and 

public safety service.

CONCLUSION 

At the beginning of my remarks, I observed that the time is opportune

for asking the right question: How should federal assistance for local

law enforcement be constructed? In my remarks I have tried to point out

that many different actors are asking the same question and that there

seems to be a convergence of agreement on the response--namely, that

there will be a presence, that it must be cost-effective, and that it

must preserve the successes and accomplishments of the past.

Our suggestion is to create a small unit and enable it to deal

directly on a partnership basis with local law enforcement agencies.
I.

Further, the improvement programs supported by this federal assistance

unit must be capable of being evaluated and transferred to others.

Finally, the products of such a federal assistance program--the actual
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findings and details of what works--should form the pool of new knowledge

needed by the Commission on Accreditation to carry out its long-term

mission and operations.

Indeed, what we envision is a partnership, for the first time, 

between an independent, voluntary national Commission on Accreditation 

and the federal government that will enable the Commission to take forward

the results of the federal investment to its next logical step--the

institutionalization of improvements. We believe that we, as the

Commission for Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, Inc., can

accomplish our part of this joint mission. We invite, through our

recommendation, this Congress and the next Administration to explore

this vision and join together in an unprecedented but practical and

feasible program for the future. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your

kind attention to my statement.

•
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF BUSINESSMEN OF EAST BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA

December 20, 190
Birmingham, Alabama 35234

Mayor Richard Arrington
City Halt
Birmingham, Alabama 35203

Dear Mayor Arrington,

Ar, merchants in the East Birmingham community we wish
to solicit your help in controlling the increased crime
against businesses in our area. Each of us as business
owners twve either been victims of armed robbery or had
our businesses burglarized within the last few weeks.
Some have been both robbed and burglarized. You must
realize the trauma we and our employees have been sub-
jected to because of this.

Ne feel that we are not getting adequate police pro-
tection under the present rules the police are forced to
live with. The robbers are breaking our windows and
stealing hundreds of dollars worth of merchandise, then
running away, knowing full well that if the police happen
to arrive in time they can only watch them run. The police
are obviously delaying their arrival- at the scene of the-
crime until the felon has left, in order to avoid a con-
frontation and possible use of their weapons. Being a
burglar in East Birmingham is no longer a dangerous occu-
pation.

e cannot continue to ()berate and still absorb these
losses in merchandise., equipment, and building repairs.
Some of us are already uninsurableland others of us are
aonroaching that point. :le will be hapoy to provide
figures detailing our losses .if it would be of benefit.

Our businesses are a vital asset to the good and .
decent peoole of „East Birmingham. In addition to that
fact we feel that we as merchants deserve a chance to
make a living for ourselves and our employees.

In view of the above statements we urge you to allow
the police to use whatever force is necessary to con-
trol tha ourglaris in our area. This includes the use
of police Tuns to halt and maintain these .criminals.
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We respectfully request your prompt attention to

this urgent matter. We would welcome an opportunity

to discuss this further if you feel discussion would

bring some relief.

Curt Wasson
Wasson Drugs
5922 10th Ave. No.

J. R. Tucker
Coosa Street Service
3924 10th Ave. No.

James B. Tucker
Tucker Salvage Sales
3922—A 10th. Ave. No.

Sincerely,
•

Fred Southall '
Fred's Hardware and
Appliance Service
3919 10th Ave. No.

'James Collier
Fuzzy Hut
3921 10th Ave. No.

Robert L. Green
Green Arco Service
3925 10th Ave. No.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF M. L. CARTER

the City of 
.SENATOR 11EFLiti

STEVE MEANS maw,Gad QcE1sn Mb; JAN 16 AN 3 52 GEORGE SIZEMORE C,ommissioner
TONY REYNOLDS Commissioner

 BOX 267 / 35999 ALABAMA 

January 13, 1981

The Honorable Howell Heflin
United States Senator
3203 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Heflin:

I am writing this letter in regard to a subject that is of
great concern to law enforcement officials in the State of
Alabama.

The recent cutback of funds allocated to the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration could have a devastating effect
upon the professionalism of police officers in Alabama. Unless
there is a continuation of necessary funds from some source,
the police academies will be forced to close their doors. In
the past, these four academies have been funded entirely through
LEAA funds. Because an overwhelming number of police officers
in Alabama are trained by the police academies, closing these
academies will have a negative effect from which it will take
a long time to recover. To illustrate this last point, a
brief history will be necessary.

The Alabama Legislature waited until 1972 before it passed a
minimum standards act for law enforcement officers. This act
called for defined physical and educational standards as well
as attendance at a certified police training academy for new
officers.

In general, the academies have enhanced and promoted profes-
sionalism in all areas of law enforcement. The full impact
of the academies is just now becoming apparent.

"The City of Champions"
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In the event that the academies do close down, law enforcement

officials will be confronted with the basic options listed
below:

1. The full cost of maintaining and operating the
academies could be assumed by the individual, agencies.
This option would place a tremendous financial burden
upon small and mid-size departments. Currently, it would
cost approximately $3,500 - $4,000 for each officer to
attend the academy. This figure does not include salary.

2. The State of Alabama could assume the responsibility
of training all new police personnel. In my viewpoint,
there are several factors to be considered by local law
enforcement officials before going this route.

a. Cost
b. Convenience of attendance to one centralized

academy as opposed to present situation
c. Instruction - there is a major difference

concerning the function and duties of State
Troopers as opposed to the function and duties
of municipal and county law enforcement officers.

In addition, the local agency has input into the training
of local officers by furnishing instructors when requested.
The students are also instructed by various other federal
and state officers. Under one centralized, state-run
academy, the instruction would be predominately State
Trooper oriented.

3. In the case of the Giadsden Police Department, possible
creation of a trainirg academy, the cost would be tremendous
and we'have not budgeted for such a project. In addition,
there would be other major problems to confront.

4. The Alabama Legislature could amend the law. For
reasons I have already listed, this would be a disaster to
law enforcement.

As you can see, this situation has become critical if we are to

maintain a high level of training and standards for law enforce-

ment officers. At this time, the future of the police academies
is very uncertain.

With crime increasing at an alarming rate, the people of Alabama

cannot afford a cutback or reduction in the training of police
officers.

A
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With the current demand for fiscal restraint by the government,
I can understand the need for some financial programs to be
cut back or reduced in priority, but I do not believe that the
training of police officers can be given a low priority under
any set of circumstances.

I ask you to consider the continued funding of the Alabama
Police Academies as one of your major priorities concerning
future legislation.

If you require additional information, please advise. Thank
you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,

tri oeM. L. Ca ter, Chief
Gadsden Police Department
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF COIT A. McDONALD, JR.

Boards of Education 
1960 August 31

Metro-Birmingham, Ala.

Gentlemen:

Hasn't the problem of violence in sch
ools now reached the point where it must

be recognised publicly, end steps --not l
ust temporary but well thought out and 

long

term measures--taken to eliminate the
 problem?

Newspaper articles have reported sugges
ted solutions as guards roaming the halls

and television cameras monitoring publi
c areas. Carried further this kind of think-

ing might result in proposals for an ar
mored tank in every school yard, and a 

body

vest for every teacher.

On August 26, 1960, The Birmingham 
New  published on its editorial page their

condensed version of my Letter to the E
ditor on the subject of violence, directly

underneath the heading, "Something can 
be done to combat violence." I thirl, s

ignif-

icant details of the text of the original letter would be of in
terest to you,

and I am enclosing here a copy. Would you please be sure that one addition
al copy

is distributed to every nether of the 
Board of Education?

May I suggest that the Board contempl
ate the statements I made in this letter,

that you read the referenced artic
les and others on the subject, if you wish, a

nd

that you consider taking appropriate 
action designed to attack, district-wide,

 the

loot cause Of violence?

When I was a student in elementary and hig
h school between 1933--1944, a parent,

teacher,, principal or superintendent would
 not tolerate violence in schools. I a

m

suggesting that the solution to violence i
n the schools today is not to fortify t

he

personnel and premises, except possibly as
 temporary measures, but to make people

non-violent again—by eliminating the c
ausative factor, commercial television viewi

ng.

Yours very truly,

CO A. .r--7 .71:• Mr. Colt A. McDonald, Jr.
‘: Savannah Squcue Apartments

1: 3 ; . " 1839 - Llth Placa, So, Apt N
ri:=inghcza. 

Rirminghan4 Alabama 35
205

12.1201°

COPT TO: Birmingham Education AssociationfUniserv

Birmingham City Council
Jefferson County Commission

The Birmingham News

a
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6

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE H. COOKE

Each push into time requires a moment for appraisal of

position and a setting of course. This has been the procedure of

every successful governmental leader, field commander and shopkeeper

in history. This hearing by this Senate Judiciary Subcommittee,

inquiring into future relationships in dealing with state agencies

of justice indicates that we have arrived at just such a juncture for

inventory and direction.

There is no desire to set forth in this statement views

which may be personal to me. Rather, this is a submission of the

long standing position of the National Conference of Chief Justices.

It is believed to incorporate the firm conviction of every Chief Justice

of the Conference.

Very simply--and directly to the point--any future program

of assistance to the justice systems of the States should subscribe

to the underlying concepts of the proposed State Justice Institute

(see State Justice Institute Act of 1980, S. 2387, H.R. 6709). Such

an Institute would aid state and local governments in impr ing their

judicial structures--consistent with the doctrines of deralism and

separation of powers. Respect for these establlaprinciples is

not only requisite for an independent judiciary but, indeed, a free

populace as well. Since state courts handle over 96 percent of all

cases tried in the United States, the Institute would improve, sub-
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stantially, the quality of justice available to all Americans.

The State Justice Institute Act creates a private non-profit

corporation to be supervised by an 11 member Board of Directors com-

posed primarily of representatives of state judiciaries. Six judges

and one state court administrator would serve on the board along with

four members from the public. The President would appoint the judges

and administrator from a list of at least 14 individuals submitted by

the Conference of Chief Justices. Executive and administrative duties

would be performed by an Executive Director selected by the board.

The Institute would be empowered to award grants and enter

int6 cooperative agreements to conduct research and demonstrations,

serve as a clearinghouse and information center, evaluate the sponsored

programs, encourage and assist in judicial education and be responsible

for certification of national programs intended to reinforce and

modernize state judicial systems. Two stipulations were added to

insulate the independence of state courts from any interference by

the Institute: a prohibition against use of Institute money for the

funding of regular judicial and administrative activities and a require-

ment that state and local judicial systems receiving funds administered

by the Institute provide generally a matching amount equal to 257, of

the total cost of the program or project. In short, the State Justice

Institute would not subsidize ongoing state court operations but

would focus attention on their deficiencies and inadequacies and assist
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4/1

in their elimination. At all times the state judicial officials

would be responsible for solution. The earnest expectation of

supporters of the Institute is that it provide to the judiciaries

of the States that "margin of excellence" which is essential in ful-

filling the first end of organized society.

While the projected State Justice Institute envisages court

funding on a project basis only, through the courts themselves or

through existing court organizations, it is conceivable that, down

the road someplace, under some new Federal program there might be a

return to block grant disbursement. Should such a return eventuate,

it would then become imperative that the same basic recognition be

given to separation of powers and federalism in the organization and

practices of the new arrangement. This is the heart of this state-

ment--that any program to assist and improve courts should not be

counterproductive, and that the independence of courts of all levels

and locations be preserved as a sine qua non. The reason for this

zealous protection is found in Alexander Hamilton's observation: "The

judiciary * * * has no influence over either the sword or the purse;

no direction either of the strength or of the wealth of the society

* * * . [It] is beyond comparison the weakest of the three depart-

ments * * * " (The Federalist, No. 78). No force or being should

"move by one hair's breath the even equipoise of the scales of justice"

(Lord Bowen [1887]).

71-190 0 - 81 - 21



318

The signposts of recent history point to the route to be

pursued in the days ahead. As observed repeatedly, the experiences

with the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration were both go
od

and bad. The Conference of Chief Justices strongly disapproves that

type of relationship between State courts and Federal executive an
d

legislative branches created by LEAA. In any future program designed

to improve or assist state justice systems, there must be fidelity

to the doctrines of separation of powers and federalism, not an

arrangement in which a Federal executive department has control of

decisions for funding programs to be undertaken by state and local

courts. The basic decisions should be made only after discussion

with and participation by competent and conscientious state judicial

officials. Furthermore, the focus for improvement should not be

restrictive but broad enough to envelop an entire state judicial

structure, both civil and criminal.

There is a crying need for a program of Federal assistance

in improving the courts of the States, both large and small. When and

if such programs are set in motion, which hopefully will be in the

immediate future, they should be conceived and implemented so as to

observe and respect the delicate relationship between the Federal and

State governments. They should be cast with an appreciation of the
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heavy burdens borne by the judiciaries of the States. They should

avoid unwarranted interference with state court operations. A model

for such worthy ventures can be found in the frame envisioned for

the State Justice Institute.
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,IDDLETowN, VA. 22645

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NAACP

1-178292V338 12/03/00 iCS WA16614 
WSHA

00803 mLTN VA 12/03/80

HONORABLE HOWELL HEFL/N
ACTING CHAIRMAN .

SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

DIRKsEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, DC 20050

r

P-6

TN CONNECT/ON WITH CURRENT HEARINGS ON FEDERAL

RESPONSIBILITY TO STATE AND LOCAL 
LAW ENFORCEMENT, THE NAACP

WISHES TO GO ON RECORD IN FAVOR OF SUPPO
RT FOR EXTENSION

AND CONTINUED FUNDING OF THE LAW ENFORCEMEN
T ASSISTANCE

ADMINISTRATION.

ALTHEA T. L. SIMMONS

DIRECTOR
WASHINGTON 8UREAU NAACP

3686
20:31 EST

mGHCoMP MGM



321

ARTICLES AND REPORTS

Differentiating "Smoking Gun" Cases

By
J. EDWARD THORNTON

I.

COURT CONGESTION, particularly in the federal courts, is reaching panic propor-
tions. Something must be done, and soon, or the system may well break down.

