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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Commumty Oriented Policing Service.? 

Office of the Director 
1100 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

February 13, 1995 

Dear Representative: 

As debate begins on H.R. 728, the Local Govemment Law Enforcement Block Grants 
Act of 1995, I want to recap for you the progress made by the COPS Office in carrying out 
the police hiring provisions of last year's Crime Act. Since we began work last fall, we 
have provided funding for 14,622 new police officers in almost 8,000 communities rural and 
urban, large and small, across America. These new officers are in addition to the 2080 
officers funded under 1994's Police Hiring Supplement program. 

As President Clinton and Attomey General Reno promised when the Violent CriDie 
Control and Law Enforcement Act was signed on September 13, 1994, we have made the 
process of applying for a federal grant accessible, understandable, and efficient. We have 
done so in new and innovative ways, including the creation of a one-page application foim 
and a grant process which permits COPS applicants to recruit, hire and train new officers in 
record time. And the COPS program is flexible enough to accommodate local demand for 
funding for overtime, equipment and other law enforcement needs in ways that will allow 
law enforcement agencies to redeploy existing officers into community policing activities. 
The response from mayors, county executives, chiefs and sheriffs has been gratifying, as 
fonner skeptics find that the federal govemment can deliver in a way that makes a real 
difference. 

Despite these efforts, the public safety need for additional officers remains. In just 
the first four months of the COPS program, we have received requests for 39,260 officers. 
To change course now would keep the federal govemment from meeting these clear and 
urgent needs in a swift fashion. With your support, we are committed to continue our work. 

As a former police chief, I know first-hand about the challenges faced by state and 
local law enforcement. Since being swom in as Director of COPS on December 19, 1994, I 
have travelled across the country listening to law enforcement officers and community 
members from small towns, villages and cities. I consistently hear words of praise and 
appreciation for the foresight of the Congress and the President in creating this opportunity 
and for the ways in which we have tried to respond directly and quickly to the needs of our 
customers. But I also hear the call for more police who are engaged in and committed to 
community policing. 



Page Two 

We have accomplished a lot so far, but we have much more work to do. Let's 
continue to do it together. Please join with the National Association of Police Organizations, 
Fratemal Order of Police, National Sheriffs Association and many others and OPPOSE H.R. 
728 and other efforts to eliminate the COPS program. 

Attached for your information is a list of all PHS and COPS grants awarded to each 
state to date, as well as some letters you might find of interest. 

Thank you for your continued support of law enforcement. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Braim 
)irector, COPS Office 



U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Community Oriented Policing Services 

Office of the Director Washington, D C. 20530 

March 20, 1995 

1 ~ 
4 ~ 

Dear 6 ~ : 

Soon the Senate will begin consideration of a new crime bill. As that debate 
begins, I want to recap for you the progress made by the COPS Office in carrying out the 
police hiring provisions of last year's Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act. 
Since we began work last fall, we have provided funding for 14,622 new police officers 
in almost 8,000 communities rural and urban, large and small, across America. These 
new officers are in addition to the 2080 officers funded under 1994's Police Hiring 
Supplement program. A total of 3 ~ new community policing officers have gone to 2 ~ 
under these programs. 

As President Clinton and Attorney General Reno promised when the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act was signed into law on September 13, 1994, 
we have made the process of applying for a federal grant accessible, understandable, and 
efficient. We have done so in new and innovative ways, including the creation of a one-
page application form for one of our programs and a grant process that permits COPS 
applicants to recruit, hire and train new officers in record time. And the COPS program 
is flexible enough to accommodate local demand for funding for overtime, equipment 
and other law enforcement needs, along with the proven need for more officers. The 
response from mayors, county executives, chiefs and sheriffs has been gratifying, as 
former skeptics find that the federal government can deliver in a way that makes a real 
difference. 

Despite these efforts, the public safety need for additional officers remains. The 
combined requests of all of the COPS programs have been for 39,260 officers. In 2 ~ 
alone, we have outstanding requests for 7 ~ additional officers. We are committed to 
continuing the COPS program and responding to demands from across the country for 
more police officers and greater community involvement. To change course now would 
keep the federal government from meeting these clear and urgent needs in a swift 
fashion. 



