


IIear Reader: 
In recent years, Ohio has 

emer& as a leader in the devel- 
opment of a” innovative plan for 
the distribution of Safe Streets 
funds. The Ohio approach of 
mini-block grants to metropolitan 
areas. discussed later in this 
issue, has strengthened our crim- 
inal justice efforts by affording 
local units of government the op- 
portunity to develop a working 
plan and implement a program 
that will satisfy the needs for 
that particular city, county, or 
region. 1 believe the people of our 
state have weatly benefited from 
this sound approach by preserv- 
infi the traditional interrelation- 
ships that exist, between levels of 
government working toward a 
common wal-the reduction of 
crime in our society. 

As part of a national effort, 
Ohio is developing a set of higher 
criminal justice standards and 
goals. We are taking a “grass 
roots” approach in formulating a 
plan. with input from criminal 
justice organizations and public 
interest groups. Hopefully, these 
standards and goals will assist 
local communities and state 
agencies in improving their crim- 
inal justice services and staff. 

I personally have the greatest 
hope for the projects funded by 
the LEAA in the area of correc- 
tional programs and facilities. 
The halfway houses. diversion 
programs. and community related 
efforts on behalf of ex-offenders 
seem to me to have the best 
chance of breaking the ugly cycle 
of juvenile straying, recidivism. 
and the consequent reinforcement 
of antisocial patterns which al- 
ways seem to stalk us. One half- 
way house type operation. in the 
northern part of my state. is di- 
rected by an ex-convict who spent 
nearly 1 I years of his life behind 
bars in different types of institu- 
tions. His turnaround, a story re- 
markable in itself. is a” inspira- 
tion to the youngsters who come 
into contact with him, and they 
number into the thousands an- 

nually. He and his largely volun- 
teer staff have put together a 
wide ranKing program of ath- 
letics, counseling, and tutorinK, 
and I believe it’s worth every cent 
of taxpayers’ money. 

In the Omnibus Crime Con- 
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
and subsequent amendments. the 
Congress acknowledped that 
“crime is essentially a local prob- 
lem that must be dealt with by 
the state and local povernments 
if it is to be controlled effec- 
tively.” As we beKin a new era of 
federalism. the states and local 
governments must assume their 
rightful role in crime prevention 
and seek solutions that will pro- 
vide for a safer society for all. 
This issue of Intergovernmental 
Perspective reviews the rccom- 
mendations from the ACIR study 
of the LEAA program-the first 
major block grant approach in 
Federal financing. 

Charles F. Kurfess 
Minority I,eadcr. Ohio 
House of Representatives 
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Federat Management Office 
Transferred to OMB 

The year 1976 was not a good one 
for the Office of Federal Manape- 
ment Policy (OFMP). housed in the 
General Services Administration. 

The office’s problems first sur- 
faced in the summer when the Joint 
Appropriations Conference Commit- 
tee voted to cut the funding for 
OFMP hy nearly $800.000. While the 
budget request was for $1.88 mit- 
lion: the conference committee ap- 
urupriated only $1.1 million. The 
money was for the operation of the 
office throupb December. 

At the time of lhis appropriation. 
t,he Congress asked the Office of Man 
awment and Hudcet (OMHl to sub- 
mit a report evaluating the perform- 
ance of OFMP and surresting where 
the responsibitit,ies for OFMP func- 
tions were best located. The Congress 
would consider a supplemental ap- 
propriation for the office if the OMH 
repnrt so warranted. 

The OMB report recommended 
that the office remain within GSA: 
that it he renamed the Office of Mnn~ 
agement Systems Implementation; 
and that OMB assume more policy 
uversirht to allow the OFMP ta cun- 
centrate on implcmcntation. 

But by the time the OMH report 
was helatedty submitted tu lhe Con- 
press. a House subcommittee had at- 
ready decided apairlst pranting the 
sug~tementat appropriation. 

In mid-IJccrmher. a House-Sew 
ate cunferencr committee reported 
out a hilt calling for a $500.000 ap 
propriatirm for the remainder uf Fis- 
cat Year lY76, and an additional 
$IZO.OOO for the transition period uf 
the new fiscal year. These amounts 
do not reDresent new funds hut rattle1 
are an authorization for the rcdis- 
trihution uf existing GSA funds. 

The Conpress also called for the 
transfer of the office and 25 of its 
current 3X personnel tu OMB as of 
.January I, 1976. 

The office administers three cir- 
culars affecting state and local p-ov- 
ernments which receive Federal aid: 
73~2. which provides guidelines for 
audits by executive branch awn&s 
and encourages USC of state and tocat 
audits by Federal agencies; 74-4 
which sets conditions on which state 
and tocat governments can claim in- 

direct costs. AS *art of their share of 
matching requirements; and 74-7 
which provides for the standardiza- 
tion of application pruccdurcs for 
Federal grants. 

Hut the most important ft!nction 
of the office to state and local X:OY- 
ernments is that the OFMP werates 
the integrated grant administration 
program. which was recently 
strengthened by the Joint Funding 
Simplification Act of 1974. Through 
joint funding. state and tocat fiovrm- 
ments can use a single application, 
single audit, and sinrle point of Fed- 
eral contact fur related aid pro- 
prams which they want to plan and 
use together. even thoush the vro- 
grams are administered by more than 
one Federal agency. 

As 1976 began. the functions of 
the formt:r OFMP were transferred 
to OMR hy executive order. Eighteen 
OFMt’ emptuyues were brow&t tn 
OM H and seynratrd intc three differ- 
ent divisions: the Hudwt Review 
Division. the Organization and Spc- 
ciat Studies Division, and the Eval- 
uation and Propram tmptemrntation 
I)ivision. 

Commission Recommends Changes 
in Juvenile Sentences 

A prcstixious national commission. 
established to provide the country’s 
first comprehensive widetines for 
juvenile offenders. has made a series 
of recommendations seeking uniform- 
ity in the sentencing of juvenile 
crime. 

Such uniformity would he hased 
on the seriousness of the crime rather 
than on ajudgc’s view uf lhe “needs” 
of the youth. 

The commission. entitled the 
Juvenile .Justicc Standards Project, 
was sponsored jointly hy the Ameri- 
can Har Association and the Insti- 
tutc of Judicial Administration. Its 
recommendations. directed tu state 
legislatures. sugwst that: 

U Youth sentencing should be based 
on factors such as the degree uf the 
juvenile’s guilt. the gravity of the 
crime. the juvcnitc’s age, and prior 
criminal record, rather than the tra- 
ditional “hcst inlcrcsts” concept. 

U Juvenile offenses should he di- 
vided inlo five ctasses. three for fel- 
orlies and two for misdemeanors. 

0 Upon conviction of a crime for 
which an adult could be sentenced 
to 20 years or more in prison, the 
juvenile should serve a two year re- 
quired sentence. For a crime or mis- 
dsmcanor, the minimum sentence 
should be two months. 

n Certain victimless crimes such as 
pussessiun for personal use of mari- 
juana and alcohol. ramhlinr. and 
possession uf pornographic material, 
should be decriminalized. 

0 Youths defined as hahitoal 
truants. incorririhlcs. unwvcrnabte 
or beyond the control of parents or 
other law authority, should not he 
under the jurisdiction of juvenile 
courts. Convicted of nu crime. these 
children should hc cared for in come 
munity awn&s, including crises 
intervention proups and peer- 
counseling programs. 

The American Bar Associalion 
will consider formal endorsement of 
the widelines at its meeting this 
summer. 

Irving R. Kaufman. Chief,Judgr 
of the Second Circuit (~?ourt of AD- 
peals and chairman of the commis- 
sion, has predicted that the cummis- 
Sian’s major princiDtes would “sips 
nificant,ly alter the! concepts now 
prevailing in juvenile courts and 
agencies throughout the country.” 