In thrashing about in this area, Chief Justice Burger has come up with an idea
for state courts, that "minor disputes" should be taken out of courts and out of
the hands of lawyers. He would have these disputes settled by non-
professionals, outside courthouses, possibly in store-front offices, and after
hours. Oddly enough, the American Bar Association supports this idea, and
Congress is preparing to follow the normal procedure and throw federal money
at a study of the problem.

Since the only acceptable standard for settling disputes between litigants is
the law, only those trained and experienced in the law can operate such a system.
To remove those so trained from the process raises the question of what
standard can be applied for settling these "minor disputes" by laymen? Certainly
the laymen cannot ascertain and apply the law. Will such lay judge then apply to
these disputes the political clout of the litigants, race, religion, or wealth? And if
he could, should he? Experience with the superseded justice of the peace should
answer this. If disputes are to be resolved by law, there is no alternative to using
lawyers to operate the system. This suggestion by the Chief Justice for clearing
court dockets is without merit. And even if it had merit, it would be of no value in
clearing the dockets of federal courts.

The docket of the United States Supreme Court has gotten to the place
where the Justices are expressing themselves about it in strange ways and
places. The Supreme Court usually decides which cases it will review. In a case
where review was denied in December, 1978, three of the Justices, and the
Chief Justice, unburdened themselves in dissenting opinions to the denial of
review. Justice White dissented from denying review by pointing out that in 1937
fewer than 1000 cases were docketed in that Court for review. In 1962, there
were 2800 cases and today, over 4000. The relevance of this in dissenting from
granting review in this case is not too apparent.

The Chief Justice observed in dissenting from denying review, that in 1970
there were 125,000 filings in the federal district courts, and in 1978, 166,000;
and in the Courts of Appeal the filings in 1970 were 11,000, which have arisen in

(From 41 Ala. Lawyer14 (Jan.1980))
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1978 to 18,000. He also noted that Congress has just created "117 additional
district and 35 additional circuit judgeships" to pour more cases into the system.
He explained this flood of cases as resulting from "(a) the enactment of more than
50 statutes by Congress since 1969 increasing the jurisdiction of federal courts;
(b) the increasing tendency to bypass available state and municipal remedies in
favor of assumed swifter remedies in federal courts; (c) the increasing perceived
need for courts to become 'problem solvers' on great social and economic
problems rather than the traditional resolvers of discreet, manageable disputes;
(d) the default, perceived or real, of executive and legislative solutions; and (e)
the increasing perplexity of much of the litigation arising from a modern society."
In other words, the federal courts have dug themselves into an impossible
position, and now must have protection from the consequences of their own
folly.

One of the most acute problems has been the tremendous growth of crimes
and the prosecution of criminals. Historically, this was handled largely in the
state courts, but with the increase of federal crimes created by Congress, and
the assumption of judicial review of state criminal procedure by federal courts,
the burden on the federal system has become overwhelming.

Congress injected itself into this maelstrom with the Speedy Trial Act of
1974. It demanded, over the objections of the courts, the prosecutors, defense
counsel and the accused, that unless the time lapse between arrest and trial was
curtailed now to 100 days, the accused must be freed for being denied a "speedy
trial". Having opened up this pandora's box, Congress seems disinclined to do
anything about it.

IV.

One of the marks of a mature society is the ability to discriminate. The
inability to discriminate is the sign of an immature society. For an Italian to be
identified in a Mafia, makes all Italians members of the Mafia in an immature
society. For a Black to rape a white woman makes all Blacks rapist. Because of a
Simon Legree, all whites become slave persecutors. This can be accepted only in
an immature society. Since all crimes have been handled the same by the courts
and this has failed totally to lessen crime, maybe it is time to discriminate
between crimes, criminals, and their prosecution and punishment.

V.

British handling of crime began in rudimentary self-government in a largely
rural society, and this certainly was an important element in the growth of
self-government. The big problem in that society was to assure the protection of
the citizens from the Establishment. A grand jury of peers developed to make
accusations, and unless that jury was satisfied that there had been a crime
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committed and that the accused had probably committed the crime, no indict-
ment was returned. But this was not enough. The accused had to be arraigned
before a judge to plead to the charge against him. The prosecutor had to be
convinced that a prosecution was sufficiently well-founded to justify a prosecu-
tion, or the case would be nol prossed. The trial had to be had before a judge and
jury, and the judge had to be convinced that a conviction was justified, or the case
was not given to the jury. The trial jury had to be convinced beyond a reasonable
doubt, or the accused was acquitted. There were then post-conviction remedies
available to the convicted accused, and finally, the Executive had a power of
pardon.

This system grew with society and became one of the most valuable heritages
of the English people. It was brought to this country by the English colonists, and
was incorporated into the Declaration of Independence and the constitutions of
the States and the Federal Government. The process was slow and sometimes
tedious, but it was felt necessary to insure protection for those accused of crime.
And though it slowed down the process, it worked very well in an agrarian
society.

VI.

The problem was to insure that those in the vicinage were satisfied that (1) a
criminal act had occurred, (2) the accused committed the act, and (3) the accused
should be tried by jury for his acts. On the trial of the accused by his peers, the
jury had to be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt of (1) and (2), and in addition,
(4) that punishment was provided for the act, and (5) the punishment to be meted
out to the accused.

The question is whether or not these safe-guards provided can be main-
tained, and the process can be speeded up to alleviate some of the crowding of
the criminal dockets.

VII.

There is at least one situation in the criminal field which may well call for
different treatment. Take the "smoking gun" crimes. Suppose that on a crowded
street a man whips out a pistol and pulls the trigger. The gun fires. A victim falls
dead. The accused is arrested with the drawn pistol in his hand, standing over the
victim. Or suppose a plane is hijacked, and the hijacker is arrested on the plane
with his hostages cowering before him. Or suppose the arsonist is caught at the
burning building with a torch in his hand. Or the burglar is caught in the house he
is burglarizing. Are these criminals entitled to all the protections created during
the centuries to protect an accused in an agrarian society from wrongful prosecu-
tion, with all of the delays inherent in the system, lest the innocent be hastily
tried where the act and the actor are not clearly shown to be entitled to
prosecution in the present urban society?
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When the criminal act is obvious and undisputed, and the accused is taken in
the very act of committing the crime, the problems in (1) (2) and (3) have been
satisfied, and the protection afforded by them has been achieved. That is, it is
established beyond a reasonable doubt that (1) a criminal act occurred, (2) the
accused committed the act, and (3) the accused should be tried for his acts. This
eliminates the necessity for a grand jury indictment to protect the accused. To
hold the "smoking gun" accused for the convening of a grand jury is a needless
waste of time. The arrest at the scene of the act accomplishes these three
requirements. All that the system then requires is the arraingment before the
judge for a plea, and a trial limited to (4) and (5), or a determination of the
appropriate punishment by a trial jury, and the meting out of that punishment to
the guilty party.

The time necessary to try a "smoking gun" accused must be minimal. Early
arraignment is called for by present procedure. How much time is necessary to
prepare for trial a "smoking gun" accused? Alibi and entrapment defenses would
seem to be impossible. Insanity might call for some time for preparation. But
there are so few of those cases that generalizing for them would seem to be
unnecessary. And these "smoking gun" cases could be disposed of in a matter of
days, rather than months, now used in prosecutions.

The classification of cases as "smoking gun" cases poses no real problem. Of
course, as with all rules, there are degrees; some clear, some not so clear. But
this is no argument against the summary disposition of the clear cases.

The number of these cases is problematical. Would half or one-third of the
cases fit this designation? Only time will tell. But it certainly will speed up the
disposition of those clear cases. And it will certainly comply with the Speedy Trial
Acts of Congress.

The problem of congestion of dockets has been most publicized in the federal
courts. This is the area where Congress can experiment very effectively. An Act
classifying "smoking gun" cases and providing remedies for them should not be
impossible. The drafting of such an Act would present problems, but it is not
apparent that they are beyond precise legislative delineation. It certainly would
afford some relief for the tremendous number of criminal cases which have
grown so rapidly during the last few years. The accused would have all the
protection his acts justify.

This is an area where the Chief Justice and the A. B. A. can certainly devote
their attention, and more practically than in the areas presently being explored.

Hence, it is suggested that "smoking gun" cases be legislatively defined, and
appropriate procedure for them be provided, and thus accelerate the prosecution
for them. It may not solve the problem of congested dockets, but it should be
identified and specially provided for, and it might well be a solution for some of
the many cases now clogging the dockets of the federal courts.
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This Survey is described in detail in Chapter VI, *Television & Student Achieve-

ment," (11 pages), in a 260-page publication titled "Student Achievement in California

Schools, 1979-80 Annual Report, California Assessment Program," from California State

Department of Education, Sacramento, Calif. 1980. As of Dec. 1, 1980, there are only

two copies in Alabama that I know of: I have one, and Ala. State Supt. TEAGUE has the

second. As of December 2, 1980, I placed my copy on permanent loan with

Hrs. Nez CALHOUN, Public Information Office, 716 North 21st Street, Birmingham, Ala. 35263

(4th floor, Annex, Jefferson County Court House), 'phone: 325-5244. She would make

xerox copies of Chapter Vi for interested persons, and would lend the whole publica-

tion also. She is with the Jefferson County Board of Education.

ex: Tlw 
liews , Nov. 12, 

1980, page 10G

"*".--:

,Survey indicates grades 
slip -

as viewing Of TV 
increases. . _ .

SACRAMENTO, Calif. (AP) — 
A test scores," but "there 

are strong

California survey indicates 
that the 

statistical relationships." 
.

More a student watches 
television,

the worse he does in 
school. 

FOR EXAMPLE, 
among -12th-

'California Schools 
Superintendent graders, 29.8 percent said 

they

. Wilson Riles said 
Thursday that no 

watched zero to one hours 
of TV a

matter how much homework 
the stu- . day. 

and they averaged 
more than 72

dents did, how 
intelligent they were 

percent correct on the 
mathematics

or bow much money 
their parents 

test. The score declined 
steadily for

made, the relationship 
between TV each hour watched, with 

those who

and test scores was 
practically iden- 

watched six hours or More, 
6.5 per-

cent  of the total, 
averaging 88 per-

la
rdes -concluded that for education- 

NOV 12 Cent correct. , .

RI purposes, 
television "ii not an 

asset and ft ought to be 
tamed off." 

stath_gradera !declined somewhat

he said be didn't expect 
the to 

less for the first four 
hou of rs view-

•

happen on a large 
scale, but urged 

tog a day. But the 
dropoff was steep-

parents to at least try to be 
selective 

er beyond the 
fourth hour — for

. More than 500,000 
California pub- 

example, from 65 percent 
to just

be 
school students tn 

the sixth rid over 60 oe, rcent correct on the test 
of

12th grades who took tests 
in reading, 

_written language use for 
the 20 per-

language use and 
arithmeticcent who said they 

watched more

. 
 last - than tour mum a day: _

• year also revealed 
host much televi- 

• . ._,_ ,, 
io

,.... , • -

, sten they watched. • • ,,,- • ---- The higher up ..- ecOriornic and

111iles said the results 
'.'.do sot 

professional ladder the parents 
were,

necessarily prove that 
television the steeper the drop in 

test stores for

-1:watching is a direct 
tome of lower every hour watched. - _

-

,, • ..,.., .
........s.-,,,,,,,,za•,,,„-„.„,..,_:.
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WHY W-
CRIT CAL VIEW

I n April of 1978, then U.S. Commissioner of Educa-

tion Ernest Boyer, working with the Center for the

Book of the Library of Congress, initiated a series of

projects to help students and adults make television

viewing a more purposive activity. Critical viewing

skills for four groups of viewers--elementary, middle,

and high school students, and adults—grew out of

these projects. Their primary objective is to give these

groups a greater awareness of the choices regarding

television available to them. The basic premise cf toe

projects is that everyone, men young children, can

leant to be critical of TV and to use it judiciously.

Critical television viewing skills enable individuals

to use television wisely as a source of information and

entertainment. Being a critical TV-watcher has cer-
•-tzr, pi-eregaisites:
• A knowledge of the special effects of TV produc•

tion. Television is both more and less than real life. It
compresses both time and space.
• A knowledge of the social trade-offs involved in

television viewing. Excessive .viewing may adversely
affect mental health. A constant viewer may leave

important things undone or neglect interpersonal
relationships as a result of habitual viewing. TV

watching may encourage a - passive attitude and make

a person avoid activities that require active participa-
tion.
• A knowledge of commercial influences on televi-

sion and the profit motive that supports most pro-
gramming. Because production Is directed to the Erg-
cat possible audience, discriminating viewers may not

accept the value systems TV portrays.
• A knowledge of personal and group patterns of

viewing. A knowledge of use's own viewing habits, as
well aS age-group patterns, iv necessary because tele-
vision sponsors use these- habits to further their com-
mercial interests. -
• An ability- to differentiate between information

.By FRANK B. WITIIROW

Chief of the Educational TeAnology Detelopmeni lircnch,

Pivision of Educational T,Waiolagr,P.fiice of libraries and

Learning Technologies, U.S. A:pinta:en, biu..ation.

SEPTEMBEII-OCTOCirri Inca
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and -propaganda. Advertisements frequently provide

information. but they are designed primarily to sell a

product. Advertisements, therefore, couch informa-

tion in the most persuasive manner. Viewers need the

objectivity to recognize how advertisers use humor,

sex, and the bizarre to seduce them into buying prod-

ucts.
• An ability to understand and evaluate opposing

views .on news and documentary programs and to

understand that TV news programs have time con-

straints that limit in-depth reporting.
* An ability to understand the differences between

television and other media. For example. How does a
book differ from its adaptation as a TV drama? Ho,

does a TV show differ frcm a st -tft,. or str,-. 

• An ability to understand one's own motivations

for watching television:- Why do i watch TV? What
do I get cut iaf it? Is it a diversion froM a busy sched-

ule? Do I use it as a way to stimulate myself to a
deeper study of a specific issue? Is it my main source
of information outside sty own experience?
• Ar. ability to understand the consumer's role in -

TV. How can I influence what's produced? What is

my role in community-based television?
At the elementary level, children can and should

learn that TV distorts the real world. They can test
the television world against their real world. With
parental guidance, they can learn to use TV v. iseiy.