Letter to 6 ~ 
Page Two 

As a former police chief, I know first-hand about the challenges faced by state and 
local law enforcement. Since being sworn in as Director of COPS on December 19, 
1994, I have travelled across the country listening to law enforcement officers and 
community members from small towns, villages, large and small cities, and suburbs. I 
consistently hear words of praise and appreciation for the foresight of the Congress and 
the President in creating this opportunity and for the ways in which the COPS Office has 
responded directly and quickly to the needs of our customers. But I also hear the call 
for more police who are engaged in, and committed to, community policing. 

We have accomplished a lot so far, but we have much more work to do. Let's 
continue to do it together. Please join with the Federal Law Enforcement Officers 
Association, Fraternal Order of Police, International Brotherhood of Police Officers, 
International Union of Police Associations, Major Cities Chiefs, National Association of 
Police Organizations, National Black Police Association, National Organization of Black 
Law Enforcement Executives, National Sheriffs Association, National Troopers Coalition, 
Police Executive Research Forum, Police Foundation and many others and oppose efforts 
to eliminate the COPS program. 

Thank you for your continued support of law enforcement. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Brann 
Director 



Number of Officers by State 
STATE PHS PHASE1 AHEAD TOTAL FAST ESTIMATES TOTAL ESTIMATES 

AK 8 23 8 39 38 77 
AL 28 72 23 123 207 330 
AR 13 52 11 76 165 241 
AZ 38 74 87 199 73 272 
CA 251 303 480 1,034 212 1,246 
CO 26 29 48 103 96 199 
CT 26 34 62 122 62 184 
DC 0 0 0 
DE 26 18 12 56 12 68 
FL 163 270 355 788 173 961 
GA 42 90 100 232 211 443 
GM 0 0 9 9 9 
HI 5 40 20 65 65 
lA 23 21 17 61 145 206 
ID 4 11 2 17 42 59 
IL 95 96 432 623 406 1,029 
IN 36 59 75 170 151 321 
KS 34 15 36 85 109 194 
KY 16 27 34 77 117 194 

46 43 135 224 135 359 
MA 75 96 175 346 241 587 
MD 75 75 150 300 59 359 
ME 12 7 6 25 63 88 
Ml 67 73 167 307 244 551 
MN 28 12 55 95 193 288 
MO 53 16 84 153 282 435 
MS 22 52 13 87 209 296 
MT 6 16 9 31 40 71 
NC 46 100 96 242 215 457 
ND 2 2 6 10 32 42 
NE 15 51 19 85 40 125 
NH 3 4 15 22 68 90 
NJ 92 56 130 278 360 638 
NM 10 40 11 61 74 135 
NV 5 32 19 56 19 75 
NY 86 108 291 485 247 732 
OH 78 82 178 338 408 746 
OK 23 38 45 106 187 293 
OR 20 27 60 107 93 200 
PA 63 47 192 302 316 618 
PR 0 100 276 376 0 376 
RI 14 16 24 54 23 77 
SC 29 60 53 142 116 258 
SD 8 9 4 21 47 68 



TN 
TX 
UT 
VA 
VT 
WA 
Wl 
WV 
WY 

TOTALS 

54 
132 
18 
75 
3 

35 
27 
18 
6 

2,080 

27 95 176 167 343 
155 384 671 366 1,037 
28 16 62 68 130 
47 113 235 92 327 
14 1 18 35 53 
87 38 160 145 305 
25 19 71 173 244 
16 18 52 119 171 
4 2 12 18 30 

,799 4,710 9,589 7,113 16,702 



U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Community Oriented Policing Services 

Office of Congressional Relations Washington, D.C. 20530 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: jose Cerda, Executive Office of the President 

FR: Leah Gurowitz, Assistant to the Director of COPS for Congressional Relations 
Brian Michael, Legislative Analyst 

RE: State totals of officers requested, but not funded under COPS FAST and COPS 
AHEAD (Note: These totals do not include PHS requests) 

DA: March 24, 1995 

Alabama 
425 

Alaska 
95 

Arizona 
263 

Arkansas 
334 

California 
763 

Colorado 
102 

Connecticut 
123 

Delaware 
14 



Unfunded Requests 
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Florida 
510 