Revenue Sharing Office 
Revises Nondiscrimination Regs 

‘l’hc Office of Revenue Sharing has 
issued significant modifications of 
the proposed nondiscrimination rer~ 
ulations necessary to implement the 
State and Local Fiscal Assistance 
Acl of 1972. 

The rorutalions vrohihit state 
and local ghvernments from using 
revenue sharing funds for programs 
or activilies which subject individuals 
to discrimination on the basis of sex. 
race. color, or nationality. 

They forbid personnel praclicrs 
based on an employee’s status as the 
head of a household, prohibit job 
ctassificat,ions setting sex as a quati- 
fication, and provide for treatment 
of pregnant women equally with 
other umptoyees. 

Hy issuing the new regulations, 
the OtlS hopes to clarify its policy 
on enforcing the civil rights guaran- 
tees of the revenue sharing act. 



In conjunction with t,his action. 
OKS has initiated a computer study 
of fmployment patterns in 4.500 rem 
cipient governments to discover those 
which appear tu discriminate in em- 
ployment. Under the provisions of the 
act. funds could be discontinued 
where there is a significant imbalance 
between the percentages of women 
and minorities in government jobs 
and the corresponding percentages 
in the total available labor force in 
the area. 

Of particular sifinificancc to re- 
cipient governments arc the follaw- 
inp sections of the new regulations 
under Subnarl E~“Nondiscrimina~ 
tion in Programs Funded with En- 
titlement Funds:” 

Corrections of Imbalance 51.52 
(b) (4)-Requires governments to 
use their revenue sharing funds to 
correct any inequities in programs 
financed hy revenue sharing funds, 
and cncuuragtis them to use these 
funds to correct imbalances in servo 
ices or f, .‘l’t’ : .: It’ 4‘1 1 lei ww mg f ram prior 
discriminatory practice. 

Fringe Benefits 51.54 (c) (2) 
-Makes it an unlawful employment 
practice to provide for both unequal 
benefits and unequal contrihntions 
for male and female employees in the 
arcas uf insurance. pension or retire- 
ment plans. welfare or other fringe 
benefit progl’ams. Unless directly re+ 
lated to actual differcnctis, it is also 
unlawful under the new rerulations 
to provide for uilhcr ur~rqual bene 
fits ur unequal contributions in these 
areas. 

Sex Discrimination Based on 
Family Status 51.54 (d) (1)-A 
recipient government is prohibited 
from taking: any empluyment action 
based on anyune‘s status as head of 
household or principal family wage 
earner. Any recipient government 
that takes an employment action 
which treats a woman differently 
because of her prcjinancy must now 
dunonstrate that the pregnancy of 
that person prevents ar1cquate job 
performance by that individual. 

Sex as a Bona Fide Oceupa- 
tional Qualification 51.54 (e)- 
Adds the judicial language tu this ex- 
emption from the sex discrimination 
prohibition that an employer must 
demonstrate that all, or substantially 
all. of one sex are unable to perform 

the job in question in order to take 
an employment action based on a 
bona fide occupational qualification. 

The new rewlations appeared 
in the October 2X. 1975, Frdr~rol 
Register. Copies of the regulations 
are available from the Public Affairs 
Ilivisinn of ORS at 2401 E Street. 
NW, Washington. IX 20226. 

Implementation of Circular A-107 
Disappoints State, Local Officials 

When OMB Circular A-107 was is- 
sued a little over a year ago, it ap- 
peared thal the circular would pro- 
vide state and local governments with 
a fiscal impact statciment on all 
major proposals affectinK them. 

The circular called for inflation- 
ary impact statements to accompany 
major legislative prrrposals and regu- 
lations from executive agencies. Ma- 
jor legislation or rewlation was Deb 
fined as that impactinp on con- 
sumers, busincsscs. markets. or Fe& 
era! state or local governments. 

Su far the circular has provided 
no information to state and local 
governments. The reason results from 
a disagreement over the purpose of 
the circular. 

One OMU official. William A. 
Younr, III. Mannrement .Associate 
in the Economic and Government I)i- 
vision. said that the prurcdures are 
not intended primarily to deal with 
the fiscal note problem, hut rather 
are aimed at improving the decisiow 
makina p~occss within agencies by 
forcing them to consider other ex~ 
ternal factors and alternatives prior 
to finalizinr reputations and rules. 

state and local fiavcrnmcnts are 
not the only ones less than happy 
with the first year’s administration 
of the circular. Major complaints 
have also cumr! from industry and 
industrysponsored interest uuups. 
who say that the agencies’ analysts 
often undereslimale the cast to pri- 
vate industry of proposed Federal 
guidelines. For example, the EPA 
predicted last June that compliance 
with its prrlposed toxic substances 
legislation would cost industry be- 
tween $78.5 million and $142.5 mit- 
liun. The Manufacluring Chemists 
Association then released a study 
which placed the cost range bclwern 
$379.5 million and $1.13 hillion. white 
Dow Chemical Company estimated 

compliance would cost $1.9 billion. 
In addition. the agency analyses 

are expensive. An article in Husirwss 
MiPeh (“The Impact of Impact State- 
ments: Red Tape:.” Dec. 8. 1975) es- 
timates that the circular cost the 
various agencies $14 million in 1975. 

Unless rcncwed by a direct order 
of the President, the inflationary inI_ 
pact reporting requirement will expire 
“” I)ec. 31, ,976. 

Federal Report Urges Flexibility 
In State, Local Grant Management 

A IJ’sdcral study committee on policy 
management assistance has recom- 
mended that Federal prwrams cone 
tinue moving: in the direction of ef~ 
forts like revenue sharing that allrrw 
state and local government leaders 
flexibility in allocatirrr resources and 
coordinating the delivery of services 
and henefits. 

n Federal domestic programs 
should he reoriented to minimize the 
administrative burdens on state and 
local wwernmrnts and the wnflicts 
with local priorities: 

U Federal puhtic management asp 
sistance should he expanded and cog 
orrlinated so that it is specifically 
aimed AL strengthening the overall 
management capacity of state and 
local governments that desire such 
ass,stance; and 

0 The Federal machinery fur cow 
ductinr interguvemmental business 
should he improved in order to bring 
about more effcclivc state and local 
participation and liaison in accom~ 
plishing the two ub.jectives stated 
ahow. 

The Interagency Committee was 
set up in 1974 at the initiative of 
OMH and WRY comprised of repre- 
srntatives of Federal agencies who 
are rxperiunccd in working with state 
and local governments. 

The Committee’s report is avaiL 
able from the Superintendent uf 
Documents, U.S. Government Print- 
ing Office, Washington. DC 20402. 5 
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The Safe 
Streets Act: 
Seven 
Years Later 

By Carl W. Stenberg 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 was a bold experiment 
in intergovernmental relations. 

Conceived in the wake of political 
assassinations, urban civil disorders, and 
campus unrest, the Act was the Federal 
government’s first comprehensive grant- 
in-aid program to assist states and locali- 
ties in reducing crime and improving the 
administration of justice. 

Moreover, it embodied a new form of Federal 
assistance-the block grant. Instead of the tradi- 
tional categorical program, which tends to focus on 
specific areas of national priority, reduce the flexi- 
bility of recipients, increase the influence of Fed- 
eral administrators, and require compliance with 
numerous conditions, the Congress opted for a func- 
tionally broader and administratively more decen- 
tralized approach to the crime problem. 

The Safe Streets Act authorized substantial 
amounts of Federal aid for a wide range of law en- 
forcement and criminal justice activities. It gave the 
states significant discretion in identifying problems, 
designing programs, and allocating resources, while 
encouraging local government participation in de- 
cision-making, and it attached relatively few 
“strings” to the receipt of Federal funds. 