The family, the school, and agencies serving youth
can make TV viewing more responsive to toe needs of
children.
At the middle school level, students can learn to

establish priorities on the quality and quantity of their

TV watching. They are interested in how TV pro-

grants are put together, how shows are rated, and how
limits are imposed on advertising. At this age, they
like to critique programs.
At the secondary level, students are aware or &sir,

able alternatives to TV watching. They are involved.
heavily in social activities and sports, as well as their
schoolwork and possibly part-time jobs. At this age,
they begin not only to analyze TV but also to make
choices on how they Want to use it. They con under-

f4GC
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stand and explore a wide range of drama, news, and

special .events programs. In effect, they can become

sophisticated users. They can understand the rating

systems and the commercial impetus behind the

industry. They are aware of (and can learn to under-

stand) the sociopolitical aspects of TV.
At the post high school level, adults need to under-

stand their own use of TV and the role they play in

monitoring children's use of it. They especially need

to recognize the interplay between the social group

and television. For example, what does jt mean when

more than 100 million people watch Roots? Will the

'viewers study further the issues involved?
• A number of other agencies besides the U.S. Office
of Education (now the Department of Education) are
concerned with television and education. Some deal

with the content of programs and make specific rec-

ommendations for viewing. Others develop parent
activities and hold neighborhood workshops to train

111.•••••• 1/1111111111131.11:MIIIL 

parents in controlling their own or their children's TN'
viewing. The Department of Education's approach in
designing critical TV viewing programs is to assist the
individual in a nondirective way to monitor his or her
own habits.
Many sociologists consider television as the na-

tion's common denominator because it is the most
• persistent and pervasive single activity most people
engage in. For many Americans, the time and atten-
tion it consumes exceed that required by school,
church, and job. We cannot leave to chance such an
important influence.
Today television is not as good as it could be but

neither is it as bad as its critics claim. Schools and the
television industry have an opportunity to form a
partnership that will be mutually satisfying. 0

This article has been excerpted from "Objectives for Critical Tele-
vision Viewing Skills Curricula" in the Summer 1980 issue of Teicvi-
sion & Children, formerly NCCT Foium.

Critical Viewing Skills Projects

The U.S. Office of Education (now the Department of Edu-

cation) granted. $1.6 million over two fiscal years to four

Independent groups to develop critical television viewing

skits and to conduct workshops for four levels of education:

elementary school, middle school, high school, and postsec-

ondary school. ,
• The Southwest Enucatlonal Development L eboratory

(SEDL) won the contract for developing critical viewing skills

for elementary schcot students. SECL organized the materi-

al.> for this age group in the form of "road me-4,s" and

"tours" along a TV Discover theme. Along the Way, students

• learn about places that would be worth visiting, side trips.

and dead ends. They learn to think about the importance of

remembering where they've been (what they've watched)

and the dangers of spending too much timein one place.

Cue cards give teachers ideas on how to use television to

complement language eats, science, math, and social stud-

ies.
Materials for parents help them guide their children's

understanding and use of TV. Several studies show that par-

ents can alter a TV program's impact on their children by

making explanatory or editorial comments during the pro-

gram. The aids for parents discuss specific TV-related prob-

kms that most families experience and suggest solutions.

• A public television station in New York, WNET, devel-
-oped the critical viewing skills curriculum for middle school

students (grades five through nine). The curriculum's primary
too; Is Critical Television Viewing: A Language Skills Work-

A-Text. This book of worksheets helps students to improve

their vocabulary arid to increase their reading and other lan-

guage arts skills in conjunction with television viewing.

WNET also produced A Family Guide to Critical Television

Viewing that suggests special TV-related home activities.

The objective is to encourage the whole family to become

critical viewers together by talkino shout their reasons for

watching TV, by discussing what they could be doing instead

6805

of watching TV, and by planning family TV viewing a week in

advance.
• The Far West Laboratory in San Francisco developed

the critical viewing skills project for high school students.

This curriculum teaches students how 1V works and how it

influences them. It provides simulaton experiences that put

s..,,dents into the saoes of bioadeasters, edvertieers, regiaa-
tors, and viewers. The curriculum relies heavily on real TV

scripts, ratings. and regulations. ' • •

Thri goal is to teach high school students four skills: (I) to

evaluate and manage one's own TV viewing benavior; (2) to

question the reality of 'IV programs; (3) to recognize the

arguments employed on TV and to counterargue; and (4) to

recognize the effects of TV on one's 07:11 life.

Classroom materials include a student text, inside TV: A

Guide to Critical Viewing, and a Teacher's Guide. The text is

designed as a one-semester elective course, but each of its

seven units can be taught separately.

• A substantial group of TV-watchers—the adult viewers,

especially young members of the first Television Genera-

tion--have no methodology for being critical of TV.

Bosion'University's School of Public Communications has

designed and produced a critical TV viewing skills curriculum

for these adults and postsecondary students. The curriculum

has four major subject areas: (1) television literacy—its pro-

cesses arid languaece (2) persuasive programming (comrner-

cit.:a, public service announcements, and "institutional aoc-

umentaries"): (3) entertainment programming (sex, violence,

and stereotypes as entertainment); and (4) informational

programming (the presentation and interpretation of news

programs). 0

This information is extracted from tour articles en the criti-

cal television viewing skills curriculum projects that ap-

iereareatinifae.a'aietiore' ata80 Issue of Television & Children,

....
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DATA MEET on Critical Television Viewing Skills:

For general information about the origin of the concept of Critical Television

Viewing Skills, and the research and development of the curricula materials under a

$1.6 million grant from the U.S. Office of Education to four different research

groups, contact Dr. Frank B. WITHROW, who is probably the most knowledgeable person

in the U.S. on this subject, or Ms. Mary Ches APPLEWHITE. Place telephone calls

PERSON COLLECT, to either one at (202) 245-9228, and when your collect call is
refused, leave your name and number; one of them would telephone you back promptly.

See also Dr. WITHROvi's article, "Why We Need Critical Viewing Skills;" September—

October 1980, Today's Education, page 55GE-560E. Address letters to:
Dr. Frank B. WITHROW, Chief, U.S. Dept. of Education, Educational Technology
Development Branch, Division of Educational Technology, Office of Libraries & Learning

Technologies, Room 3116, 301 7th Street, S.W., Washington, D. C. 20202

Research & Development organizations for

the Critical Television Viewing Skills
curricula:

USOE Projects in
Critical 176, Viewing

In 1978 the U.S. Office of Education (USOE)
awarded Critical TV Viewing contracts to four
projects, each focusing on a different age group
from grade K to the post-secondary level. They
developed classroom and family materials and
presented workshops nationwide during 1978-1980.
The directors of each project are listed here:

Curriculum for Grades K-4:
Dr. Charles Corder-Bob. Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory, Z11 East 7th Street,
Austin, TX 78701 (512) 4764661

Curriculum for Grades 5-8:
Ks. Debbi Bilowit. WNET-Channel 13.
356 West 58th Street, NY. NY 10019 (212) 664-712/

Curriculum for Grades 9-12:
Dr. Donna Lloyd-Kolkin, Far West Laboratory,
1855 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
or Debra LIEBERMAN (415) 565-3320

Curriculum for Post-Secondary Level:
Dr. Donis Dondis, Boston University School of
Public Communication. 640 Cpn,nonwealth Avenue.
Boston, MA 02215 617 353-3471 or
or Dean LaCCE 617 353-3365

Publishers of the Critical Television Viewing
Skills textbooks/teaching materials:

Textbooks for Grades K-4:

Southwest Educational Development Lab,
Dr. Charles CORDER—BOLZ
211 East 7th Street
Austin, Texas 78701
Phone: (512) 476-6861

Textbooks for Grades 5-8:

Cambridge Book Company
Mr. David T. PAUL
888 Seventh Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10019
Phone: (212) 957-5313

Textbooks for Grades 9-12:

Science & Behavior Books, Inc.
Mr. Fred TAPEILA
P.O. Box 11457
Palo Alto, Calif. 94306

phone: (415) 326-6465

Textbooks for Adults (Post—Secondary):

School of Public Communication
Boston University
Dr. Donis DONDIS, or Mr. Dean LaCOE
640 Commonwealth Avenue
Boston, Mass 02215

phone: (617) 353-3471 or (617) 353-3365

The California State Department of Education is doing some important work in
the television field; they have initiated a Parent Participation TV Workshop Project,
and have just released, in mid—November 1980, a survey showing a link between hours
of TV viewing and declining school grades. Request information on these from
Bonnie OLIVER, Head, Education Technology Unit, at (916) 445-5067, or George NEILL,
Public Information Office, at (916) 322-6140, both at California State Department
of Education, 721 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, Calif. 95814. Also, Harriet BORSON,
Chairman of the TV Project Committee, California State PTA at (213) 620-1100.

"res.
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Governor's Office

C'FF!CF: OF. ,'..ENATCR ilEFL IN

MO DEC 19 0 3: 51

PENNSYLVANIA COMMISSION ON CRIME AND 
DELINQUENCY

SOUTHCENTRAL REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

No. 1 Riverside Office Building
2101 North Front Street

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110
Telephone: (717) 234-6596

December 16, 1980

Honorable Howell Heflin
Subcommittee on Jurisprudence

Senate Judiciary Committee
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Heflin,

In response to your request for written testimony concerning

the impacts of the elimination of LEAA, I submit to you the final

report of the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee of the Penn-

sylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency. The regional plan-

ning organization has planned for criminal justice improvements

and for the use of LEAA funds in this region of Pennsylvania since

the program's beginning. The Southcentral Regional Advisory Com-

mittee will terminate operations on December 31, 1980 as the re-

sult of the LEAA demise.

The final report reviews the twelve year record of accomplish-

ments of this regional criminal justice planning organization. It

also addresses several of the lessons learned during this experiment

with improving criminal justice operations. As a result of the most

recent planning process of this organization, several directions

for future improvements are revealed by tabulation of concerns

attached as an apendix to the report. These concerns represent a
consensus drawn from a broad cross-section of persons in this region

representing business and industry, education, retired persons,

religious organizations, civic organizations, social service agencies,

and government, and other interests.

Thank you for your attention to this report. I hope it is help-

ful in your review of the effects of the LEAA program on the system

of criminal justice in this country.

Sincerely,

John Baer
Director

/bjs

Enclosure



333

FINAL REPORIC :

Twelve Years of Experience of
Planning for Justice System Improvement

in Southcentral Pennsylvania

Submitted to:

The Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency

December 11, 1980
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FINAL REPORT

Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency

The Southcentral Regional Planning Council of the Governor's Justice
Commission was created in 1969 under an Executive Order of the governor
of Pennsylvania establishing eight such councils throughout the state.
The initial federal legislation, The Omnibus Safe Streets and Crime Con-
trol Act of 1968 and subsequent amended legislation, required that a
percentage of block grant funds provided to the states for criminal jus-
tice improvement programs be passed through to lnr!z0 governrrents or cam,
binations of local governments. The regional planning councils were
established as combinations of local government for the purpose of meet-
ing that mandate of the federal legislation.

The regional planning councils were charged with planning for criminal
justice improverrents in the courrainities of their respective regions and
with oversight of an allocation of LEAA dollars to the regions. In effect,
the regional planning councils were made trustees of federal funds for
crime control purposes in the respective regions of the state.

The Southcentral Regional Planning Council began operations in 1969
with an initial regional allocation of $89,461.00. Ninety-two percent
of those funds in the first year were awarded to police projects. The one
sdbgrant which was not a police project was awarded to the Cumberland
County Probation Department to hire an a(iclitional probation officer. And
so the trNiition of the Southcentral Regional Planning Council began to
evolve.

The subsequent years, the allocation of LEAA funds to the Southcentral
Region grew stPariily until it reached a peak of approximately two million
dollars in 1976.. Over the past six years, the amount of federal funds
overseen by the regional council averaged approximately one million dollars
amanAlly. When funds fium other sources, such as the JuVenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, are considered, approximately thirteen
million dollars were brought into this region for criminal and juvenile
justice improvements over the past twelve years. The funds were awarded
for approximately 385 individual grant projects in the region.

As the amount of federal funds to initiate improvements increAged,
the sophistication of the planning process of the Southcentral Regional
Planning Council increased also. In the first several years of the council's
experience, the planning process of the council was essentially reactive.
The council reacted to requests made to it by individual agencies for funds
for one project or another. The projects being presented to the council for
funding probably represented real needs of the local criminal and juvenile
justice community, but there was no means of judging whether these needs
were the most important or significant given the relatively scArce resource
which these funds represented.
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PLANNING PRCCESS 

A valuable lesson learned over the past several years of the regional

planning council's experience is that pro-active planning and priority

setting can be achieved. This type of planning requires the development

of a strong information base from which informed decisions can be made.

The staff was asked in 1976 to dispense with a system of task forces which

received project proposals from a myriad of sources and Chose projects

from among these proposals for funding. There was considerable dissatis-

faction with this reactive approach to planning because it provided no

sense of priorities on which to base council's judgements. StAff was

asked to devise a priority setting process. Council wanted a process-that

would not only all it to judge the relative importance of projects pro-

posed for funding, but that would also all it to look beyond funding and

to encourage the exchange of information and ir9PAs dLung the communities

of the region.

Consequently, an information base was developed through surveys and

research by the council staff. This information was compiled into a "Blue

Book" which contained a broad range of facts about criminal and juvenile

justice agencies of the region. The "Blue Book" was fully indexed to

facilitate accessibility to the information it contained. All projects

for funding were referenced to applicable information in the "Blue Book"

In addition, the staff developed a uulyrehensive analysis of problems

and needs of the criminal and juvenile justice community of the region.

Formerly, statements of problems were developed as rationalizations for

projects ,,l ready selected for funding. These statements were then Dr° forma

submitted to the state to meet federally imposed guidelines. The staff

analysis drew from information compiled from the "Blue Book" and from

state and local data sourrec to identify many specific problem areas

affecting all aspects of the system. num this information base, the

council reached consensus on ten or twelve priorities. Staff was then

instructed to publicize these priorities and to encourage programs in the

local communities that addressed these priorities. With few exceptions,

projects coming to the council for funding came within those priority

areas. Pro-active, systemrwide planning began to take shape in the South-

central Region, and the priority setting process became more refined and

included broader participation over the past few years.