Georgia 
392 

Hawaii 
9 

Idaho 
52 

Illinois 
1104 

Indiana 
178 

Iowa 
86 

Kansas 
126 

Kentucky 
205 

Louisiana 
354 

Maine 
44 

Maryland 
303 

Massachusetts 
551 

Michigan 
387 



Unfunded Requests 
page three 

Minnesota 
149 

Mississippi 
426 

Missouri 
594 

Montana 
113 

Nebraska 
56 

Nevada 
45 

New Hampshire 
41 

New jersey 
680 

New Mexico 
182 

New York 
834 

North Carolina 
408 

North Dakota 
35 

Ohio 
736 

Oklahoma 
298 



Unfunded Requests 
page four 

Oregon 
150 

Pennsylvania 
774 

Rhode Island 
75 

South Carolina 
287 

South Dakota 
77 

Tennessee 
433 

Texas 
643 

Utah 
95 

Vermont 
47 

Virginia 
202 

Washington 
171 

West Virginia 
178 

Wisconsin 
149 

Wyoming 
19 

TOTAL unfunded officer requests under COPS AHEAD and COPS FAST: 14,317 
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Los Angeles Times 

February 21, 1995, Tuesday, Ventura West E d i t i o n 

SECTION: Metro; Part B; Page 1; Column 6 

LENGTH: 617 words 

HEADLINE: PETITIONS FOR PROP. 172 LIMITS GET MALL SIGNERS 

BYLINE: By MIGUEL BUSTILLO, TIMES STAFF WRITER 

BODY: 

Ventura County's top law enforcement o f f i c i a l s h i t the malls 
again Monday, i n t e n s i f y i n g t h e i r campaign t o prevent the Board of 
Supervisors from spending money from P r o p o s i t i o n 172's h a l f - c e n t 
sales tax on anything other than p u b l i c s a f e t y . 

Outside the United A r t i s t s movie theater a t The Oaks shopping 
center -- one of 40 l o c a t i o n s countywide where supporters of a 
p e t i t i o n d r i v e gathered t o c o l l e c t signatures -- S h e r i f f Larry 
Carpenter and D i s t r i c t A t t y . Michael D. Bradbury urged shoppers 
t o support the e f f o r t . 

Backers of the d r i v e say the Board of Supervisors broke i t s 
promise l a s t year when i t a l l o c a t e d p a r t of the $28 m i l l i o n 
c o l l e c t e d from the i n i t i a t i v e t o agencies other than p o l i c e , f i r e 
and c o u r t services. 

" I t h i n k i t ' s necessary," said Margaret Burn of Thousand Oaks, 
who v i s i t e d the mall j u s t t o sign the p e t i t i o n . "We voted f o r 
t h i s money t o go t o safety, and they used i t f o r other t h i n g s , 
b a i l i f f s , PETITIONS: Mikels Joins Signing Drive 

whatever they wanted. They j u s t viewed i t as more money i n 
t h e i r c o f f e r s . " 

To ensure t h a t never happens again, supporters want t o c o l l e c t 
the signatures of 44,000 r e g i s t e r e d voters by A p r i l 10, enough t o 
force a s p e c i a l e l e c t i o n . Last week, Bradbury and Carpenter 
gathered signatures a t Oxnard's Esplanade M a l l . 

Otto S t o l l , president of Cit i z e n s f o r a Safe Environment and 
one of the organizers of the so-called Close the Loophole 
i n i t i a t i v e , estimated t h a t about 10,000 signatures had been 
gathered by Monday morning. 

But organizers say they hope t o avoid the e l e c t i o n , which 
would cost taxpayers $350,000, and instead persuade the 



supervisors t o adopt an ordinance binding them t o spend 
P r o p o s i t i o n 172 money on p u b l i c s a f e t y . 

I f supervisors wanted t o spend t h a t money on something e l s e , 
they would have t o win the approval of county v o t e r s . 

"We don't want t o f i g h t t h i s every year," Carpenter s a i d . " I f 
they want t o make a run on p u b l i c s a f e t y d o l l a r s , t h e y ' l l have t o 
go before the people, and I don't t h i n k t h a t would ever happen i n 
t h i s county." 

Carpenter said he has spoken t o s h e r i f f s of several counties, 
i n c l u d i n g Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo, and they are 
considering s i m i l a r p e t i t i o n d r i v e s . 

P r o p o s i t i o n 172, widely supported by C a l i f o r n i a v o t e r s i n 
1993, e s t a b l i s h e d a h a l f - c e n t sales tax t o fund p u b l i c s a f e t y 
programs. Supervisors s t r u c k a deal t o provide $24 m i l l i o n from 
the i n i t i a t i v e f o r p u b l i c safety, but they l a t e r voted 4 t o 1 t o 
d i v e r t more than $1 m i l l i o n t o other programs. 