How the Safe Streets Act Works 

Since 1968, the Safe Streets Act has provided 
approximately $4 billion to state and local agencies. 
The Fiscal Year 1976 funding level is nearly $810.7 
million. Yet these monies account for about 5 percent 
of total direct state and local expenditures for crimi- 
nal justice purposes. 

At the national level, administration of the Act 
is the responsibility of the Law Enforcement Assist- 
ance Administration (LEAA) of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Justice. At the state level, the Act is admin- 
istered by a state planning agency (SPA) which pre- 
pares annual comprehensive plans specifying law 
enforcement and criminal justice needs and prob- 
lems and ways to deal with them. The state plan is 
submitted to LEAA for approval and subsequent 
release of block grant awards. The SPA then makes 
subgrants to state agencies and local units to imple- 
ment the projects contained in the plan. 

Eighty-five percent of the appropriations each 
year for “action” programs (Part C) are distributed 
to the states as block grants in amounts based on 
population. Fifteen percent go into a discretionary 
fund used by LEAA’s Administrator to support 
various research, demonstration, and national em- 
phasis projects. Not less than 20 percent of the an- 
nual Part C appropriation is earmarked for correc- 
tional institutions and facilities (Part E). Half of 
these monies are awarded to the states as block 
grants, while the rest are discretionary funds. 

According to the law, the proportion of Part C 
appropriations passed-through to a state’s local gov- 
ernments is based on the local share of total state- 
local criminal justice outlays during the preceding 
fiscal year. Once this amount has been determined, 
SPAS decide how much should be awarded to indi- 
vidual jurisdictions and the purposes for which the 
funds should be used. These decisions are made by 
a supervisory board composed of representatives of 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, local 
elected officials, and the general public. 



The Federal match for action programs is 90 
percent except for construction projects which call 
for a 50 percent match. States must appropriate 
funds to cover half of the local matching share (called 
“buy in”). 

States must provide local governments with at 
least 40 percent of the funds available under Part B 
of the Act for planning. The remainder is used for 
SPA operations and staff salaries. In 43 states, Part 
B funds go to regional planning units (RPUs) which 
plan for and coordinate multijurisdictional crime 
reduction efforts and provide technical assistance 
to constituent localities. In addition, major cities 
and counties receive planning monies to develop 
comprehensive plans and coordinate local Safe 
Streets-supported activities. 

The Commission’s Study 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmen- 
tal Relations first looked at this program in 1970 in 
a report entitled Making the Safe Streets Act Work: 
An Intergovernmental Challenge. At that time, 
ACIR found that although there were some gaps 
in the states’ response to the needs of high crime 
areas, the block grant was “a significant device for 
achieving greater cooperation and coordination of 
criminal justice efforts between the states and their 
political subdivisions.” The Commission recom- 
mended that the Congress retain the block grant ap- 
proach and that the states make further efforts to 
target funds and improve their operations. 

Five years later, ACIR staff re-examined the 
Safe Streets Act as part of a comprehensive study 
of intergovernmental planning, policy and program 
development, and management under Federal block 
and categorical grants. The seven-year Safe Streets 
record can provide valuable lessons in any future 
consideration of block grant proposals or assessments 
of existing programs that rely on this approach. 

Over an eight-month period, Commission staff 
employed a variety of methods to obtain as complete 
and accurate information as possible. Primary data 
sources were national surveys of all SPAS, RPUs, 
and local governments over 10,000 population; 
LEAA’s Grant Management Information System; 
and first-hand observations of Safe Streets opera- 
tions in ten states. This research effort led to the 
following findings and conclusions, on which the 
Commission based its recommendations for Federal 
and state action. 

The Safe Streets Record 

After seven years, the Safe Streets program ap- 
pears to be neither as bad as its critics contend, nor 
as good as its supporters state. While a mixed record 
has been registered on a state-to-state basis, on the 
whole, the results are positive. This is not to say, 
however, that changes are unnecessary. In brief, the 
ledger reads as follows. 

On the positive side: 

Elected chief executive and legislative officials, 
criminal justice professionals, and the general 
public have gained greater appreciation of the 
complexity of the crime problem and of the needs 
of the different components of the criminal jus- 
tice system. 

During the early implementation of the Safe 
Streets Act, law enforcement-related activities com- 
manded the bulk of the attention and money. As the 
program matured, a more comprehensive and in- 
sightful orientation emerged. It is generally under- 
stood that crime is a complex societal problem which 
cannot be solved only by investing substantial 
amounts of funds in improving the processing of 
offenders. It is also recognized that the efficiency 
with which offenders are apprehended and processed 
and the effectiveness with which they are rehabili- 
tated are vital to enhancing respect for the law and 
possibly deterring criminal behavior. Much of this 
“consciousness-raising” was the result of the inter- 
governmental and multi-functional framework estab- 
lished by the block grant and is a necessary precon- 
dition to building an effective criminal justice 
system. 

A process has been established for coordination 
of efforts to reduce crime and improve the ad- 
ministration of justice. 

The Safe Streets Act has provided an incentive 
for elected officials, criminal justice professionals, 
and the general public to work together in attempt- 
ing to reduce crime. Representation of these groups 
on SPA and RPU supervisory boards has been the 
chief vehicle for achieving greater cooperation in the 
day-to-day operations of criminal justice agencies 
and encouraging more joint undertakings across 
functional and jurisdictional lines. The varied rep- 
resentation on these decision-making bodies has 
helped make activities supported with Safe Streets 
dollars more responsive to community needs and pri- 
orities. In addition, these programs have been more 
realistic in light of state and local fiscal capacities, 
and closer linked with non-Federally funded crime 
reduction activities than otherwise might have been 
the case. While the goal of a well integrated and 
smoothly functioning criminal justice system has 
yet to be realized, a solid foundation has been es- 
tablished. 

Safe Streets funds have supported many law 
enforcement and criminal justice activities 
that recipients otherwise would have been un- 
able or unwilling to undertake. 

Although early critics of the program claimed 
that too much money was spent on routine purposes, 
particularly in the law enforcement area, the avail- 
able evidence indicates that most Safe Streets dol- 
lars have been used for new programs that would 
not have been launched without Federal aid. Re- 



gardless of the degree of innovation involved, the 
program has established a mechanism for diffusing 
ideas and information about approaches to crime re- 
duction and system improvement and has provided 
resources to enable states and localities to carry them 
out. Some states have discouraged routine activities 
by prohibiting the use of Safe Streets funds for 
equipment and construction. Others have attempt- 
ed to maximize the reform potential of Federal as- 
sistance by setting certain eligibility standards for 
applicants, such as requiring police departments to 
meet the SPA’s minimum standards for police serv- 
ices. Still others have given priority to multijurisdic- 
tional efforts, particularly in the areas of law en- 
forcement communications, training, and con- 
struction. 

A generally balanced pattern has evolved in 
the distribution of Safe Streets funds to juris- 
dictions having serious crime problems as well 
as among the functional components of the 
criminal justice system. 
A persistent complaint since the program’s in- 

ception has been that not enough money goes to 
jurisdictions with the greatest needs and that too 
much goes to police departments. An analysis of 
LEAA’s Grant Management Information Sys- 
tem data, however, reveals that since 1969 the ten 
most heavily populated states have received over 
half of the Part C allocations. compared with a less 
than three percent share for the ten least populous 
states. Collectively, large cities and counties (over 
100,000 population) experiencing serious crime prob- 
lems have received a proportion of Safe Streets ac- 
tion funds in excess of their percentage of popula- 
tion and slightly below their percentage of crime. 