PENN STATE/CAPI2UL CAMPUS FELATICNSH1P 

The process became even more polished as more sources of information
were developed. Evaluation shirlies of criminal justice projects in the
region were conducted by Penn State/Capitol Campus under contract to the

regional council. These studies were used to determine the relative ef-
fectiveness of strategies employed by various agencies in the region and
to provide a reans of sharing information about these strategies among
agencies. For example, these studies formed the basis of information shar-
ing among police tactical units, probation volunteer programs, prison in-
mate education programs and juvenile services programs.

-2-
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Subsequent Penn State/Capitol Campus stirlies led to the development of

a criminal justice system model. This uLdel provides the potential of

comparing the operations of the criminal and juvenile justice systems of

the counties of the region on a year to year basis. The model also provides

a convenient mans of ascertaining the impact of strategies on the entire

system of a given jurisdiction. This impact was particularly shown in

juvenile justice system operations in the case of intake screening and in-

stitutional alternative programs. Other results of the Penn State/Capitol
Campus relationship have been an analysis of assumption of LEAA funded pro-
jects into local budgets and, most recently, a comparative analysis of bail

decisions among counties of the region.

PRCJECT MONITORING PRCCESS 

As a further means of expanding its information base, the council adopted

a routine project rcnitoring process. By this process, every project funded

with LEAA funds in the region was monitored by stff and members of the South-

central Council. This process not only led to more informed decisions on re-

funding of projects; it led also to adjustments and improvements in projects

where council rembers Shared their own experiences with the projects. A

monitoring report on every project funded in this region accompanied and
formed the basis of the council's recommendation for continuation funding.
No other regional council in the state adhered to this type of process.

PRIORITIES

CaNSOLIDATION OF POLICE SERVICES

One of the early priorities of the Southcentral Regional Planning

Council was consolidation of police services. Approximately two hundred

separate police agencies have been identified in the Southcentral Region.

When the council was first established, these police agencies operated as

separate entities and, in many cases, with antiquated communi.,=3±_ions equip-

ment and police records systems. The first priority of the council was

organizational consolidation of these many agencies. The second priority

was the establishment of shared services. Communications capabilities

were upgraded in every major police agency of the region as well as many
smaller agencies. Most significantly, county-wide police networks were
established in six counties of the region. Emergency 911 systems were
established in four counties of the region.

Police records systems were improved in every major police agency of

the region as well. Consolidation of police records waseffectuatedin
several areas of the region as a way of developing core shared resources.

One of the most significant projects developed in the region over the past
twelve years was the consolidation of police information among all the
police agencies of the Harrisburg Metropolitan Area. This project was
the culmination of many years of persistent planning on the part of the
Southcentral Regional Planning Council. It is anticipated that this shared
resource will lead to further significant coopPrative efforts among the
police agencies of the metropolitan area. This shared system is unique inthe nation because of the number of individnal agencies participating,

-3-
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the degree of participation across the criminal justice 
system and the type

of services being shared. This project stands as a milestone in the ef-

forts of the regional council to ptuIcte consolidation. A similar effort

was undertaken, an may yet be realized, in Lancaster County.

Organizational consolidation of police services is a much more difficult

undertaking. Several efforts were begun with regional council support and

failed. Others succeeded entirely; others, partially. The consolidation of

police services in Northern York County was initiated and financially sup-

ported by the Council. This organizational consolidation has endured for

ten years and has become a national model for police consolidation. A major

effort was undertaken in Lebanon County in 1975 to consolidate police ser-

vices county-wide. This effort did not succeed for obvious reasons. How-

ever, a major recommendation of the study to consolidate Lebanon County

police services was centralized criminal investigation resource which would

serve the purposes of training local police officers and of improving criminal

case preparation This limited but significant go Al was achieved in 1979.

The results of the project have been positive.

The ten yeAr experience of working to achieve this early goal of the

council has been a mixed one. The barriers to organizational consolidation

of police services in Pennsylvania are rooted in the local government structure

of the state. These barriers can only be addressed legislatively. However,

the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has established a vast ground

work of Shared police services and resources. The ground work will serve to

facilitate greatly any consolidation efforts that may take place in the

future on local initiative.

ADDRESSING THE PROBLEMS OF SERIOUS CRIME

The level of serious crime - robbery, burglary, assaults, theft, rape -
has been a perplexing problem for several of the cities of the region. Severe
budgetary contraints in the third class cities of the region have limited the
Ability of the cities to respond to this problem with adequate manpower and
equipment resources to prevent high levels of serious criminal incidents.
These budgetary constraints have prohibited the innovative utilization of per-

sonnel and equipment to solve serious crimes and to arrest and prosecute of-
fenders swiftly.

In many ways, this program has been a form of grants in aid to the cities
of the region to maintain police manpower and equipment at adequate levels.
TO not admit that would be less than honest. This program has been the only
available form of financial assistance to the cities for police services.
The use of the LEAA piLm to maintain adequate levels of basic police ser-
vices is part of the nation-wide experience of the program. No less an example
than Washington, D.C. can be cited as using the program expressly for that
purpose. In the Southcentral Region, the funds came to serve, at leAct, as
incentives for experimenting with new forms of police strategies, many of which
have endured after LEAA funding terminated.

FIL

-4-
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These strategies took several different forms depending on the unique
circumstances of the carmunities of the region. Same of these strategies were
continued; others were not. Several different forms of patrol strategies were
introduced into the City of Harrisburg for example. While these were not
continued as distinct entities with police operations, they did have an impact
on the immediate problem for which they were imp1emeni-e-1; and the lessons
learned from these approaches contributed to more effective operations
throughout the police department.

New investigative strategies were introduced into the police agencies of
Lancaster and York. These strategies responded to the specific- problem
of low solution rates for certain types of crimes. The projects have
had positive results in terms of increased apprehension and solution
rates and prosecution and conviction rates for target aa crimes. In
several instances, the level of reported crimes targeted by the project
decreased dramatically In Lebanon County, the regional council im-
plemented a county-wide investigative service which has resulted in
much more Sharing of information among local police agencies, an increased
level of solution of serious crimes and increased prosecution of felony
arrests.

Underlying each of these strategies has been a strong element of
operational analysis and planning. The use of analysis and planning
at the operational level has been a direct result of the influence of
this program. Local police planning offices were established in each
of the city police agencies. Automated police information systems were
introduced to support the operational planning and analysis functions.
As reported previously, these automated information resources are now
being expanded to serve police agencies in surrounding metrupulitan areas.

Implementation of new police strategies in the region also came to em-
phasize closer working relationships with other elements of the system. The
Lancaster ,Lebanon and York projects included explicit working agreements be-
tween the local police agencies and the respective• county district attorneys
offices. This linkage came to be cited by project personnel as one of the
most important aspects of the strategy to target serious criminal offenders.
The linkage led to mutnal agreement by these agencies on priorities for
focusing resources. The Harrisburg Area Police Information Resource System
has pLumJted closer working relationships between the police, aistrict
attorneys, district justices and carmunicaticrns personnel than has ever be-
fore been realized.

The Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has recognized that the
problem of serious crime dc,Ps not rest solely with police. The committee
has supported a broad range of projects to gain community awareness and
participation. These have included police-catmunity relations projects,
police youth outreach projects, volunteer projects of manykindsoccmmunity
relations involving agencies from the entire region, many community awareness
and community crime prevention efforts, a rape crisis center and an innova-
tive, concerted approach to the problem of domestic violence involving both
social service and law enforcement agencies. Most of these efforts are on-
going in one form or another without LEAA funding. In essence, a tradition
of community awareness and participation in this region has been stimulated
by the efforts of this committee.

-5-
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The results of the many efforts to prevent and suppress 
serious crime

suggest one conclusion at least - there is no formula or q
uick cure solution

to the problem. The implemntation of innovative police strategies, for ex
-

ample, requires careful planning and analysis. However, the experience of

past efforts of this oannittee has shown that without an a
dequate level, and

utilization, of basic police services, new or innovative appro
aches are of

little value. An adequate level of these basic services needs to be main-

tained if the problem is to be addressed effectively. For example, the

Community Service Aides project in Lancaster has allowed the Lanca
ster

Bureau of Police to utilize its basic complement of sworn police o
fficers

optimally. When this optimal level of basic services is achieved, innovative

approaches can be implemented effectively and their prospects for sur
vival

are enhanced.

The experience of this proyiam has also shown that priorities and str
ategies

need to be Shared among the various agencies of the criminal justice 
system.

Without cooperative working relationships and mutually shared priorit
ies among

the agencies, these agencies may well be working at cross purposes. For ex-

ample, a police strategy to focus resources on the apprehension of juvenile

offenders for a specific claqs of offenses will mean very little if the

juvenile court is not aware of that strategy and is not supportive of 
it.

While the police department is making the arrests, the juvenile court may

w,11 be screening the same cases out of the system. The experience of ef-

forts supported by the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has shown

that coor,rative approaches do work.

Finally, experience has shown that prevention and reduction of crime

in the community are dependent ,on many variables beyond the control of crim-

inal justice agencies. One of the most proactive efforts that law enforce-

ment agencies can make is to continue to enlist the participation of the

community in the prevention and reduction of crime. The Southcentral Re-

gional Advisory Committee has made a large contribution to community aware-

ness and participation in this region.

JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES

Juvenile arrests have accounted for a high percentage of total arrests

for serious crimes in this region. Juvenile arrests and police referralq to

juvenile courts have increased consistently in the past several years
 in the

counties of the region. The Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has

identified several priorities on which to focus efforts in the area of ju
venile

justice and delinquency prevention. These priorities have been the deterrence

of serious juvenile crime, early intervention services for juvenile offenders

and more specialized facilities for certain classes of juvenile offenders.

The caanittee has addressed the first priority through several innovative

approaches to dealing with the problem of the serious juvenile offender. These

have included:

1. The assignment of experienced police juvenile specialists to

specialized police units that focus exclusively on the serious
crimes of burglary, robbery, rape and aggravated assault.
These officers are Able to identify the repeat juvenile offender

-6-



341

who commits a serious crime and can focus police resources on

these offenders. This approach has been initiated in two cities

of the region.

2. The establishment and improvemnt of juvenile detention facilities
serving four counties of the region have been supported. Inten-
sive probation supervision of serious juvenile offenders who would
otherwise require detention have been supported in two counties.

3. The Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has supported
specialized intake units for juvenile probation departments-in
two counties of the region. These intake units have been
effective in applying consistent screening criteria and decision
making to the process of juvenile cases. These services have
resulted in the focusing of juvenile court resources on the most
serious juvenile offender. At the same time, these intake services
have facilitated early intervention and effective diversion of less
serious juvenile offenders.

4. Correctional alternatives for adjudicated aggressive juvenile of-
fenders have been supported in several counties. These alterna-
tives have been effective in working with juvenile offenders with
acting out behaviors who would without these services probably re-
quire secure placement.

In aderessing the second priority, the Southcentral Regional Advisory
Committee has initiated a wide range of services for the early intervention of
less serious juvenile offenders and status offenders. These have included
volunteer services for juvenile offenders in three counties of the region,
family therapy services in three counties, truancy intervention services and
police youth outreach services in one county and one city., day treatment pro-
grams for status offenders and adjnrlicated youth in several counties, emergency
Shelter facilities in three counties and pre-dispositional probation services
in two counties of the region. Most of these programs have survived after
federal funding terminated. All of these programs have led effectively to
greater reliance on diversion of less serious offenders flum the juvenile
justice system, and have reduced reliance on expensive institutional placement
of dependent children.

Over the past several years, consensus has developed around the issue of
the need for certain types of facilities for juvenile offenders as placement
alternatives for the juvenile court. Of particular importance is the need for
a residential placement facility and program for the emotionally disturbed
juvenile, offender. A great gap in services for this type of juvenile offender
has been identified. Neither mental health services nor juvenile correctional
services have been able to acirlress adequately the particular problems presented
by the emotionally disturbed or mentally ill juvenile offender.

Over the past several years, this ccuraittee has supported community based
residential programs for both dependent and delinquent youth. At least eight
such facilities have been established throughout the counties of the region.

-7-
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However, none of these facilities are Able to treat the specific problemof the
emotionally disturbed offender. Members and staff of the Southcentral Regional
Advisory Committee expended considerable time and effort to develop-a - program
of this type. A planning process was initiated which included representatives
from all local agencies with an interest in this very difficult problem. This
process led to the development of a viable proposal for this service-. Unfor-
tunately, a lack of commitment at the state level to the implementation of this
type of service in this region has led to the failure to implement this priority
during the life of this regional advisory committee.

The experience of the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee-in-the area
of juvenile services has been a varied one. Early intervention has identified
by the committee as the most desirable strategy in which to invest resources.
Juvenile probation intake units in Dauphin and York Counties and pre-dispositional
supervision strategies in Dauphin and Cumberland Counties are examples -of pro-
grams that have led to maintaining delinquency adjudications at - a minimum-. These
projects have led to reduced reliance on expensive institutional placements and
have, at the same time, brought about a positive adjustment of youth in their
homes and =Enmities before adjudication is required. The Dauphin County Pre-
Dispositional Services project is a model in this region of a project which has
had a positive impact on changing the system of juvenile justice in a local
community.

Many community-based programs have been established in this region to serve
dependent children who have been removed from the juri,riction of the juvenile
court. These programs also serve to prevent further involvement of children in
the justice system. However, there is a danger that this proliferation of ser-
vices - stimulated principally by the state subsidy provided under Act 148 -
may be widening the net that brings children into the system. While this net
widening effect has not been empirically substantiated, it is suspected intuitively
that many children who would not previously have required intervention at all
are now being placed into services for dependent children.

While this net widening effect for dependent children may be occuring, the
problem of adequate secure placement facilities for delinquent youth is• worsening.
This problem is substantiated by consistent and significantincrP,es throughout
the counties of the region in the number of adjudicated youth being maintained
in detention facilities for thirty days or more and in the number of adjwiicated
delinquents repetitioned into court after initial less restrictive placements
failed. The problem of secure placement facilities is one that can only be ad-
dressed adequately at the state level.

hYrICIENCY OF COURT SERVICES

Court services have received the least attention from this program of all
the elements of the justice system. However, support for court programs has
increased over the years as the impact of more efficient law enforcement services
began to have an affect on the courts. Probation services in practically all
counties of the region were strengthened considerably by this program. Not only
were probation officers added to reduce per officer caseloads to acceptable
levels, new methods of probation services contributed to more efficient delivery
of services with existing resources. Prosecution services also have been strengthened
in several counties of the region.