Volunteers, many of them law enforcement workers, have been 
c o l l e c t i n g signatures a t shopping centers and post o f f i c e s and i n 
neighborhoods f o r about three weeks. Supervisor Judy Mikels 
j o i n e d Carpenter, Bradbury and several deputy d i s t r i c t a ttorneys 
and s h e r i f f ' s employees at The Oaks Monday. 

"For the most p a r t , you can't t r u s t the p o l i t i c i a n s , " s a i d 
David Williams, president of the Deputy S h e r i f f s Assn., a union 
t h a t represents about 800 curr e n t and former law enforcement 
personnel. " I f they adopt i t now, i t only takes three of them t o 
ove r t u r n i t l a t e r . I don't want t o take t h a t chance." 

Shannon Kellogg, who voted f o r P r o p o s i t i o n 172, said she 
resented what supervisors had done. 

" I f we voted f o r money t o go toward something, we have t o make 
sure the money goes toward t h a t t h i n g , " Kellogg said a f t e r 
s i g n i n g the p e t i t i o n a t The Oaks. 

Supervisors Mikels, John K. Flynn and Frank S c h i l l o have said 
they do not bel i e v e i n spending P r o p o s i t i o n 172 funds on agencies 
outside of p u b l i c s a f e t y and expressed support f o r the p e t i t i o n 
d r i v e a t a press conference l a s t month. 

"The other two s t i l l t h i n k they know b e t t e r than the p u b l i c , " 
said Bradbury, r e f e r r i n g t o Supervisors Maggie Kildee and Susan 
K. Lacey. 

GRAPHIC: Photo, Robert Burns signs a p e t i t i o n t o prevent the 
county from spending P r o p o s i t i o n 172 r e c e i p t s on anything other 
than p u b l i c s a f e t y . CARLOS CHAVEZ / Los Angeles Times 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
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A p r i l 15, 1995, Saturday, Ventura West E d i t i o n 

SECTION: Metro; Part B; Page 2 

LENGTH: 270 words 

HEADLINE: COUNTYWIDE FOCUS: 47,000 VOTERS SIGN PUBLIC SAFETY 
PETITION 

BYLINE: By CARLOS V. LOZANO 

BODY: 

Nearly 47,000 Ventura County voters have signed a p e t i t i o n 
supporting a b a l l o t i n i t i a t i v e t h a t would guarantee t h a t a l l 
sales tax d o l l a r s generated from P r o p o s i t i o n 172 are used only 
f o r p u b l i c s a f e t y services, according t o campaign organizers. 

" I t ' s what we expected," said Otto S t o l l , president of 
Ci t i z e n s f o r a Safe Ventura County. "This i s what the people 
want." 

Although only 44,000 signatures are needed t o f o r c e a s p e c i a l 
e l e c t i o n f o r the i n i t i a t i v e , S t o l l said organizers plan t o 
c o l l e c t more than 50,000 by the A p r i l 25 deadline i n order t o 
ensure a comfortable margin. Some signatures w i l l be 
d i s q u a l i f i e d , he said. 

P r o p o s i t i o n 172, which won huge support from C a l i f o r n i a v o t e r s 
i n 1993, e s t a b l i s h e d a permanent h a l f - c e n t sales tax t o fund 
p u b l i c s a f e t y agencies. 

I n response, the Board of Supervisors l a s t year s t r u c k a deal 
w i t h law enforcement o f f i c i a l s t o provide $24 m i l l i o n i n sales 
tax money t o expand p u b l i c safety programs. But faced w i t h a 
large d e f i c i t , the supervisors l a t e r voted 4 t o 1, w i t h 
Supervisor John K. Flynn d i s s e n t i n g , t o d i v e r t some of the 
P r o p o s i t i o n 172 money t o other programs. 

As a r e s u l t , the county's top law 

enforcement o f f i c i a l s j o i n e d w i t h S t o l l ' s group i n January t o 
launch a p e t i t i o n d r i v e f o r a l o c a l b a l l o t i n i t i a t i v e t h a t would 
s p e c i f i c a l l y d e f i n e p u b l i c safety agencies as the s h e r i f f , 
d i s t r i c t a t t o r n e y , p u b l i c defender and probation services. 