With respect to the functional distribution, al- 
though there are wide interstate differences, overall, 
the police proportion has declined and stabilized 
from two-thirds in Fiscal Year 1969 to approximately 
two-fifths by Fiscal Year 1975. Funding for correc- 
tions and courts also appears to have leveled off, 
with the former now accounting for about 23 percent 
of the funds and the latter 16 percent. By way of 
comparison, in Fiscal Year 1973, of the total State- 
local direct outlays for criminal justice purposes, 
58 percent were for police, 23 percent for corrections, 
and 19 percent for courts. 

State and local governments have assumed 
the costs of a substantial number of Safe 
Streets-initiated activities. 
A key barometer of the impact and importance of 

Safe Streets-supported activities is the extent to 
which they have been “institutionalized” and their 
costs assumed by state agencies and local govern- 
ments. It appears that once Federal funding ends, a 
rather hiah percentage of programs or projects con- 
tinue to operate with state or local support. While 
responses to ACIR’s questionnaires indicated con- 
siderable variance among individual states and lo- 

Criminal Justice Expenditures for Fiscal Year 1973’ 
by Funding Source 

70 

T [7 State, Local Expenditures 
Safe Streets Act Expenditures 

60 

50 L 56% 

29%24% 

20 

fiW% n 

19% 

IO-- 

1% 
0 

POLICE COURTS CORRECTIONS OTHER 

calities, the mean estimate made by SPAS for the 
percentage of projects assumed by state and local 
governments was 64 percent. Estimates by city and 
county officials were even higher. 

Many elected chief executives and legislators 
as well as criminal justice officials believe 
that the Federal Government’s role in provid- 
ing financial assistance through the block 
grant is appropriate and necessary, and that 
the availability of Safe Streets dollars, to 
some degree, has helped curb crime. 

Despite rising crime rates, many state and local 
officials believe that the Safe Streets program has 
had a positive impact. In part, this can be attrib- 
uted to the amount of discretion and flexibility in- 
herent in the block grant, which has helped make 
Federal funds more responsive to recipient needs and 
priorities. In some jurisdictions, Safe Streets has 
been a source of “seed money” for crime reduction 
activities that they otherwise would not have under- 
taken. In others, particularly rural states and small- 
er localities, block grant support has been used to 
upgrade the operations of police departments, the 
courts, and corrections agencies. 

These officials also feel that actual crime rates 
would have been somewhat higher without the pro- 
gram. Fifty-four percent of the SPAS reported that 
Safe Streets funds had achieved great or moderate 
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The Commission urges the Congress to 
assure the integrity of the block grant ap- 
proach by minimizing categorization in 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act. Specifically, the Commission 
believes the Congress should: 

0 Refrain from establishing additional 
categories of planning and action grant 
assistance to particular functional com- 
ponents of the criminal justice system 
and remove two current such components 
(dealing with juvenile delinquency and 
corrections), allocating appropriations 
thereunder to Part C block grants; 

0 Refrain from establishing a separate 
program of assistance to major cities and 
urban counties; 

Cl Authorize major cities and urban 
counties, or combinations thereof, desig- 
nated by the state planning agency, to 
submit to the SPA a plan for utilizing 
Safe Streets funds during the next fiscal 
year. Upon approval from that agency, 
the local units would receive a “mini- 
block grant award” with no further SPA 
action on specific project applications 
required; 

Cl Remove the statutory ceiling on grants 
for personnel compensation. 

standards and performance criteria against 
which to determine the extent of compre- 
hensiveness of state criminal justice plan- 
ning and funding, and to more effectively 
monitor and evaluate state performance. 

In addition, the Commission calls 
on the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad- 
ministration to develop meaningful 

state criminal justice outlays, and to exercise effec- 
tive legislative oversight. 

SPAS have devoted the vast majority of their 
efforts to distributing Safe Streets funds and 
complying with LEAA procedural require- 
ments. 

One effect of limited gubernatorial and legis- 
lative participation in the program has been the re- 
striction of SPAS to Safe Streets-related activities, 
even though the block grant instrument is designed 
to address criminal justice in a system-wide context. 
With few exceptions, SPAS have not been authorized 
to collect data from other state criminal justice 
agencies, to prepare comprehensive plans responsive 
to the overall needs and priorities of the entire crim- 
inal justice system, or to review and comment on the 
appropriations requests of other state criminal jus- 
tice agencies. As a result, the quality of SPA plans 
varies widely, as does the extent of implementation. 
Lacking a genuine frame of reference, Safe Streets 
planning has been largely directed to the allocation 
of Federal dollars to particular projects. Because the 
planning and funding processes tend to be closely 
linked, many local officials complain that the pro- 
gram has become too immersed in red tape, and SPA 
officials often contend that too much staff time is 
devoted to grant administration. 

LEAA’has not established meaningful stand- 
ards or criteria against which to determine and 
enforce state plan comprehensiveness and SPA 
effectiveness. 

met. While these are important considerations, 
LEAA has been less concerned with developing op- 
erational criteria for making qualitative determina- 
tions about plans and implementation strategies. 
Lacking such standards, effective evaluation of SPA 
performance is difficult. 

Two common complaints of state and some local 
officials are that LEAA has not developed adequate 
performance standards for evaluating the quality of 
state plans and implementation efforts, and that it 
has been spotty in enforcing special conditions at- 
tached to the state plan and other requirements. In 
addition, many SPAS claim that LEAA planning 
guidelines are oriented more to financial manage- 
ment and control than planning. Until recently, they 
assert, LEAA has been primarily interested in en- 
suring that all comprehensive plan components speci- 
fied in the Act are incorporated, that action funds 
are put into appropriate functional categories, and 
that various fiscal and procedural requirements are 

LEAA’s relationship with the SPAS has changed 
over the years largely in accordance with the pro- 
gram priorities of different Administrators and their 
views on the amount of Federal level supervision and 
guidance necessary to ensure achievement of the 
Act’s objectives. The relationship also has been af- 
fected by Congressional oversight activities. In gen- 



eral, SPAS would like to see more positive leadership 
exerted by LEAA in setting national standards, as- 
sessing state performance, and communicating the 
results of successful programs. 

Excessive turnover in the top management 
level of LEAA and the SPAS has resulted in 
policy inconsistencies, professional staff in- 
stability, and confusion as to program goals. 

Turnover of top management has been a fact of 
-life in the Safe Streets program. There have been 
four Attorneys General and five LEAA Adminis- 
trators in seven years. The SPAS also have experienced 
high turnover. New directors were appointed in 26 
states from October 1974 through December 1975. 
The median number of directors SPAS have had since 
1969 is three, with a range of one to 15. Assuming 
that the attrition rates at the Federal and state 
levels will continue to be high, the need for standards 
dealing with plan comprehensiveness, funding bal- 
ance, monitoring evaluation, and other key aspects of 
block grant administration seem critical. Otherwise, 
the problems of inconsistency and uncertainty will 
persist. 

Future Directions 

The block grant approach taken in the Safe 
Streets Act has helped reduce crime and improve the 
administration of justice in three .ways: 
0 Stimulation of new activity that otherwise would 
not or could not have been undertaken by recipients; 
0 System building through setting in motion a proc- 
ess for planning and decision-making that would pro- 
duce greater understanding and better coordination 
among the functional components of the criminal 
justice system, non-criminal justice officials, and the 
general public; and 
0 System support by providing funds to upgrade the 
operations of law enforcement and criminal justice 
agencies at the state and local levels. 

Much has been accomplished after seven years. 
Yet, in the Commission’s judgment, much more can 
be done to strike a better balance between achieving 
national crime reduction and criminal justice sys- 
tem improvement objectives and maximizing the 
flexibility and discretion of state and local gov- 
ernments. 