-8-
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1

In Dauphin County, for example, an extensive ?PD, or pre-trial diversion
program, was instituted to reduce the impact ofcriminal caseload increases in
the court. This ARD program involved upgrading the services of the district
attorney's office, the public defender's office and the adult probation depart-
ment. The -ARD program has been successful in processing -a significmat-nuMber of
non-violent, first-time offenders outside of the court system. Because of this
program, Dauphin County Courts have reported a consistantly- high rate of criminal
case diversion. The program has also experienced an acceptably law incidence
of recidivism of those offenders diverted by this formal APD procedure. Other
counties have decided that ARD can be administered.for their purposes more in-
formally; others have decided to utilize the ARD option only infrequently. How-
ever, Should other counties decide to implement a formal ?RD program, the Dauphin
County experience is available to be monitored and adapted to their own purposes.

In York County, a study of case flow management in the Court of Common Pleas
was conducted by the National Center for State Courts. This study was one of the
first of its kind in Pennsylvania. It resulted in the identification of a number
of measures leading to the improvement- of case processing in the courts without
requiring significant additional costs-. For example, these measures included
the implementation of time standards in juvenile court case processing to reduce
the elapsed time between referral and disposition in the juvenile court. These
time standards have contributed to reducing that elapsed time from 64 days in
1977 to 26 days in 1979.

The Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has also arlriressed the matter
of hail decisions in the counties of the region. Community bail programs were
supported in two counties of the region in an attempt to reduce the incidence
of inequities in pre-trial detention of defendants unableto meet cash-bail.
These bail pLogi.ams have evolved from the posting of- contributed property as
collateral for selected defendants into more sophisticated - approaches-aimed -at
screening the qualifications of defendants for various bail options. Most re-
cently, the committee requested the Institute of State and Regional Affairs of
Penn State/Capitol Campus to conduct a comparative study of bail decisions in
three counties of the region. This study concluded that greater use of the ten
percent bail option is the best means of reducing hail decision disparities in
the region. The results of this study have been shared with court personnel of
the region, and considerable interest has been expressed in increasing the use
of ten percent bail in several of the counties.

The experience in the Southcentral Region has been that criminal case pro-
cessing in the courts of common pleas is not a severe problem. The average
elapsed time between arrest and trial for cases is well within the time prescribed
by the rules of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court. A pressing need does exist for
better and more timely information About the processing of cases in the courts.
The implementation of a court management information system, known as PROMS, in
Lancaster County would be a significant achievement in this area. PCCD funding of
this project would serve to provide a test of the value of this type of informa-
tion system to other similar sized counties throughout the Commonwealth.

-9-
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ADULT CORRECTIONTS 

Training and Employment Opportunities for County Prison Inmates

and

Alternatives to County Prisons for
MH/MR and Substance Abusing Offenders

For the past several years, the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee

has focused on these two priorities in the area of adult corrections. It is

interesting to note that, when the planning process was expanded in 1980 to

include participation of a broad cross-section of persons in the region, these

same needs were given a high ranking.

Whatever one's opinion is of the efficacy of rehabilitation, the employa-

bility of an ex-offender is probably the single most important contributor to

the successful re-integration of that person into the community. Yet, in 1978,

only one percent of total county prison inmates of the region were participating

inany type of vocational training.

This committee has consistently over the years given support to the concept

of work release in the region's county prison. The consensus of the carmittee

members has been that work release is the most important type of activity that

should be encouraged in county prisons. Work release programs have been sup-

ported in four county prisons of the region. For the most part, these work

release programs continue to be important elements of county prison life.

In three counties of the region, more than 25% of daily populations participate

in work release programs.

In Lancaster County, this committee has supported two unique activities

aimed at enhancing the employability of county prison inmates. One of these

activities operates within the prison; the other is community based. The vocational

evaluation program within the prison assesses the vocation interests, aptitudes

and skills of inmates and directs those inmates into appropriate jobs in the work

release program or after release aum prison. The Offender Development Service

project of Lutheran Social Services seeks placements of ex-offenders into jobs

with local industries and into job training opportunities throughout the county.

This project'actively -recruits local businesses and industries to accept ex-

offenders, and provides follow up support services to the ex-offender on the job.

The project has gained the support of the local community, and has shown a benefit

in terms of taxes and fines and costs paid to the county by ex-offenders holding

jobs in local industry.

The PL,yiam for Female Offenders has been supported by this committee to

serve the employment and job training needs of women offenders in Dauphin,

Cumberland and York County areas. This program provides supportive counseling

to women offenders in the county prisons, and it actively seeks job training

opportunities for these women in their communities. Job placement and follow-
up supportive services are provided to the women clients of this pLuylam.

The experience of the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee has been
that these initial efforts to improve the employability of ex-offenders have
shown positive results and ultimately make good economic sense. However, con-
siderably more existing vocational and educational resources of the carmunity

-10-
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can be focused on the county prison populations of this region. Many of the

county prison inmates of this region were failures of the education system

earlier in their lives. Continuing education and vocational training pro-
grams in the comnunities of this region can provide these persons with

the opportunity to compensate for that failure.

The county prison is an expensive and particularly ineffective ex-
perlient_ for dealing with persons who have MR/MR or substance abuse pro-
blems and who become involved with the justice system for that reason.
In 1978, it was estimated that 50% of county prison inmates were alcoholics.
Prison and probation officials report that persons with mental health/
mental retardation problems who are convicted of minor crimes are frequently
part of prison overcrowding on high probation reloads. The Southcentral
Regional Advisory Committee has therefore given a priority to alternatives
for these types of offenders.

The committee has initiated several alternative programs for substance
Abusing offenders. The "New Perspectives" project implemented in Lebanon
County is an outstanding example of the effectiveness of this type of pro-
ject. "New Perspectives" provides intensive residential treatment for court
referred offenders who have a long history of substance addiction. The
project also provides outpatient services for alcoholic offenders on pro-
bation. It has in the past three years served a large number of this type
of offender, and its clients have maintained an impressively low rate of
recidivism. Similar services have been supported- in the Harrisburg area
for several years- through Alcohol Services, Inc. The York Court Interven-
tion project has been the most recently supported project of this type.
This project provides screening, referral and outpatient treatment services
for both adult and juvenile offenders.

A new program has been initiated in Lancaster County to provide a -
community alternative to imprisonment of mentally retarded offenders. This
project had been under development for more than one year prior to imple-
mentation. The project has been designed as a joint effort between the county
NH/MR agency and the adult probation department. If this project proves
to be successful in its goal of maintaining MR offenders out of the criminal -
justice system, it will serve as a =del for other jurisdictions which ex-
perience the problem to emulate. This project represents one of the few
known programs in the country directed at this particular problem.

Overcrowding has not been a severe problem in most county prisons of
the Southcentral Region. However, daily average populations in the county
prisons have increased over the past five years. IncrPAsed crime and
clearance rates reported by the region's police departments have partially
contributed to this increase. Another contributing factor has been the in-
creasingly high percentage of pre-trial detainees in the regions county
prisons (45% in 1975 to 55% in 1979). Alternatives initiated by this com-
mittee in the past may have helped keep increases in prison populations in
check. If prison overcrowding becomes a pressing concern in the future,
further consideration of alternatives to pre-trial detention would be warranted.

••
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RETROSPECT

The preceding summary of the process, priorities and accomplishments

of this regional planning organization has indeed been a fleeting-overview- -

of the committee's twelve years of experience. It is a very difficult task

to assess the full impact which this program has had on the system of criminal

and juvenile justice in the Southcentral Region of Pennsylvania. The issues

of crime and criminal justice which this committee has acqriressed have been

complex and difficult, and the experience of aririressing those issues cannot

be easily reduced to conclusive answers about what has and has not worked.

If one is to look only at the level of reported crime, on will probably

conclude that the program has not worked at all. Certainly, the level of

reported crime has increased in the Southcentral Region since the program

began. However, there has never been an accurate measure of the actual

level of crime; and it can be reasonably surmised that more accurate re-

porting of crime has been a direct result of this program. There is cer-

tainly no way ofknowing what the level of crime would have been had there

been no program of this kind. It can be said confidently that the police

response to crime has shown measurable improvement as the result of this

progrmn.

The mandate of the original legislation to reduce crime was unrealistic
and unmeasurable. What evolved from the program is this region has been an in-
formed process leading to change and improvement in the justice system ora-

tions of the region. The funds available from this program to implement im-

provements have never been more than three percent of total criminal justice
budgets of the jurisdictions of this region. The funds of necessity had to
be applied selectively and jurliciously. Probably the single most important
aspect of the process has been the insights and knowledge brought to bear
on the problems ofthe justice system of this region by the rsons serving

on this committee. Because of the planning process which the Southcentral
Regional Advisory Committee elected to pursue, the decisions made by members
of this committee have been highly informed judgements.

The judgements made by the members of this committee have stood the
test of time and local scrutiny. An assessment of the continuation rate of
LEAA funded pz,..jiams in this region was conducted for the advisory committee
by the Institute for State and Regional Affairs of Penn State/Capitol Campus.
That assessment showed that 85% to 90% of all projects funded in this region
since 1970 were continued with local government funding afterLEAA funding
terminated. That continuation rate compares favorably with a national con-
tinuation rate of 62%. This continuation rate by the local communities is
probably the single most significant statement that can be made about the
effectiveness of projects initiated by this program:

The planning process of the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee
has been comprehensive. The entire range of the justice system has been
included within its purview. The committee has acirlressed problems of adequate
basic services, yet it has also stimulated numerous system innovations in
various communities throughout the region. These innovative approaches
will be 1.1 3. place to serve as models for justice system improvements in other
carrmunities as these strategies demonstrate their effectiveness: It istherefore inl.:crtant that same form of regional information sharing processcontinues after the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee dissolves.
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Finally, it is important to emphasize that the 1980 planning process
of the Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee included the participation
of a great cross section of the region. Many =mu:tittles of interest-be-
yond the justice system community were brought into the planning process
for the first time in this organization's history. This cross section of
interests included representation fsLt business and industry, education,
retired persons, churches, service organizations, government, and others.

This process was initiated before the demise of the LEAA program
occured, and its purpose was to introdirP a greater degree of Objectively
and perspective into the identification of justice system problems. With
the elimination of the LEAA program, this process was Changed to one of
ascertaining what can be done to improve the justice system without reliance
on federal assistance funds. A planning conference for that purpose was
held to culminate the 1980 planning process.. The priorities identified by.
the planning process and the results of the planning conference are attached
as appendices to this report. These priorities and results may serve to
guide future efforts to improve the system of justice in the Southcentral
Region of Pennsylvania.

4
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APPENDIX A:

SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS INITIATED

WITH LEAA FUNDS IN SOUTHCENTRAL

PENNSYLVANIA 1969-1980
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SIGNIFICANT PRCJECTS AFFECTLNG CRDILNAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

CHANGE LN SOUTHCENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA 1969 — 198p'

Project Title
Years
Funded

Approximate
Total Funding

Succort

Ago' Cumberland County Volunteer Intensive Probation 4 $ 42,000
Cumberland County Work Release Program 1 17,000
Dauphin County Magisterial Prosecutors 2 30,000
Dauphin County Prison Treatment Program
Dauphin County Work Release Pr,..,yLam

4 75,000
1 28,000
1 27,000Dauphin County Rail Py,aia

Dauphin County Prison Training Project 1 31,000
Franklin County Prison Volunt...r Supervisor and 1 15,000
Work Release Director

Lancaster County Prison Treatment Suoervisor 4 50,000
Lancaster County Volunteers-in-Probation 4 40,000
Lancaster County P,i1 Project 3 45,000
Lebanon County Prison Inmate Services Counselor 3 21,000
Lebanon County Detective Bureau 2 112,000
Northern York Regional Police Department 6 330,000
York Police Court Coordinator 4 17,000
Lancaster County/Lutheran Social Services Offender 2 75,000
Development Project

York County Atkins House 3 88,000
Dauphin County/Alcoholism Services Inc. Diversionary Project 4 125,000
Harrisburg Area Rape Crisis Center 2 100,000
*stn-In-Crisis Law Enforcement Project 1 46,000

2 110,000Lebanon County Catmunity Alcoholism Pruy am

•
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SIGNIFICANT COMMUNITY PROJECTS INITIATED WITH LEAA FUNDS

IN SOUTEICENTRALPEMSYLVANIA 1969 - 1980

Project Title

Years
Funded

Approximate
Total Funding

Support

Cs'-land County Volunteer Intensive Probation 4 $ 42,000
1 33,000

Cumberland County Youth Community Priam

Harrisburg YMCA Community Service Project 1 80,000

Harrisburg Police-Community Relations Project 2 130,000
1 27,000

Dauphin County PAil PLuyr..,
1 31,000

Harrisburg Educational P..:,i.am to Create Community

Awareness
Harrisburg Area Rape Crisis Center 2 100,000

Franklin County Prison Volunteer Coordinator 1 15,000

Lancaster Police Community Service Aids 5 515,000

Lancaster County Prison Treatment Supervisor 4 50,000

Lancaster County Volunteers-in-Probation
4 40,000

Lancaster County 4th Police Community Relations Institute 1 16,000

Lancaster Police-Community Awareness Workshop 1 6,000

Lancaster County PAi1 Project 3 45,000

York Police Community Service Officers 3 120,000

York Police Community Relations Outpost 1 17,000

Wtmen-In-Crisis Law Enforcement Assistance Project 1 46,000



351

SIGNIFICANT POLICE PROJECTS INITIATED WITH LEAA FUNDS

IN SOUTHCENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA 1969 - 1980

Project Title
Years
Funded

Approximate
Total Funding

Support

Cumberland County Police Cortmunications 2 $ 24,000
Cumberland County "911" Communications 1 58,000
Harrisburg Intensive Patrol 3 400,000
Harrisburg Community Housing Patrol Unit 1 144,000