Flynn and Supervisors Frank S c h i l l o and Judy Mikels have 
signed the p e t i t i o n . However, they said they would p r e f e r 
adopting the measure as an ordinance r a t h e r than holding a 
sp e c i a l e l e c t i o n . CARLOS V. LOZANO 
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October 5, 1994, Wednesday, Ventura West E d i t i o n 

SECTION: Metro; Part B; Page 1; Column 2 

LENGTH: 709 words 

HEADLINE: PLAN TARGETS USE OF PUBLIC SAFETY FUNDS; 
GOVERNMENT: GROUP HOPES TO GATHER ENOUGH SIGNATURES FOR A MEASURE 
TO FORCE COUNTY TO PUT ALL PROPOSITION 172 REVENUES INTO EXPANDED 
PROGRAMS. 

BYLINE: By PHYLLIS W. JORDAN, TIMES STAFF WRITER 

BODY: 

One year a f t e r v oters approved a measure p r o v i d i n g m i l l i o n s of 
d o l l a r s f o r p u b l i c s a f e t y , Ventura County law enforcement 
advocates w i l l be back at the p o l l s i n November pushing a 
proposal t h a t binds how leaders spend the money. 

I n an E l e c t i o n Day b l i t z , volunteers hope t o gain the more 
than 18,700 signatures they need f o r an i n i t i a t i v e f o r c i n g the 
County Board of Supervisors t o put a l l of i t s P r o p o s i t i o n 172 tax 
revenues i n t o expanded p u b l i c safety programs. 

" I don't t h i n k we're going t o have any t r o u b l e doing t h i s , " 
s aid Otto S t o l l , who heads C i t i z e n s f o r a Safe Ventura County. " I 
t h i n k the guy on the s t r e e t w i l l go f o r t h i s , because i t ' s 
another way of t e l l i n g p o l i t i c i a n s t h a t you've got t o do what the 
v o t e r s t e l l you." 

S t o l l ' s group, working w i t h prosecutors, s h e r i f f ' s deputies 
and f i r e f i g h t e r s , plans t o u n v e i l i t s i n i t i a t i v e at a press 
conference next week and submit i t t o e l e c t i o n o f f i c i a l s l a t e r 
t h a t day. 

I f the group receives the needed signatures at p o l l i n g places 
on E l e c t i o n Day, the supervisors w i l l be forced t o add the 
measure t o the next countywide b a l l o t ; 

With the next e l e c t i o n more than a year o f f , S t o l l s a i d 
supporters would seek a special e l e c t i o n or urge the supervisors 
simply t o adopt the i n i t i a t i v e as law. 

I n 1993, county voters overwhelmingly approved the statewide 
P r o p o s i t i o n 172, which provides a h a l f - c e n t sales tax f o r p u b l i c 
s a f e t y . Supervisors i n i t i a l l y pledged t o spend a l l the money t o 



improve c r i m i n a l j u s t i c e programs, not simply maintain c u r r e n t 
services. 

But i n the face of severe budget cuts, the board took some of 
the money out of the S h e r i f f ' s Department and d i s t r i c t a t t o r n e y 
budgets and used i t , instead, f o r r e l a t e d programs. The coroner's 
o f f i c e , f o r instance, received nearly $1 m i l l i o n . 

Supervisors defended t h e i r decision, saying the s h e r i f f f i r s t 
suggested merging the coroner's o f f i c e i n t o h i s department. 

" I don't know i f we're t a l k i n g about c o n t r o l or we're t a l k i n g 
about money," Supervisor Maggie Kildee said. "My understanding i s 
we put a l l of the money i n t o p u b l i c s a f e t y . " 

Supervisors angered some residents e a r l i e r w i t h a d e c i s i o n t o 
exclude the F i r e Department from any of the s p e c i a l revenue. 

The new i n i t i a t i v e would s p e c i f y what county programs would be 
e l i g i b l e f o r the Pr o p o s i t i o n 172 money, which amounted t o $28 
m i l l i o n i n t h i s budget year, S t o l l said. The measure would 
include f i r e f i g h t e r s under the p u b l i c safety umbrella. 

The measure would also set a formula f o r how much county money 
should go i n t o c r i m i n a l j u s t i c e budgets as a base. A f t e r t h a t , 
the county could spend the Prop o s i t i o n 172 money f o r enhancing 
services. 

County o f f i c i a l s argue t h a t any e f f o r t t o t i e t h e i r hands 
would c r i p p l e t h e i r a b i l i t y t o balance the budget. The 
Pr o p o s i t i o n 172 money was i n i t i a l l y conceived as a replacement 
f o r p roperty tax revenue the s t a t e took away from the counties a 
year ago. 