With this in mind, at its November 1975 meeting 
the ACIR adopted a series of recommendations for 
Federal and state action, which are outlined in ac- 
companying Federal and State Action sections. The 
basic thrust of these recommendations is to decate- 
gorize the block grant and to increase the authority 
and capacity of LEAA and SPAS to implement the Act. 

Carl W. Stenberg, Senior Analyst at the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, isproj- 
ect manager of the forthcoming ACIR report on the 
Safe Streets Act, one part of the broad study called 
The Intergovernmental Grant System: Policies, 
Processes and Alternatives. 

The state role in the success of the Safe 
Streets program is a key one and involves 
cooperation and commitment of the gov- 
ernor, legislature, and state planning 
agency. 

The Governor. The Commission 
urges all governors to authorize their state 
planning agency to: 

0 collect relevant data from other 
state agencies; 

•I engage in system-wide comprehen- 
sive criminal justice planning and evalua- 
tion; and 

0 review and comment on the annual 
appropriations requests of state criminal 
justice agencies. 

The Legislature. The Commission 
urges state legislatures to: 

0 give statutory recognition to the 
state planning agency; 

q review and approve state agency 
portion of the states’ comprehensive crim- 
inal justice plan; 

Cl include Safe Streets-supported pro- 
gram in the annual appropriations re- 
quests considered by legislative fiscal com- 
mittees; and 

Cl encourage the appropriate fune- 
tional legislative committees to conduct 
periodic oversight hearings on SPA ac- 
tivities. 

The State Planning Agency. In lieu 
of an annual comprehensive plan, S 
should prepare five year comprehensive 
plans and submit annual statements de- 
scribing implementation of that plan to 
LEAA for review and approval. 



Ohio 

When the Congress amended the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act in 1971 to make large 
cities and urban counties eligible for planning 
money, Ohio found itself in a bind. 

“We had a great number of eligible recipients and 
not much money,” said A. C. Montgomery, Assist- 
ant Deputy Director of the Ohio state planning agen- 
cy, called the Administration of Justice Division. 

There were already 15 regional councils of gov- 
ernment receiving the funds in Ohio. The new 
amendment would mean around ten additional eligi- 
ble recipients. And there was no additional money 
to accommodate that increase. 

The most feasible solution was to reduce the 
number of eligible units. So the state agency per- 
suaded the six largest cities and their surrounding 
counties to jointly form regional planning units 
(RPUs) to receive and administer LEAA funds. The 
areas not included in these six RPUs were divided 
into quadrants and made into administrative plan- 
ning districts (APDs), also eligible for some of the 
money. 

The RPUs were given responsibility and author- 
ity in planning, overseeing, and implementing crim- 
inal justice programs at the regional level with the 
assistance of an annual grant from the state plan- 
ning agency. 

The approach became known in Ohio and else- 
where as a mini-block grant. 

The six RPUs receive 40 percent of the state’s 
allocation of planning funds which allows each to 
employ a five to ten person professional staff. The 
staffs operate under the direction of a supervisory 
body representing criminal justice professionals, 
elected officials, and citizens. 

The APDs do not receive planning money but 
are provided technical assistance from the SPA staff. 

Each RPU submits plans and applications to the 
state planning agency for Part C (“action” grant) 
monies on an annual basis. The RPUs receive 57 
percent of the Part C funds available for Ohio local 
governments (approximately $10 million in 1975), 
based on a formula that weighs crime figures twice 
as heavily as population. 

The plans of the local units must fall in line with 
state planning directives which outline the program 
categories, types of projects eligible for funding, 
priorities established by the state, and any special 
requirements for particular programs. The SPA also 
sets minimum and maximum percentages for funds 
which can be allocated to various areas. 

By setting forth the funding criteria explicitly 
in advance of the planning process and by remain- 
ing fairly consistent over time, the Ohio SPA has 
avoided antagonism and conflict that have occurred 
in some states over funding requirements and restric- 
tions. 

In fact, some local units have indicated that the 

his article highlights how the Safe 
treets program is working in three states: 
hio, North Dakota, and Kentucky. Each 

serves as an example of the implementa- 
tion of one section of the ACIR recom- 
mendations on the program. 

Ohio was selected as an example due 
to its innovative mini-block grant ap- 
proach whereby the state awards an an- 
nual “block” grant to its major metro- 
polit an are as. 

North Dakota is an example of a state 
planning agency working very closely with 
its state legislature. 

I.2 

Kentucky illustrates a system-wide 
comprehensive criminal justice planning 
and evaluation operation. 



state’s directives simplified their tasks by telling 
them how to successfully tailor their applications. 

In addition, the directives “allow us to focus our 
funding in particular areas and provide a balanced 
approach,” said Joseph Godwin, Assistant Director 
of the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council of 
Greater Cleveland. 

Once the plans are accepted by the state, the lo- 
cal agencies approve individual projects within their 
jurisdiction and have responsibility for the manage- 
ment, monitoring, and planning of these projects. 

State and local officials agree that the mini-block 
grant approach has worked well in Ohio. 

“The system gives the regional planning authori- 
ties the opportunity to demonstrate their ability to 
plan programs,” said Montgomery. “The RPUs rec- 
ognize the challenge to find solutions to local crim- 
inal justice problems and are enthusiastic about 
planning and being accountable to bodies which 
they plan.” 

Godwin agrees. “The Ohio plan meets the intent 
of the act and allows and fosters more responsive 
programs and projects for particular local needs.” 

Basic to the Ohio approach is a reliance on- 
and faith in-local units of government. And Ohio 
has demonstrated such reliance for years. 

“Ohio has a good history of home rule,” said 
Montgomery. “The state recognizes individuality 
and the right to self-government at the local level.” 

North Dakota 

“You’d better believe we work closely with the leg- 
islature.” 

Bob Holte, Director of the North Dakota Com- 
bined Law Enforcement Council, leaves little doubt 
about his agency’s relationship with the state leg- 
islature. 

“We’re the only criminal justice planning agen- 
cy in the state,” he said. “So if somebody in the state 
legislature wants to know something or needs some- 
thing in the area, he comes to us. 

“This keeps us more involved in the entire crim- 
inal justice picture. And I hope it makes us do a 
better job.” 

North Dakota’s state planning agency certifies 
police officers, conducts jail inspections, provides 
training for all law enforcement personnel in the 
state, collects criminal justice records and statistics, 
sets selection standards for hiring police officers, co- 
ordinates development of a uniform law enforcement 
records management system in the state, and makes 
recommendations to the legislature on matters af- 
fecting law enforcement. 

In this and other aspects the SPA differs from 
most state planning agencies which were set up to 
administer only LEAA funds and are not frequently 
coordinated with other state criminal justice ac- 
tivities. 

The council works very closely with state legis- 
lative committees on criminal justice. One recent 

North Dakota State Senator Francis Barth, right, is a 
member of the North Dakota Combined Law Enforcement 
Council. He is meeting with two members of the North 
Dakota Senate’s Appropriations Committee concerning 
the state’s law enforcement-related programs funding. At 
left is Senator Stanley Wright, and standing is committee 
chairman Senator Evan Lips. 



committee, established in the interim between bien- Over the years the cooperation between the leg- 
nial sessions, looked at possible improvements in the islature and the council has increased, according 
public safety area. The committee used the council to Holte. He feels such cooperation is beneficial to 
staff extensively. both. 

The committee’s chairman, Senator S. F. Hoff- 
ner, said that council Director Holte attended all the 
meetings, made recommendations, and answered 
questions for the committee on current status of cer- 
tain areas of criminal justice in the state. 

Since this article was written, Bob Holte has resigned as 
council director and Oliver Thomas, assistant director, is 
acting director. 

“We always go to Bob with questions in this 
area,” Sen. Hoffner said. “He is responsible and 
provides us the information we need.” 