1 92,000Harrisburg High Intensity Street Lighting Prt,J ..1
Harrisburg Foot Patrol Unit 3 210,000
Harrisburg Police Records & Reporting Project 2 118,000
Harrisburg Police-Comunity Relations Project 2 130,000
Dauphin County Police Radio Network 3 200,000
Harrisburg Police Data Processing Project 3 90,000
Harrisburg Police Planning & Research Unit 4 64,000
Harrisburg Police Photographic Services 4 36,000
Harrisburg Police Records Consolidation 2 56,000
Dauphin County Expansion of Detective Office 1 25,000
Harrisburg Burglary & Robbery Unit 3 345,000
Lancaster Community Service Aids 5 515,000
Lancaster Impact City Project 2 170,000
Lancaster County Police Communications Project 2 62,000
Lancaster Police Crime Prevention Unit 3 64,000
Lancaster Police Planner 3 28,000
Lancaster Centra1l7ed Police Records System 1 79,000
Lancaster Police Zero Visibility Project 1 48,000
Lancaster Police Tactical Unit 3 177,000
Lancaster County "911" Communications 1 72,000
Manheim Township "ALE-BAT' Project 1 84,000
Lebanon County Detective Bureau 2 112,000
Perry County Police Communication System 1 50,000
Northern York Regional Police 6 330,000
York Community Service Officers 3 120,000
York Police Cadet Program 3 53,000
York Police Court Coordinator 4 17,000
York Police Data Retrieval System 1 94,000
York County Consolidated Police Radio Network 3 115,000
York Metropolitan Police Communications System 1 43,000
York Police STRESS Unit 2 235,000
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SIGNIFICANT JUVENILE JUSTICE PROJECTS INITI
ATED WITH LEA FUND'S

SCUMMINITAL REVMIVANIA 1969 - 1980

Project Title

Years
Funded

Approximate
Total Funding

Support

Adams County Shelter Care & Diagnostic C
enter 1 $ 57,000

Cumberland County Alternative Learning Prog
ram 2 105,000

Cumberland County Youth Community Program
1 33,000

Cumberland County Alternative to Secure Det
ention Project 3 60,000

Appalachian School of Experience Project LIFE
1 115,000

Appalachian School of Experience Graduate P
rogram 3 220,000

Alternative Rehabilitative Communities Comm
unity Group Hate 1 72,000

Alternative Rehabilitative Communities Altern
ative 1 55,000

Education Project
Dauphin County Juvenile Detention Center

1 98,000

Mulberry Group Home for Juvenile Offenders
1 44,000

Susquehanna Group Home for Girls
1 44,000

Frontier's Club Juvenile Project
3 130,000

Harrisburg Youth Diversionary Pyram
1 50,000
1 50,000

Harrisburg YMCA Diversionary Program

Harrisburg School District Educational Advo
cacy Prureu 2 90,000

Dauphin County Pre-Dispositional Services
4 170,000

Franklin County Detention Center
1 75,000

Lancaster Boy's Club Project Intercept
1 66,000

Covestoga Cottage Group Home
1 65,000

Lancaster County Juvenile Halfway House
2 88,000

Lancaster County Family Therapy Speciali9t
4 45,000

Lebanon County Boy's Home
1 44,000

Lebanon County Family Therapy Services
1 14,000

7.hanon County Group Home for Delinquent Youth
1 67,000

York Police Juvenile Outreach Worker Program
4 200,000

York County Probation Juvenile Intake
3 44,000

Paradise School Group Home
1 53,000

York County Truancy Intervention Project
2 25,000
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APPENDIX B:

PRIORI21LS IDENTIFII-J) BY THE
1980 PLANNING PROCESS OF
THE SOUTHCENTRAL REGIONAL

ADVISORY COMMIlihh
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Rank
Median
Rank

1 9.5

2 8.8

3 8.7

4 8.7

5 8.7

6 8.6

7 8.3

8 8.2

9 8.1

10 7.9

Table 1

TOP TEN CONCERNS
AS IDENTIFIED IN

PRASE TWO

The segregation of youthful, first-time and non-

violent offenders from hardened criminals to prevent

the transfer of negative types of information.

The lack of placement facilities for serious juvenile

offenders.

The need to prevent non-serious juvenile offenders

from having repeat contact with the system.

The failure of the system to meet out sufficient

punishment for certain offenders in the eyes of many

citizens.

The development of juvenile restitution programs.

The problems created by recidivism and implied system

leniency.

Development of more thorough training and certification

procedures for district justices.

Inter-agency training aimed at strengthening cooperation

and understanding between those groups responsible for

dealing with juveniles.

The need for standardized planning and administration

within the criminal justice system.

The promotion of citizen awareness to crime and its

prevention.



355

Table 2

RANKINGS OF ALL ITEMS INCLUDED
IN THE PHASE II SURVEY

1. Police Resources 

The following items have been identified as particular areas of concern by
persons participating in the first round process. Please assign a rating of
1 to 10 according to your perception of each statement as it impacts the
availability of police resources.

1 - 10 Scale

Median Overall Group
Rating Rank Rank 

7.7 15 1

7.0 32.5 3

5.0 45 5

6.0 41 4

7.2 25 2

Improving police training and entry level
requirements.

Lack of public awareness and understanding
of police and law enforcement issues.

Fragmented political boundaries which limit
opportunities for police cooperation and
specialization. •

Poor police image in the eyes of the public
as a whole and minority groups in particular.

The burden placed on police time and resources
by defendant rights and court procedures.
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2. Court Delay

The following items have been identified as 
particular areas of concern by

persons participating in the first round process.
 Please assign a rating

of 1 to 10 according to your perception of each s
tatement as it affects the

problem of court delay.

1 - 10 Scale

Median Overall Group

Rating Rank Rank 

6.2 39 5 Improved technology and training to deal

with court related paperwork.

7.4 23 3 The diversion of less serious offenders

(non-violent criminals with substance abuse

or mental health problems) to social

service programs.

7.6 18 2 Improved coordination between police, courts,

district attorney and public defender.

7.8 12.5 1 Disposition of less serious cases at the

district justice or municipal traffic court

level.

7.0 30 4 Stricter dealing by judges with defense

attorney delay tactics.
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3. County Prison Overcrowding 

The following items have been identified as particular areas of concern by
persons participating in the first round process. Please assign a rating of
1 to 10 according to your perception of each statement as it ippacts prison
overcrowding.

1 - 10 Scale

Median Overall Group
11211E2 Rank Rank 

9.5 1 1 The of first-time and

7.3 24 4

6.3 37 5

7.7 16 2

7.5 22 3

The development of a system of half-way
houses and furloughs to aid prisoner
reintegration into society.

Increasing the use of determinant sentences and
prolonged incarceration as a deterrent.

The development of prison resources aimed at
encouraging the post-release employment of
ex-offenders.

Increasing counseling, vocational training and
citizen volunteer efforts within county
prisons.

segregation youthful,
non-Violent offenders from hardened criminals
to prevent the transfer of negative types
of information.

71-190 0 - 81 - 24
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4. Probation Department Manpower 

The following items have been identified as
 particular areas of concern by

persons participating in the first round process. 
Please assign a rating of

1 to 10 according to your perception of each statem
ent as it impacts probation

department manpower problems.

1 - 10 Scale

Median
Rating

Overall
Rank

Group
Rank

7.0 32.5 2

7.5 21 1

5.3 44 5

6.6 35 3

6.2 38 4

The reorientation of probation activities toward

making better use of community volunteers and

existing social resources.

The establishment of employment and training

requirements as part of probation services.

The elimination of mandatory probation for persons

convicted of minor offenses.

Increasing the use of group counseling and

supervision to extend probation resources.

Establishing higher qualification and salary

levels for probation officers.



359

5. Criminal Justice System Training Needs 

The following items have been identified as particular areas of concern by
persons participating in the first round process. Please assign a rating of
1 to 10 according to your perception of each statement as it affects criminal
justice system training needs.

1 - 10 Scale

Median
Rating

Overall
Rank

Group
Rank

8.2 8 2

.41
7.6 17 3

8.3 7 1

7.1 27 5

7.5 20 4

*

Inter-agency training aimed at strengthening
cooperation and understanding between those
groups responsible for dealing with juveniles.

Annual police orientation to community
resources and community relations.

Development of more thorough training and
certification procedures for district justices.

Training aimed at the development of planning,
case management and evaluation skills for
probation officers.

Improved training opportunities for
correctional officers.
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6. Juvenile Justice Resources 

The following items have been 
identified as particular areas of concern

 by

persons participating in the first 
round process. Please assign a rating of

1 to 10 according to your percep
tion of each idea as it impacts the j

uvenile

justice system.

1 - 10 Scale

Median Overall Group

Rating Rank Rank

8.7 5 1

6.2 40 5

7.6 19 2

7.2 26 3

6.0 42 6

7.0 31 4

The development of juvenile restitutio
n programs.

Reduction of juvenile probation caselo
ads to a

maximum of 25.

To enact a change in the juvenile law 
to provide

for the incarceration of juvenile offe
nders

including the detainment of status off
enders under

certain circumstances.

Half-way houses for runaway youth.

The establishment of a coordinated hum
an services

model for the handling of juvenile offen
ders in

place of justice system processing.

Tying treatment plans for juvenile off
enders to

the educational system.



361

7. Factors Inhibiting Community Involvement with the Criminal Justice System 

The following items have been identified as particular areas of concern by
persons participating in the first round process. Please assign a rating of
1 to 10 according to your perception of each statement as it relates to factors
inhibiting public involvement with the justice system.

1 - 10 Scale

Median Overall Group
Rating Rank Rank 

2 Public and ignorance on the of7.8 11

7.0 29 3

8.7 4 1

6.3 36 4

5.6 43 5

•

Lack of public information on the damaging and
costly nature of crime.

The failure of the system to meet out sufficient
punishment for certain offenders in the eyes of
many citizens.

The lack of public relations vehicles through
which system representatives can communicate with
the public, especially minority groups.

The apparent unwillingness on the part of criminal
justice agencies to cooperate and to share ideas.

apathy working
the criminal justice system leading to a search
for simplistic solutions.
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8. Serious Problems Facing the Criminal Justice System

The following items have been identified as particular 
areas of concern by

persons participating in the first round process. Please assign a rating of

1 to 10 according to your perception of each statement 
in regard to problems

facing the justice system.

1 - 10 Scale

Median
Rating

Overall
Rank

Group
Rank

7.7 14 4

6.9 34 5

8.8 2 1

8.6 6 3

8.7 3 2

The lack of adequate resources and manpower.

The fragmented agency structure within the

system.

The lack of placement facilities for serious

juvenile offenders.

The problems created by recidivism and implied

system leniency.

The need to prevent non-serious juvenile

offenders from having repeat contact with the

system.

a
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9. Criminal Justice System Change Opportunities 

The following items have been identified as particular areas of concern by
persons participating in the first round process. Please assign a rating of
1 to 10 according to your perception of each statement as it relates for
opportunities for change in the criminal justice system.

1 - 10 Scale

Median Overall Group
Rai Rank Rank

7.1 28 4

8.1 9 1

7.8 12.5 3

7.9 10 2

The establishment of larger, better trained
police departments.

The need for standardized planning and adminis-
tration within the criminal justice system.

Greater alternative treatment opportunities for
juvenile offenders.

The promotion of citizen awareness to crime
and its prevention.
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APPENDIX C:

RESULTS OF TEE 1980 PLANNING

CONFERENCE OF THE SOUTECENTRAL

REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

JUNE 19, 1980
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POLICE SERVICES AND THEM DIEROVEMENT 

Frank Simpson - Moderator
Robert Morrison - Resource
Robert Frederick - Resource

Findings & Recommendations 

I. Police Training

1. There needs to be higher police entry level requirements as well
as improved police training opportunities for entering and
continuing police officers.

2. The training resources of the private sector need to be tapped.
This Should include:

A. The Red Cross
B. Educational institutions
C. Large corporations and insurance companies could

be looked to as a training source through internal
training departments and scholarships which serve
the coLpJrate or company interest.

3. Training should be aimed at improving productivity - the
efficient use of all resources.

II. Community Relations

1. There should be greater emphasis on the recruitment of minorities
by police depar'=ents in SouthcenLal Pennsylvania.

2. It must be recognized that attit-Ar, starts at the top - command
officers, supervisors, mayor.

3. Psychological evaluation Should be used in the police officer
promotion process.

4. An emphasis in police - =amity relations should be placed
on crime prevention.

3. Community relations should be an integrated function throughout 
the police department rather than isolated in an identified section.

The Efficient Use of Manpower and Resources

1. There needs to be a mandated simplification of citations and other
forms.

2. There is a need for court coordinators to assist police officers
serving as witnesses. This would constitute a cost-saving and
efficiency enhancing measure.
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3. A re-evaluation of trPrlitional policing techniques is needed

for all departments.

4. LEAA investments in communications, records and statistics should

be more fully utili7ed.

IV. Uniform Police Procedures

1. Recognizing the reality of jurisdictional adgmentation, there is

a need for statewide direction for the r;plivery of police services.

This can be accomplished through the identification of a state

agency or department to direct the implementation of uniform

police procedures.

JUVENILE JUSTICE IN SCUTHCENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA 

Mildred Hand - Moderator
Robert Scbolevitch - Resource
Darlind Milrad - Resource
Ronald Fennell - Resource

Findings & Recanmendations 

The following findings and reocmrrendations are made based on the assumption

that Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds will continue to be

available to Pennsylvania.

1. The existing Regional Advisory Committees of the Pennsylvania Commission

an Crime and Delinquency should take steps to address the juvenile justice

issues identified in their regions. This can be done through advising

with those state agencies with a juvenile justice responsibility.

2. There is a need to implement interagency training for persons involved

in the area of juvenile justice. Such training would strengthen

understanding among the various agencies. Juvenile delinquency pre-

vention Should be the focus of this training.

3. There is a need for more secure heris in the South -n -al regian .for

serious juvenile offenders. However, the clifferences between staff

secure and physically secure placement should be recognized and main-

tained depending upon the seriousness of the offense committed.