Nothing i n the o r i g i n a l i n i t i a t i v e prevents the county from 
using the funding t o replace money l o s t t o the s t a t e . I n f a c t , 
many communities have simply used the sales tax t o replace, 
r a t h e r than augment, county spending f o r law enforcement, s t a t e 
o f f i c i a l s say. 

" I t h i n k we've kept the f a i t h w i t h 172," Supervisor Susan 
Lacey s a i d . "We don't know what kinds of funds are going t o be 
spent or how s t a t e spending w i l l change." 

But law enforcement boosters p o i n t t o promises t h a t 
supervisors made before and a f t e r P r o p o s i t i o n 172 was approved. 
The board pledged t o use a l l the money f o r enhancements, and i n 
March followed through w i t h a $2 4 - m i l l i o n commitment t o expanding 
c r i m i n a l j u s t i c e agencies. 

But by the time budget d e l i b e r a t i o n s began i n July, 
supervisors faced unexpected cuts from the s t a t e . 



Eventually, board members took about $1.2 m i l l i o n from the 
$ 2 4 - m i l l i o n commitment f o r other programs. Also, they never 
designated a use f o r an e x t r a $4 m i l l i o n i n Pr o p o s i t i o n 172 
revenue t h a t came i n at the end of the July. 

That money went, instead, t o maintain c u r r e n t services i n the 
S h e r i f f ' s Department, county o f f i c i a l s said. 

"A l o t of people have c a l l e d us and said what the Board of 
Supervisors d i d was wrong," said Ken Ma f f e i , who heads the 
Ventura County Professional F i r e f i g h t e r s Assn. "The p u b l i c was 
r e a l l y angry t h a t the board v i o l a t e d t h e i r t r u s t . " 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: October 6, 1994 
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LENGTH: 617 words 

HEADLINE: PETITIONS FOR PROP. 172 LIMITS GET MALL SIGNERS 

BYLINE: By MIGUEL BUSTILLO, TIMES STAFF WRITER 

BODY: 

Ventura County's top law enforcement o f f i c i a l s h i t the malls 
again Monday, i n t e n s i f y i n g t h e i r campaign t o prevent the Board of 
Supervisors from spending money from P r o p o s i t i o n 172's h a l f - c e n t 
sales t a x on anything other than p u b l i c s a f e t y . 

Outside the United A r t i s t s movie thea t e r a t The Oaks shopping 
center -- one of 40 l o c a t i o n s countywide where supporters o f a 
p e t i t i o n d r i v e gathered t o c o l l e c t signatures -- S h e r i f f Larry 
Carpenter and D i s t r i c t A t t y . Michael D. Bradbury urged shoppers 
t o support the e f f o r t . 

Backers of the d r i v e say the Board of Supervisors broke i t s 
promise l a s t year when i t a l l o c a t e d p a r t of the $28 m i l l i o n 
c o l l e c t e d from the i n i t i a t i v e t o agencies other than p o l i c e , f i r e 
and c o u r t s e r v i c e s . 

" I t h i n k i t ' s necessary," said Margaret Burn of Thousand Oaks, 
who v i s i t e d the mall j u s t t o sign the p e t i t i o n . "We voted f o r 
t h i s money t o go t o safe t y , and they used i t f o r other t h i n g s , 
b a i l i f f s , PETITIONS: Mikels Joins Signing Drive 

whatever they wanted. They j u s t viewed i t as more money i n 
t h e i r c o f f e r s . " 

To ensure t h a t never happens again, supporters want t o c o l l e c t 
the signatures of 44,000 r e g i s t e r e d voters by A p r i l 10, enough t o 
for c e a s p e c i a l e l e c t i o n . Last week, Bradbury and Carpenter 
gathered signatures a t Oxnard's Esplanade M a l l . 

Otto S t o l l , president of C i t i z e n s f o r a Safe Environment and 
one o f the organizers of the so-called Close the Loophole 
i n i t i a t i v e , estimated t h a t about 10,000 signatures had been 
gathered by Monday morning. 

But organizers say they hope t o avoid the e l e c t i o n , which 
would cost taxpayers $350,000, and instead persuade the 



supervisors t o adopt an ordinance binding them t o spend 
P r o p o s i t i o n 172 money on p u b l i c s a f e t y . 

I f supervisors wanted t o spend t h a t money on something e l s e , 
they would have t o win the approval of county v o t e r s . 