Thomas does not anticipate any changes in the relation- 
ship with the legislature resulting from the change in 
directors. 

“The die is cast,” he said. 

The state legislature in North Dakota also plays 
a key role in appropriating state matching funds. 
All state agencies must get authorization from the 
state legislature before they can accept a grant from 
LEAA. Since a state match is also involved in local 
allocations, proposed local expenditures are scruti- 
nized by the legislature, although usually not as 
closely as requests of state agencies. 

Kentucky 

One of the most frequent complaints about the Safe 
Streets program is that it fosters “administrative 
subunits” of the Federal government at the state 
level. 

In contrast, many state legislatures simply ap- 
propriate matching funds in a lump sum with little 
input in determining proposed uses for those funds. 

As administrative subunits, the state planning 
agencies have little impact on or input to other state 
criminal justice efforts. 

One drawback of the strong legislative role in 
appropriations results from the biennial nature of 
the legislature. The authorization process can only 
occur every two years. 

“It causes us to make budgeting decisions early,” 
said Holte. “We plan two’or three years in advance. 
It has the effect of somewhat limiting our flexibility 
in funding innovative programs, but if an emergency 
arises, a special committee of the legislature can ap- 
prove budget requests.” 

In Kentucky, the state planning agency has 
been incorporated into the state administrative 
framework. The Kentucky Crime Commission and 
the Kentucky Department of Justice have as their 
goal to plan for the entire state criminal justice sys- 
tem and to tie the budget process into a statewide 
comprehensive planning program. 

Projects begun with LEAA money in North Da- 
kota are often continued with state and local funds. 
This assumption of costs is probably related to the 
close legislative scrutiny-and accompanying under- 
standing of criminal justice programs. Among Safe 
Streets projects that have received state government 
support are drug abuse programs, a law enforce- 
ment training center, a statewide communications 
system, and contract policing. 

Kentucky’s coordinated plan results at least in 
part from two major factors: the state has a history 
of a strong state executive branch which allows for 
major changes without excessive bureaucratic or 
political problems; and the state has traditionally 
spent more money in the area of criminal justice 
than most states. In 1975, the state accounted for 43 
percent of all state and local criminal justice ex- 
penditures while nationally states accounted for less 
than 30 percent of total state-local expenditures in 
Fiscal Year 1973. In addition, Kentucky has strong 
state governmental involvement in adult and juve- 
nile corrections and in law enforcement. 

The strong role of the legislature probably re- 
sults from two causes-both historical. 

First, the North Dakota legislature has tradi- 
tionally played a strong role in the allocation of Fed- 
eral funds coming into the state. Senator Hoffner 
attributes this to some distrust for Federal funds and 
their possible misuse. 

The primary impetus for establishment of the 
system was a complete reorganization of the state’s 
executive branch in 1972. The Kentucky Crime Com- 
mission played an important role in the reorganiza- 
tion relating to criminal justice activities. A series of 
commission recommendations, including the estab- 
lishment of the integrated planning system in the 
criminal justice area, was implemented. 
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Secondly, the state had set up a criminal justice 
council by statute in 1967 prior to passage of the Safe 
Streets Act. In 1969, by executive order of the gov- 
ernor, the office was authorized to plan for and dis- 
tribute Safe Streets funds. The name, organization 
and other functions basically remained intact. 
Therefore the office is considered-and used as-a 
state agency. 

Under the reorganization, the commission staff 
became part of the Executive Office of Staff Services 
within the Department of Justice. The commission 
itself serves as an advisory group to the Secretary for 
Justice, who is the chairman of the commission. 

The goal of the integrated system was to broaden 
the areas of state planning agency involvement to 
provide a coordinated planning capacity for all state 
criminal justice functions and to tie the budget proc- 
ess to a statewide comprehensive planning program. 
While the Department of Justice has not yet fully 
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lived up to its expectations in the area of compre- 

hen&e planning, and it essentially continues to 
have as its primary function the distribution of Safe 
Streets funds, it must be remembered that the goal 
of comprehensiveness is an extremely ambitious one 
and not easily--or quickly--achieved. 

According to the SPA staff, the reason for the 
delay in achieving a fully comprehensive system may 
be the heavy workload required to fulfill the increas- 
ing number of LEAA requirements. 

There is some indication that the comprehensive 
planning system has begun to be effective in improv- 
ing the coordination and cooperation among state 
criminal justice components. One example of such 
cooperation is the loan of two employees from Ken- 
tucky State Police and the Department for Human 
Resources to the SPA staff. 

The comprehensive planning system as it op- 
era&s in Kentucky provides a strong state role in 
priority setting and determination of local activities. 
Perhaps because of this heavy state orientation, the 
system does not address the problems of criminal 
justice at the local level and the local regions have 
little control over decisions affecting them. Several 

The Kentucky Crime Commission, that state’s criminal 
justiceplanninp agency, is on inteRralpart of the 
Kentucky Department ofJustice. 

regional commissions have complained that they 
never know how much money is available to each re- 
gion and that the state commission does not recog- 
nize local priorities to the point of excluding them 
from the state plan. 

Ernest Allen, Executive Director of the Louis- 
ville Commission, believes that the Kentucky com- 
prehensive system is a good one and is improving but 
he feels that local involvement is not as strong as it 
should be. 

“Local governments have got to be made full 
partners in the planning area and must in turn ac- 
cept the responsibility,” he said. “We have to make 
the hard decisions and stick by them. 

“Local governments across the country have got- 
ten into trouble because they were enticed or induced 
to make applications in areas someone else thinks 
they need,” he said. “As a result, you find that local 
governments are less than willing to assume the costs 
of the program later.” 



ACIR Updates 
Legislative Program 

A revised and updated cdilion of the 
ACIR Stare Legidafice I’rormm is 
now available in ten parts-each 
devoted to a single major subject 
area. 

The program is composed of 113 
model bills designed to implement 16 
years of recommendations by the 
Commission contained in 4Y policy 
reports. The volumes are available 
individually or as a group. 

A brief discussion of the prazrams 
by volume follows. 
Part 1. State Government Structure 
and Processes. The ACIR bills in this 
section would strengthen the le&la- 
live branch by establishing equitable 
apportionment procedures. removine 
the constitutional restrictions on 
Icgislative sessions and compensation. 
and providing: lerislative committees 
with year-round professional staff. 
The executive branch would be 
strengthened by allowing tht! governs 
or to appoint his cabinet, by author- 
izing the governor to succeed himself, 
by riving the governor wide latitude 
in rcoraanizing the executive branch, 
and by givinc the fiovtirnor a stron,: 
role in the formulation of the state 
bodcet. This volume also contains a 
model bill to set up a state advisory 
commission on inter#“vcrnmental 
rulationa. 
Part I,. Local Government Mod- 
ernization. ACIR model bills in this 
section call for optional forms of 
government to permit each local 
government to structure itself in the 
way best suited to ils own unique 
d~:mands and circumstances. Such 
bills provide criteria for local ~“vern- 
ment creation. dissolution. and boun- 
dary adjustmtmts and for interlocal 
cooperation and transfers of func- 
tions to let local governments pool 
their resources and fxilities in pro- 
viding expensive services which are 
needed on an areawide basis. Kwion- 
al mechanisms would inslitutionalize 
local cooperalive efforts at the sub- 
state level to help eliminate overlap. 
duplication of effort, and waste. 
Part, III. State and Local Kcve- 
nues. This \,“lume contains model 
bills to establish a progressive pcr- 
sonal income tax at the state level, 
a broad-based state sales tax. and 
a fairly administered local property 
tax. ACIK also favors authorizing: 