4. The need for a wide range of alternatives to institutionalization for

juvenile offenders exists. The role of the private sector as a

provider of these services Should be encouraged.

PUBLIC LNVOLVEMENT DI THE CRIMLNAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

J. Richard Stouffer - Moderator
William Hewitt - Resource
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Findings & Recommndations 

1. The public should be made aware of the actual cost of crime. Placing-a
dollar value an crimes and an resulting prosecution and imprisonment
costs could help to increase public involvement in preventing crime.
Public involvement could be promoted by television, radio and news-
  ads as well as by workshops and seminars an crime prevention and
awareness.

2. The District Attorney and other criminal justice officials Should provide
information and education on the problems of law enforcenent to
community groups, organizations and to the clergy.

3. Work should be done at the lower grades of the educational system to
acquaint children with the ;enclitics for vandalism and other crimes
as well as their rights and privileges under the law.

4. To help improve police image and public relations, sensitivity training
and cultural awareness sessions Should be held for all police officers.
Proper selection of police officers is a key element in this process,

5. Ride-along programs where citizens accompany police officers in the line
of duty could be an Umportant tool for increasing citizen awareness of
law enforcement problems. Organization leaders could participate in such
programs and report back to their groups.

6. Police officers should be aware of the various community resources in
order to be able to make referrals in lieu of arrest where possible.
Police officers rust be made sensitive to hidden =line related problems
such as drugs, alcohol and the family.

7. Existing community based programs must be continued and full use must
be made of these resources.

PLAWLNG FOR SYSIEN CHANGE

Raymond Herr - Moderator
Irving Hand - Resource
Dennis Starrett - Resource

Findings & Recommendations 

1. There must continue to be a regional criminal justice planning
responsibility exercised by a regional agency in Southcentral Pennsylvania.

2. Options should be examined to determine what type of regional agency -
single-function, multi-function or umbrella - might best serve the
criminal justice planning responsibility.
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3. The Southcentral Regional Advisory Committee should submit a proposal

to the Pennsylvania Commission on crime and Dplinquency to study and

detenmine what type of agency structure might best fulfill the criminal

justice planning responsibility for the Scuthcentral region. The

role of such an agency would initially include evaluation and monitor-

ing of existing projects as well as planning for the justice system and

developing cooperation between agencies.

7
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C. RAYMOND MARVIN
GENERAL COUNSEL

LETTERS

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL

HALL OF ME STATES
444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20001

(202) 624-5454

October 30, 1980

Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
2213 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

PRESIDENT
CARL R. AJELLO
Attorney General of Connecticut

PRESIDENT-ELECT
JOHN D. ASHCROFT
Attorney General of Missouri

VICE PRESIDENT
WILLIAM J. GUSTL JR.
Attorney General of Louisiana

IMMEMIATE PAST PRESIDENT
J.D. MACFARLANE
Attorney General of Colorado

Thank you very much for informing us of your intention

to introduce legislation which would establish a federal

program of assistance to state and local criminal justice
agencies for planning, construction, or renovation of criminal

justice facilities. I have referred this matter to members

of the Association for their study, review, and recommenda-

tions. We appreciate your invitation to testify and will be

in contact with members of your staff regarding further

details.

Thank you very much for bringing this legislation to

our attention.

Sincerely,

Lynne Ross
Legislative Director
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National Center for State Courts

ARD Of DIRECTORS
ident
hief Justice William S. Richardson

Supreme Court of Hawaii
Vice President

Chief Judge Theodore R. Newman, Jr.
District of Columbia Court of Appeals

Presiding Judge Robert C. Broomfield
Superior Court, Maricopa County, Arizona

Chief Judge Lawrence H. Cooke
Court of Appeals of Nee/ York

Judge Mercedes F. Deio
Circuit Court of Oregon

Judge Roland J. Fan,
Municipal Court of Ramsey County

Chief Justice foe R. Greenhill
Supreme Court of Texas

Chief Justice Lawrence W. l'Anson
Supreme Court of Virginia

Judge Wilfred W. Nuernberger
Separate Juvenile Court of
Lancaster County, Nebraska

udge Kaliste J. Saloom, Jr.
Crty Court of Lafayette, Loursiana

Justice Joseph R Weisberger
Supreme Court of Rhode Island

Judge Robert A. Week,
Supenor Court of Los Angeles

COUNCIL OF STATE

i)OURT REPRESENTATIVEShainnan
Chief Justice Arthur I England, Ir.
Supreme Court of Florida

Vice Chairrnan
Justice B. Don Barnes
Suprerne Court of Oklahoma

WASHINGTON LIAISON OFFICE
2030 M Street N.W. Suite 401
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 833-3270

REGIONAL OFFICES
MID-ATLANTIC
300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg Virginia 23185
(804) 253-20X)

NORTHEASTERN
Osgood Hill
723 Osgood Street
North Andover, Massachusetts 01845
(617) 687-0111

SOUTHERN
1600 Tullie Circle, N.E., Suite 119
Atlanta. Georgia 30329
(404)6343366

NORTH CENTRAL
Suite 2208
American National Bank Building
5th & Minnesota Streets
St Paul, Minnesota 55101
(612) 222-6331

WESTERN
720 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, Califomia 94108
(415) 557-1515

300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185

(804) 253-2000

November 3, 1980

Dear Senator Dole:

Edward B. McConnell
Director

I have your letter of October 23 enclosing a copy of
the proposed Criminal Justice Construction Act on which you
are scheduling hearings in early December. I an reviewing
the bill, and having others connected with the Center do
the same, and will get our comments off to you as soon as
possible. We appreciate very much this indication of your
concern for the needs of the courts and the criminal justice
system.

The Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D. C. 20510

Sincerely yours,

/
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National Association of Counties
Offices • 1735 New York Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20006 • Telephone 

202/783-5113

November 3, 1980

The Honorable Robert Dole

United States Senate
2213 Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposed Criminal

Justice Construction Act. I wish to offer the following comments for

your consideration.

First, I would strongly recommend that you narrow the bill's focus

to address only correctional agencies at the state and local level. Al-

though there is a pressing need to renovate and construct a wide range

of criminal justice facilities (such as police headquarters and court-

houses), corrections facilities at the state and local level represent

our most serious problem. It has been estimated that at least 10 percent

of our nation's jails are now under federal court order. The prison

systems of several states are virtually court run because of overcrowded

and substandard conditions. No other criminal justice agency is in such

deplorable condition.

Secondly, a program of construction and renovation for corrections

institutions must be predicated on careful planning and the use of alter-

natives to incarceration. Most experts agree that we have overutilized

jails and prisons in the United States. A program of construction alone

could easily lead to increased jail and prison populations at a time when

the United States jails more people than any other nation in the world,

except for the Soviet Union and South Africa. I would therefore recommend

safeguards to insure that alternatives to incarceration have been fully

utilized, and that multijurisdictional facilities and services are actively

promoted. Currently, there are over 2,500 rural county jails which usually

are unable to meet minimum standards. It is absolutely essential that rural

jurisdictions be encouraged to develop multijurisdictional solutions.

Last year the National Association of Counties drafted a concept paper

entitled, "The Jail Reform Act of 1980," to promote a comprehensive straLegy

to jail reform.
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The Honorable Robert Dole

November 3, 1980
page 2

The draft legislation called for the creation of local advisory

boards, and development of a comprehensive plan at the local level.

Counties and other local government units under our proposal would be

required to demonstrate a full range of alternatives and produce evidence

of multijurisdictional cooperation before they would be even eligible to

receive construction funds. The aim of our proposal was both to lower

jail populations and provide constitutional jail conditions for those

who require safe and secure incarceration.

I would be happy to meet with your staff to discuss our proposal

in greater depth.

Sincerely,

Herbert C. Jones
Associate Director

HCJ:DM:ew
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Office of

Abministrator for tlie (!--ourts
i•tatc of 3ilus1iington

HOWARD S. PRIMER
ADMINISTRATOR

November 12, 1980

The Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington, D.C. 20510

TEMPLEOFJUSTICE
OLYMPIA, WA 985)"

I206) 753-5780

Dear Senator Dole:

I have had the opportunity to review a copy of the proposed Criminal Justice
Construction Reform Act that you plan to introduce for consideration by the
Congress. My following comments are offered and tempered by my perspective
as the Administrative Director of the judicial branch of Washington State
government.

First, my compliments to you for recognizing a growing and serious problem and
acting in a meaningful way to resolve the problem. As reflected in ;the proposed
Act, your impressions about criminal justice facilities are accurate. The
problem of formal institutional corrections has received a great deal of national
publicity. Ignored, but just as important, are the other facilities that are a
vital component of the criminal justice system. You capture the importance of
that fact when you find in Title I, Section 101 (11) that the quality, efficien,y.
effectiveness, and dignity of justice has been severely affected by the lack of
adequate resources for the construction and improvement of criminal justice facil-
ities." There are courts and court facilities in the State of Washington that are
entirely inappropriate for the purpose of conducting courtroom proceedings. For
example, there is a courtroom in one of the counties in this state that is so
entirely dilapidated that there is a sign indicating that each individual entprinc
the court facility should count the number of people preceding him or her, and
if they happen to be number 21, they should not go any further for fear that the
building will collapse. In Washington State, the cost of maintaining and construc-
ting court facilities is borne by local government. This type of facility can only
demean the dignity of the courtroom proceeding. By demeaning the dignity of the
proceeding, it demeans the dignity of the entire system. Without that respect, it
is difficult to encourage the respect for authority that is absolutely essential to
the maintenance of an organized society.

I am satisfied that, for the most part, the provisions of this proposed Act are
well conceived. I would make one recommendation, however. Section 203 of the Act
is, in my judgment, the conceptual hinge-pin for the Act. Without adequate state

71-190 0 - 81 - 25
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planning and conceptual analysis, the moneys provided by the federal government

would be under-utilized or misused. In order to avoid that from occurring, it

is essential that the components of the criminal justice system collectively plan

for proper facility utilization and growth. Any state plan that fails to have

comprehensive evaluation done of all criminal justice components will fail to

meet the goals set forth in this proposed Act. It is, therefore, important that

the Act clearly define the types of participation that need to take place. We

should learn from our experience with the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Until the time that the state planning agencies were redefined through the 1976

revision of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act court involvement was

kept to a very minimum. In deference to the concept of separate branches of govern-

ment, the 1976 version of the Act specified court participation on the planning

body and identified that a fair and adequate share of LEAA resources would be

devoted to court related activities.

I recommend that your proposed Act clearly delineate that there be participation,

in equal shares, by representatives from the judicial function, the prosecutorial

function, the defense function, the law enforcement function, and the correctional

function. Failure to include any or all of these groups will reduce the value and

the comprehensive nature of any seven-year plan. It is most appropriate that the

enabling legislation for a program of this type reflect the nature of the planning

bodies to be involved. I urge that you amend your proposed Act to accomplish that.

I am in strong support of the effort that you are undertaking as reflected in this

proposed Act. I stand ready to support you in any manner that you deem appropriate.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of any additional service. I plan

to communicate my support to Senators Jackson and Gorton, as well as Governor

Spellman.

Sincerely,

(
C— 7,/erkilt-t-d

Howard S. Primer

cc: Chief Justice Robert F. Utter
Pete Velde
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THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNERS

November 14, 1980

The Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposed
legislation that would provide financial assistance for
criminal justice construction programs. I am particularly
impressed with the provision for an interest subsidy for
criminal justice facility construction bonds. This section
is simplicity itself and such simplicity is to be roundly
applauded. This section minimizes bureaucratic red tape,
fosters good intergovernmental cooperation by minimizing
the requirements at the federal and state levels and appro-
priately maintains sound decision-making at the state and
local governmental levels.

Your interest in this area is greatly appreciated but
in reviewing the other provisions some questions come to
mind. Among the areas of concern are: inadequate attention
to the criminal justice functional component most in need
of assistance, corrections; the attachment of too many strings
to the money; insufficient funding for accomplishing the goal
of the legislation; and the bureaucratic complexity involved
in distributing the money.

Before providing more detail on these concerns, I would
like to make two general observations in order to provide a
context in which my responses can be understood. The first
observation deals with the fiscal process. At the federal
level, the prognosis for new programs is bleak. While an
appropriation of $500,000,000 to one billion dollars is sub-
stantial, it is not enough to do the job. In addition there
is the definite possibility of funding being below that level.
At the state and local level, the problem with funding criminal
justice construction, especially correctional institutions is
the lack of a constituency which results in that construction
becoming a secondary priority. Consequently my first suggestion
is to look at federal involvement not as the principal under-
writer of the construction but rather as a catalyst that acts

Cont...

vt; Suite 403, Washington, D.C. 20005 202-347-2291
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to move criminal justice construction from a secondary priority to a

primary priority.

The other factor that guides my responses is the need to foster a

correctional policy that does not rely upon incarceration as the principal

societal response to offenders of the law. Clearly correctional institutions

are in dire need of being brought into the twentieth century and that will

have to be accomplished by new construction and major renovation. The

issue is how many beds are required. I am not prepared to offer a number.

Rather I suggest that this is an issue best left to the affected parties.

The decision will be difficult and will require maintenance of the decisj,n

over a long period of time. Estimates for constructing new jai] cells have

been quoted as high as $80,000 per cell in California with an estimated

maintenance cost of $20,000 per year per cell. Officials should be iorced

to wrestle with these cost problems and should not be anesthetized to them

by generous federal subsidies at the front end.

I would add that while this issue is raised principally in the context

of correctional facilities construction, it applies equally to other criminal

justice construction such as courts and police substations. It is critical

that the federal legislation not create a need. Rather it is important

that the federal legislation respond to a need.

With these prefatory observations, I would like to address the concerns

raised earlier. First, in regard to the inadequate attention to the problem

confronting correctional institutions, I suggest that the legislation

specifies that some minimum portion of the monies be expended on correctional

institutions. The need is greatest with corrections and the legislation

should so acknowledge it.

Second with the matter of too many strings attached to the money, I

suggest that the purpose of the legislation is muddled and can be thwarted

by the requirements. This legislation's basic purpose and, I would suggest

its only purpose, is to facilitate the construction of badly needed buildings.

I would suggest that this streamlined approach would be much easier to

accept if the proposed reversal in the matching formula is accepted.

Third, with the matter of inadequate funding to accomplish the stated

purposes, I suggest that this difficulty can be partially corrected by

raising the matching ratios set forth in the legislation. The federal

dollar could be made to stretch longer if the state and local contribution

is increased.

Finally, with the bureaucratic complexity in distributing the money,

I suggest that the hard decisions on constructing new facilities should

not be made more difficult by injecting layers of bureaucratic involvement.

Cont...
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Such a process is unduly time consuming and, in construction, time is
money, big money. In addition there is the definite danger of aggravating
intergovernmental relations between state and local governments. I would
hasten to point out that local governments do not shy away from state
mandates and regulations so long as those mandates and regulations have
undergone the legislative review process in the state. Existing govern-
mental operations do not have to be augmented by the addition of a new
bureaucracy. This argument becomes even more compelling if the matching
ratios are increased so as to require the local or state governments to
provide a larger share of the money.

I would suggest in place of a block grant approach a categorical
approach which would include a provision that calls for an equitable
distribution of the funds among the states. An equitable distribution
could be defined as being within five percentage points of the amount of
money generated by a formula driven by population and criminal justice
expenditure data and such equity would be judged over the life of the
program (six years) and not on a year to year basis.

This type of approach would force the federal government to be more
specific in terms of what each application would have to contain. This
is not necessarily bad because state and local governments would then
know exactly what the rules are. Federal discretion would be tempered
by the equity provision.

I would also suggest that the federal discretionary pot of money be
reduced to five percent of the total appropriation and that this dis-
cretionary fund deal only with innovations in construction; i.e., solar
heating, solid waste disposal, etc.

I feel compelled to reiterate an earlier point that the purpose of
this legislation not be muddled by extraneous concerns. The purpose is
construction and only construction-related matters should be set forth
in the legislation. The programmatic concerns that the legislation
proposes to set forth do merit attention. That attention will come
through the state and local budgetary decision-making process. in addition
a federal financial assistance role in criminal justice beyond construction
matters is worth exploring but in a separate piece of legislation.

In closing, I want to thank you for the opportunity to review your
proposed legislation and I hope my comments are of use to you. If I can
be of any further assistance, please contact me.

MAC/pca

cc: Pete Velde
Yolanda Branche

Sincerely,

oot,
rk A. Cunniff

Executive Director
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UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
1620 EYE STREET, NORTHWEST

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

TELEPHONE: (202) 293-7330

November 17, 1980

Honorable Robert Dole

Committee on the Judiciary

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

Thank you fox this opportunity to respond to your

proposed legislation entitled "Criminal Justice Con-

struction Reform Act".

Crime and its resolution are a major concern of all

Mayors in America today. The United States Conference

of Mayors advocates deinstitutionalization whenever pos-

sible for all criminals especially for youthful offenders.

However, we do realize that certain individuals require

institutional confinement. You are quite correct in your

statement that correctional facilities in many large

urban areas are antiquated and that the financial means

to correct this is often beyond the budgetary constraints

of most cities. Your proposed legislation which would

provide federal funds to aid in rehabilitating the

facilities is most welcome.

However, it is my understanding from your legisla-

tion that all money appropriated would go only to states.

It would seem from your legislation that all the scil-

ities and activities described would relate to cities as

well as to states. It would be more beneficial and

equitable if there were a provision inserted in the legis-

lation which would divide the appropriation so that larce

cities would compete for a certain share and states would

compete for a certain share of the funds. This manner of

funding has been used in other large formula grants, such

as the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration projects

and the Economic Development Agency's local public works

program. Such a funding procedure has worked well in the

past and we would urge you to consider it for your legis-

lation. As representatives of the country's largest cities,

we would feel most comfortable with an arrangement where

cities were entitled to an appropriate share of the funds.
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Again, thank you for this opportunity to respond. You are to be
commended for proposing legislation which clearly defines and attempts
to solve the problem of substandard housing and facilities in our
national criminal justice system.

Sincerely,

txhn J. Guntherecutive Director
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COUNTY SHERIFFS OF COLORADO
Post Office Box 6592, Denver, Colorado 80206 •

 Telephone: (303) 777-3548

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR — James P O'Neil

PRESIDENT

H. L. Henderson
Grand County

November 17, 1980

Honorable Robert Dole

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

We have been informed of your intention to i
ntroduce

legislation which will establish a federal pro
gram of

assistance to state and local government for
 planning,

construction or renovation of criminal justice
 facilities.

One of the major concerns of sheriffs is the a
dministration of

the jail. Many are obsolete, planned and constructed pri
or to the

development of standards now required; most ar
e inadequate and do

not permit the proper separation of inmates to
 meet current standards

or for safe and efficient management; and, spa
ce is not available

even for the most basic programs. Many desired
, or required.

operational changes cannot be made because of 
the limitations of

the physical plant.

It can now be anticipated that PL96-247, will le
ad to the initiation

of numerous suits by the Civil Rights Division o
f the Department of

Justice based on standards to be promulgated by 
the Department. Most

communities faced with severe budgetary constrai
nts and increasing

demands for services will be sorely pressed to 
effect the changes

dictated by these standards.

We think therefore that it is very appropriate
 that there be

federal assistance in upgrading the jails to r
each the level

required by recent court decisions and the stand
ards being set by

the Department of Justice.

1st VICE PRESIDENT 2nd VICE PRESIDENT SECRETARY-TREASURER

Bert J. Johnson 
Robert Farris 

Edward D. Nelson

Adams County Summit County 
Arapahoe County

DIRECTORS:

Fred Ellerd Brad Leach Claude Porterfield Harold Thonhotf

San Miguel County Boulder County Gunnison County Chaffee County

George R. Hubbard
hit Carson County
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We strongly support your efforts and ask that there be
provision made to ensure there is imput from those directly
involved with local detention in the decisions which will be
made as a result of this legislation you propose.

Sincerely,

Air

H. L. Henderson
President

HLH: bh
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eouncil of State Governments
 NASHNGTCNCIF1(:.  

Hell ot the States

111   444 North Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 624-5450

McRAX FRANK H. BA1EY
Wasnington Office Daectc, Em,utive Director

Headquarters Office
P.O Box 11910

November 24 , 1980 Lexington. Kentucky 40578

Senator Robert Dole
Subcommittee on Improvements in

Judicial Machinery
6306 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole,

Your proposed Criminal Justice Construction Act is a positive

inducement for states to plan comprehensively for and to construct

criminal justice facilities. I commend you for defining construction

purposes broadly enough to include treatment and reLabilitation

facilities.

I provide the following comments and questions on particular

sections of the bill:

-- Sec. 102(7) -- Is "initial" necessary to describe appropriate

equipment, especially since Sec. 102(8) legitimizes "modernization"

projects?

-- Sec. 202(3)(c)(2) -- This section is vague and delegates too

much authority to the Administrator to adopt an allocative formula

applicable to states. The approach envisioned is deficient for several

reasons. What is criminal behavior in one state may not be in another.

For example, juvenile delinquent offenses in one state may be status

offenses in other states. Likewise, rehabilitation programs such as

Florida's "mentally disordered sex offender treatment program" are

non-existent in other states. Further, prosecutorial, correctional,

treatment, and rehabilitation programs cross many state executive

and judicial agency boundaries of authcrity, thereby making identifi-

cation of "overhead" costs applicable to state criminal justice

efforts extremely difficult, if not impossible to identify. I suggest

that a focus on "state effort" will result in your resource building a

bureaucracy of planners, evaluators, etc., and will lead to extra-

ordinary reporting requirements for states. Accordingly, the resource

available for actual construction of criminal justice facilities will

decline. Perhaps a better solution would be to base state payments

solely on population and to reserve to the Administrator discretionary

funds which he may award to promising demonstration or innovation

programs. The Administrator could reward jurisdictions which improve,

on their own initiative, criminal justice facilities.
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-- Sec. 304 -- "Public agencies" is not defined in the bill.

That definition should include agencies or organizations formed by
associations of states, directed by the states, or working on behalf

of the states.

I hope these comments are useful. If you have questions or if

I can be of further assistnncE,„ please contact me.

Thank you for the op7,ortunity to review your proposed legislation.

Sincerely,

...—

Jack L. McRay

cc: Frank Bailey
JLM/hco

-
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Moyer

November 10, 1980

Senator Robert Dole
United States Senate
Committee on the Judiciary
Washington..., D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

In accordance with your request of October 24, 1980, I have

reviewed the draft legislation for a proposed Criminal Justice

Facilities Administration program of assistance in the renova-

tion, modernization and replacement of outdated lay enforcement,

courts and corrections facilities throughout the country.

It is difficult to identify any other area which directly affects

the safety and well-being of citizens in every location )n the

United States, its territories and possessions, which presents

greater need. Based upon my personal involvement in the evalua-

ticn of criminal justice facilities in over 2400 jurisdictions

in the last ten years, I can attest to a national need of

epidemic proportions. My experience has included that of

Director of the National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice

Planning and Architecture 1970 through 1977.

The need which is so very evident has several causal factors.

Decades of neglect in the allocation of public resources to

criminal justice facilities has left a legacy of outdated and

deteriorated physical plants. Further, needs have changed as

law enforcement techniques, judicial processes and correctional

responses have been impacted by a changed and canging society.

Existing facilities uniformly fail to measure up to features

required by contemporary standards. Finally, the treelendous

current volume of transactions alone renders our existing

facilities inadequate.

Police facilities currently in use were designed at a time when

modern critreinvestigative techniques were undevelope. Space

for today's communications equipment, evidence storage require-

ments, staff training programs, community program support and

other activities is in serious short supply and in most instances

nonexistent.
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Court facilities are unable to properly or efficiently serve
the requirements of contemporary judicial process in either
their quality or quantity. The number of courtrooms, in
relation to the burgeoned volume of case filings, impairs the
functioning of the system itself. Court backlogs contribute
to the overcrowding of detention facilities. The lack of space
for ancilliary functions such as prosecution, defender services,
records, jury sequestering and deliberations and others also
sharply diminishes the quality of justice which can be delivered
under these circumstances. The organization of the many sub-
components of the judicial system within facilities fails to
provide definition and separation of public movements froffl
judicial circulations, nor private andsecure movement of
prisoners to and from court appearances. BoLh public safety
and the interests of the accused are jeopardized.

Corrections facilities today are nothing less than a national
scandal, inadequate to provide basic requirements of humane care
for those charged or convicted of criminal offense and unable to
insure public setety. Documentation of these conditions comes
from many sources. At local levels grand juries routinely
declare jail facilities unfit for use. Statewide surveys find
conditions uniformly inadequate to meet the most minimal
standards of sanitation, fire safety and space provisions. At
both local and state levels, extreme overcrowding exacerbates
these conditions. The proliferation of instances of judicial
intervention in the matter of jail and prison conditions through-
out the United States in the past ten years has further established
that Constitutional minima are not net.

It is, therefore, most timely and appropriate that recognition
of these circumstances be accompanied by a proposal for their
remedy. The Criminal Justice Construction Act which you propose
to introduce in Congress is exactly the kind of initiative which
is required. Lacking the provisions for funding assistance and
standards compliance which you propose, the conditions of
criminal justice facilities can only be expected to deteriorate
further and the proper and efficient administration of justice
denied throughout the United States.

Moyer Associates Incorporated \k•141,. Oros. 1;1110,1- 2_ 43,
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Based upon my first hand knowledge of the conditions whi.1

are so prevalent and uniformly shocking in every part of tne

country, together with the inefficiency and inadequacy which

these facility conditions force unon the operation of the

criminal justice system, I strongl,' urge favorable action by

Congress on this most important legislation.

Sincerely,

Frederic D. bioyer, AIA

FDM:rd
cc: Richard W. Velde
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RESOLUTION OF
CITY OF JACKSONVILLE

Jacksonville, Alabama 36265

John B. Nisbet, Jr. Phone 435-7611
N4Y(A

January 14, 1981

Dear Senator Heflin:

Enclosed is a Resolution recently adopted by
the City Council requesting your support of continued
fundina of the Northeast Alabama Police Academy, if
at all possible.

Jacksonville is the sponsor of the LEPA grant for
the Academy located at Jacksonville State University.
Please do what you can to assist this facility to
continue to operate.

dn

The Honorable Howell Heflin
United States Senate
6327 Dirksen Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

4
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RESOLUTION NO.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, ALABAMA
AS FOLLOWS:

Whereas the City of Jacksonville has been the sponsoring agency for
' the Northeast Alabama PoliceAcademy located on the campus of Jacksonville
State University, Jacksonville, Alabama, since October, 1972; and

Whereas the Northeast Alabama Police Academy serves as a regional train-
ing academy for a 21-county area; and

Whereas this academy has trained in excess of 1400 law enforcement of-
ficers from throughout this 21-county area in the Basic Recruit Training
Course in an efficient, effective manner; and

Whereas this training has been provided to the cities and counties at
a minimal cost due to funds provided by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration through the Law Enforcement Planning Agency; and

Whereas the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was not funded
by the 96th Congress of the United States; and

Whereas the loss of this academy would create serious problems in
providing badly needed training for law enforcement officers in this area,
as well as additional expense and personal inconvenience; and

Whereas this action by the 96th Congress of the United States
Congress poses a serious threat to the continued operation of the Northeast
Alabama Police Academy; and

Therefore, be it resolved that the Mayor and City Council of the City
of Jacksonville, Alabama, do hereby take notice of this threat to the
existance of the regional academy and the loss of its services to law en-
forcement within the 21-county area which it serves; and

Be it further resolved by the Mayor and City Council of the City of
Jacksonville, Alabama, that we call upon our United States Senators,
Congressmen and State Legislators to do everything within their power to
restore funds for the continued operation of the Northeast Alabama Police
Academy; and

Be it further resolved that a copy of this resolution be furnished to
each United States Senator and Congressman and each local State Representa-

tive.

ADOPTED, this the 13th day of January, 1981.

ATTEST:

City Clerk

--
Memb r

Coun 1-;, Me. eirdip

le-i1Member

Council Member

;er,',712: 
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