local personal income and sales taxes 
and user charges if certain safewards 
are taken. Other bills in this section 
deal with property taxation and in- 
clude such areas as establishing cri- 
teria for the equitable administration 
of taxes, instituting notification and 
appeal procedures. and proviriinx re- 
lief for overburdened families through 
“circuit-breakers.” 
Part IV. Fiscal and Personnel 
Managemrnt.‘l’he suggested state 
statutes in this section call for a state 
oversirht role to help detect potential 
local governmental financial emer- 
gencies, and for state authorization 
to intervene in such emerqencies. The 
strength and intwrity of local reve- 
nue raising systems would be im- 
proved by providing state assistance 
in local tax enforcement: through im- 
proved and standardized accounting, 
auditing and reporting: and by “pen- 
ins up citizen participation in the 
budget process. State review and as- 
sistance in local rctircment systems. 
coupled with a transferability of 
public employee retirement right,s 
would safeguard the public em- 
ployee’s contributions to pension 
systems. This volume also conlains a 
model law outlininfi state standards 
for public sector labor~manaaement 
relations. 
Part V. Environment, Land Use, 
and Growth Policy. ACIR’s prot~ram 
of state planning and wnwth maw 
apement is buttressed by state and 
local promotion of urban growth poli- 
cies throurh loans, industrial de- 
velorrmcnt bonds. urban employment 
tax incentives, and preferential 
procurcmenl practices to further 
state development policies. The model 
statutes in the arca of land use and 
environmental protection and plan~ 
nine include control of urban water 
sup,rly and sewera!% systems, local 
planning. zoning and subdivision 
regulation and planned unit develop- 
mont. 
Part VI. Housing and Community 
Development. This section of the 
ACIR Statt, Lc~islntiw I’ronrrrn~ 
pruvidcs model statutes to establish a 
department of community affairs. an 
urban development corporation. and 
a housing finance agency. It also 
includes a comprehensive fair hous- 
ing act. a building code act. and a 
model law providing state assistance 
for rehabilitation of private housing. 
At t,he local level. pri\,ate enterprise 

involvement in urban affairs. local 
community development and housinp 
powers. a new community district 
act, a conditional property tax dcfer- 
ment for new community develop- 
ment, and regional fair share housing 
allocations would complement the 
increased role of the state in this 
area. 
Part VII. Transportation. The model 
bills in this section would strendhen 
transportation planning and deci- 
sion-making by establishing a multi- 
modal state transportation agency 
and by creating mechanisms for 
areawide transportation planninfi 
and policy-makinK. The bills would 
improve areawide transportation 
services and delivery in metropolitan 
areas by authorizing cities and 
counties to ewape in public transpor- 
tation activities and by establishing 
regional transportation authorities. 
The model bills also provide for a 
more flexible use of state highway- 
user revenues and an expansion “I 
the state financial role in aiding 
non-highway transportation services. 
modernization of state transportation 
planning and decision-making. and 
reform of independent rewlatory 
bodies to better meet areawide inter- 
modal transportation needs. 
Part VIII. Health. ACIR has rcc- 
ommended state legislative action in 
two primary areas: the removal of 
statutory barriers against. and en- 
courapement of, prepaid group modi- 
cal praclices. and the provision of 
state financial assistanct: to local 
governments for hca!th and hospital 
purposes. A draft lczislative measure 
for a state-supported minimum pro- 
gram for health and hospitals is 
available as well as a model health 
rnaintcnance orjianization act. 
Part IX. Education. The ACIK 
model bills in this volume are steps 
toward five main objectives: state 
financing of public schools: melro- 
politan education equalization au- 
thority; areawide districts for speri- 
alized educational prorrams; area 
wide vocational and manpower train- 
inp programs; and educational a~ 
countability and remedial assistance. 
Part X. Criminal Just&. To help 
meet the needs of society in the area 
of criminal justice adminislration. 
crime prevention, and rehabilitation 
of offenders. ACIR has draflud suz- 
gested state legislation to establish 
and define the role of the depart- 



ment of state police. to upgrade statrl 
and local police personnel practices. 
and trl define and make more flexible 
municipal and metropolitan rela- 
tionships in law enf”rct:mt:“t. Other 
sugzestcd laws would: establish a 
unified court system: give fircater 
ass”ra~cc that thr! constitutional 
guarantee to a trial by one’s peers is 
met: slreamline and professionalize 
the grosecntion function of the state: 
and guarantee that indigent drfen- 
dents receive adequate counsel in 
legal proceudinps. An omnibus car- 
rections act addresses itself to the 
problems in that critical area. 

The L1.S. Dcpartrnent of Housing 
and llrban I~rvelopment provided 
financial assistance in updating and 
whlishinp the AC>IK program. 

ACIRlNational Municipal League 
Hold Meetings in Chicago 

Keview of and rewmmendations “n 
the Safe Streets Act wcrc the chisf 
concern of the ACIIt at it,n November 
17-1X meet~i”~ in Chicago. 

The Cammission’s recommenda- 
tions rrn that propram are the subject 
of the main article of this issue of 
Irr Lrr~ooernm~~llf~l I’ersprcfi~v 

‘The Commission alw uassed a 
resolution urging: the Federal gwcrn- 
rnent la play a role in nlleviatirlg the 
financial crisis 0 f New York City. if 
aI) efforts of the city and state to 
deal with the rlrohlem arc insuffi- 
c1ent. 

The (~Jommission meeting was 
held in conjunction with the Na- 
tional Municipal Lvarur’s annual 
conferrncc. One afterrloon session of 
the C’ommisiion’s dcliberatians was 
R conference went attended hy the 
League‘s audience. and two Com- 
mission members. Governors Evans 
and Noel. were featured s,,,eakers at 
conferrncc lunchr~ons. 

The next A2CIK meeting will hc 
March Il.12 in Washiwto”, D.C. 

Commission Urges Change in 
Withholding of Military Pay 

At its meeting: in Chicarro. November 
1X. the Commissiu” passed a recomb 
rncndat,ion “rrinfi the Congress tn 
amend current law to allow state and 
local withholding of income taxes 
from military pay. 

Other recommendations passed 
hy the Commission in the area ot 
withholdinr of military pay socpested 
that: 

n COnfirf!ss adopt legislation 
waiving Federal immunity from state 
court actions to the extent necessary 
to make feasible wafie garnishments 
uf military pay and Federal civilian 
pay for delinquent state ur local 
income taxes; 
n the L3efensc Department rc- 
quire a sewrate form specifically 
designed to “htain from the military 
personnel a declaration of legal resi- 
dence for tax puTposes and alsu i-e 
quire that records of legal residr”<w 
be kept current throwh annual up- 
dating: and 

At its September meeting. the Corn 
mission asked the Conjiress to pass 
lefiislatio” to remove current exenlp- 
tiuns of state and local excise and 
sales taxes on on-base purchases of 
military personnel and to remove 
the stipulation that only the service 
member’s state of domicile or legal 
residence can tax his active duty 
military Day. 

ACIR Begins Study on 
Forest Revenue Sharing 

under a contract from the us. 
Forest Service, ACIK has urrder~ 
take” a study of the National E’orest 
revenue sharing system. 

IJnder this system. a portion of 
the revenws yielded by each Nation- 
al Forest is returned to the counties 
in which it is located. These rwenues 
include the sale of timhnr and min- 
erals. recreational fees. leascs, and 
grazing fees. 

The National Forest rtw~““e 
sharing syster” was set up by the 
National Forest Bureau Act in 
190X to provide compensation to 
local governments for tax re\‘e”“es 
last to them hv Federal ownershir, 
of the land. 

Controversy has surrounded \,ari- 
ous aswcts of the revenue sharing 
system since its establishment. 
(~‘ounty officials claim that the! 
shared monies do not compensate 
f”r thP taxes that would otherwise 
be collected from the Sorest land. 
In addition. they say. the presenw of 
the National Forests imposts “II- 
recovered costs on counties. Still 
another problem is the unprcrlicta- 
hility “f the size of tht! payments from 
one year to the next which has caused 
countless headaches to county fiscal 
managemsnt. 

The ACIK study will include 

some consideration of the relation- 
ship between forest revenue sharing 
payments for local gu”ernme”ts and 
broad natural res”urce policies. 
Iinder the current system. there is a” 
incentive for local governments to 
encouraw actions that provide them 
additional revenue-such as harvest- 
ing timher. Yet such options should 
be weirhed against less profitahlr-- 
hut perhaps more longxmpr goals. 
such as recreation and preservatiu”. 

The study was beau” in Novern- 
her under a” I&month contract. 

Most State Administrators 
Are Familiar with ACIR 

Results of a survey of almost 3,000 
state administrators show that a 
majority (51 percent) are familiar 
with ACIR. Fiscal experts. com- 
munity affairs directors and vlaw 
ners. give greatest attent,iun to ACIR 
publications and activities and walu- 
ate them most highly. the study re- 
waled 

Thti ACIK data arc one “art of 
a detailed survey conducted by Prw 
fcssor I)t:il Wright and analyzed bs 
Mary Wagner, both of the Uniwrsity 
ofNorth (‘arolina. 

k:very tax administrator. state 
planner, budget officer. and corn- 
munity affairs director surveyed had 
heard uf ACIK. Over X5 yerccnt uf 
criminal justice planners, audilors, 
and comptrollers knew uf the Come 
mission. Over 15 percent of the total 
respondents. however, rcport,erl no 
familiarity with ACIR. 

Of those who know of the Cum 
mission. 35 percent reported havinfi 
twxonal contact with ACIK mcmbrrs 
or staff and over 66 percent had read 
an A(‘IR report. Every hurlret, offi- 
cer and over 90 percent uf the! taxa~ 
tiun officials. planners, wiminal 
justice ~&m”ers. and community af- 
fairs administrators said they had 
read ACIR reports. Thirtv-four per- 
cent found ACIR material rlsrful to 
their agency. 

In a” evaluatiorl of ACIK work, 
the best marks, were. nut iurprisinx~ 
ly, from tax. planning, and comrnwli- 
ty affairs persons. Owr one third of 
all three gro”ps rated the A(‘IR w”rk 
as exct:llent. Of all thosr who had 
heard of ACIH. 12 percent, .iudred 
the work to he excellent, 51 perccint 
good. :i2 percent fair and 5 wrcent 
poor. 17 
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The Intergovernmental Fiscal 
Seesaw 

The diverrent batter” of Federal and 
state-local spending over the last five 
years can best be described as a “seem 
saw” errect. 

Figures compiled by ACIR show 
that while the rate of increase of Fed- 
eral spending dropped in 1973, state 
and local spending (from own 
sources) ruse; when the rate uf Fed- 
cral spending increased rapidly in 
1975. Ihe rate of state-local spending 
fell. 

This interpovernmcntal seesaw 
behavior is due in part to the fact 
that state and local guvernment 
spending tends to rise and fall with 
the economy white Federal spending 
is used as a toot in national efforts 
to counter adverse economic devel- 
opments. 

Althouah not as dramalic as the 
drop in Gross National Product. 
the steady decline in the rate of in- 
crease in state-local spending since 
1973 is especially significant. Fur 
when corrected for inflation. state 
and local spending for the first three 
quartsrs of 1975 was only 0.3 percent 
above the comparahte period in 1974. 
‘t‘his figure represents the lowest 
rate of increase in state and local 
spending from own sources in 26 
years. 

The recent fattoff irr Ihc state 
and local spending r,ate can be traced 
to a recession-induced slowdown in 
receipts and expenditure bett-tight- 
ening State policymakers. in par- 
ticular. have been unwitting to in- 
crease taxes. In 1975. only 13 states 
increased major taxes. Many “lore 
reacted by stowing the growth of their 
expenditures or making absolute cuts 
in state spending. 

The Federal rate of spending, on 
the other hand, increased over 10 per- 
cent in 1975. This rapid rise can be 
attributed largely to accelerated oot- 
lays for food stamps. unemptoy- 
ment compensation. public welfare 
aayments (which have increased 
with recession), and to a step-up in 
Federal grants for highway construct 
tion and pollution abatement. The 
increase in funds for the last two 
categories are partially explained by 
Federal efforts to provide additional 
jobs in the hard-hit construction in- 
dustry. 



Press. New York, NY. $,%.‘,5 (har,l- urn<15 have dealt with goverrmlentr1l 

hack). A parxrback edilion is cx- reform. minority pcrsgectivrs and 

,,ectr,i soorr. public services. 

William G. (Colman. former Err 
ecotivc Director of the Advisory Come 
mission on Interjiovprnmental Helir- 
lions. draws upon his vest krwwl~ 
edge uf the field in this wvrview of 
the quality of urban life. It is the 
author’s stated purpose to fill a fiari 
in the current acadtxnic literature 
caused by ovrrrmphauii upon Federal 
programs and their impacl upon ur- 
ban affairs. Colman currtends that the 
legal and fiscal struct,nw of city and 
state rovrrmnents to a L’reat <xterrt 
determine how services arci delivertxl 
and whether conditions of govern- 
ment. finance. and the quality of 
urban life au reasonably toterabl? 
“1 not. 

“The functional. fiscal and leral 
aspects of state aml city 6wvt!mmrnt 
and the relatiunshit, hetwuen city 
hall and state house constitut.r the 
hidden part uf the urban irehuw in 
terms of public unriarstrrndin~,” he 
said in the hook’s irrtroduclion. 
“~urtllermore. these comwnrnts 
substantially affect the extent to 
which Federal r)rograms directed to- 
ward urharr prohtums are successful 
in particular Staten or mctrOl>OlitXl 

XC!LS.” 

Ethics: State Conflict of Interest/ 
Financial Diselosurc I.epislation, 
1972.75. ‘t’ht! Council of State Gnw 
ernments. Iron Works I’ike. Lexinr- 
ton. Kentucky 10511. $3 

‘This report is a survey of corlflict 
of intcrestifinancial disclosure stal- 
utcs adopted or amended since 1972 
by 35 states. It provides tables deal- 
ing with various aspects of the stat- 
utes such as officials covered. scope 
of coverage. codes of ethics and pru- 
hihitions. 

Financing the New Federalism: 
Revenue Sharing, Conditional 
Grants, and Taxation. Wallace E. 
O&es. Editor. A Resources of the 
V’uture Hook. 1755 Massachusetts 
Avenue. NW, Washington. IX: 
20036. $3.95. 

This volume is the fifth in a se- 
ries published by the Kesourccs of 
the Future, Inc.. on 7‘hc Corr~nurlce 
of Mrlropolilorl Regions. Other VOt- 

Federal Programs and City Politics. 
~Jrffwy L. I’ressman, I:nix,ersilr 01 
(California Press, LScrkeley, Cali- 
fornia 94720. $10. 

The author looks at the pruh- 
lems of hath donors and rccir,ients 
of b’ederal aid and dcvelups a mods1 
outlining the different sets of orwni- 
zational oh,jectivrs and problems of 
joining together to accomplish corn- 
man coals. He concludes that more 
money, increased administrative ef- 
ficiency. and heightened levels of 
particitx3tion may not themselves 
lead governments or interwvernmen- 
tal systems to he stronger. hut rather 
that Federal policy ought to in- 
crease the capacity and responsive- 
ness of the political institutions in 
ways that would build the framework 
for commitments to continuing joint 
action. 19 
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