"We don't want t o f i g h t t h i s every year," Carpenter s a i d . " I f 
they want t o make a run on p u b l i c s a f e t y d o l l a r s , t h e y ' l l have t o 
go before the people, and I don't t h i n k t h a t would ever happen i n 
t h i s county." 

Carpenter s a i d he has spoken t o s h e r i f f s of several counties, 
i n c l u d i n g Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo, and they are 
con s i d e r i n g s i m i l a r p e t i t i o n d r i v e s . 

P r o p o s i t i o n 172, widely supported by C a l i f o r n i a v o t e r s i n 
1993, e s t a b l i s h e d a h a l f - c e n t sales tax t o fund p u b l i c s a f e t y 
programs. Supervisors struck a deal t o provide $24 m i l l i o n from 
the i n i t i a t i v e f o r p u b l i c safety, but they l a t e r voted 4 t o 1 t o 
d i v e r t more than $1 m i l l i o n t o other programs. 

Volunteers, many of them law enforcement workers, have been 
c o l l e c t i n g signatures a t shopping centers and post o f f i c e s and i n 
neighborhoods f o r about three weeks. Supervisor Judy Mikels 
j o i n e d Carpenter, Bradbury and several deputy d i s t r i c t a t t o r n e y s 
and s h e r i f f ' s employees at The Oaks Monday. 

"For the most p a r t , you can't t r u s t the p o l i t i c i a n s , " s a i d 
David Williams, president of the Deputy S h e r i f f s Assn., a union 
t h a t represents about 800 cu r r e n t and former law enforcement 
personnel. " I f they adopt i t now, i t only takes three of them t o 
ov e r t u r n i t l a t e r . I don't want t o take t h a t chance." 

Shannon Kellogg, who voted f o r P r o p o s i t i o n 172, said she 
resented what supervisors had done. 

" I f we voted f o r money t o go toward something, we have t o make 
sure the money goes toward t h a t t h i n g , " Kellogg s a i d a f t e r 
s i g n i n g the p e t i t i o n a t The Oaks. 

Supervisors Mikels, John K. Flynn and Frank S c h i l l o have sai d 
they do not b e l i e v e i n spending P r o p o s i t i o n 172 funds on agencies 
outsi d e o f p u b l i c s a f e t y and expressed support f o r the p e t i t i o n 
d r i v e a t a press conference l a s t month. 

"The other two s t i l l t h i n k they know b e t t e r than the p u b l i c , " 
s a i d Bradbury, r e f e r r i n g t o Supervisors Maggie Kildee and Susan 
K. Lacey. 

GRAPHIC: Photo, Robert Burns signs a p e t i t i o n t o prevent the 
county from spending P r o p o s i t i o n 172 r e c e i p t s on anything other 
than p u b l i c s a f e t y . CARLOS CHAVEZ / Los Angeles Times 
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BODY: 

Nearly 47,000 Ventura County voters have signed a p e t i t i o n 
supporting a b a l l o t i n i t i a t i v e t h a t would guarantee t h a t a l l 
sales t a x d o l l a r s generated from P r o p o s i t i o n 172 are used only 
f o r p u b l i c s a f e t y services, according t o campaign organizers. 

" I t ' s what we expected," said Otto S t o l l , p resident of 
C i t i z e n s f o r a Safe Ventura County. "This i s what the people 
want. " 

Although only 44,000 signatures are needed t o f o r c e a s p e c i a l 
e l e c t i o n f o r the i n i t i a t i v e , S t o l l said organizers plan t o 
c o l l e c t more than 50,000 by the A p r i l 25 deadline i n order t o 
ensure a comfortable margin. Some signatures w i l l be 
d i s q u a l i f i e d , he said. 

P r o p o s i t i o n 172, which won huge support from C a l i f o r n i a v o t e r s 
i n 1993, e s t a b l i s h e d a permanent h a l f - c e n t sales tax t o fund 
p u b l i c s a f e t y agencies. 

I n response, the Board of Supervisors l a s t year s t r u c k a deal 
w i t h law enforcement o f f i c i a l s t o provide $24 m i l l i o n i n sales 
tax money t o expand p u b l i c s a f e t y programs. But faced w i t h a 
la r g e d e f i c i t , the supervisors l a t e r voted 4 t o 1, w i t h 
Supervisor John K. Flynn d i s s e n t i n g , t o d i v e r t some of the 
P r o p o s i t i o n 172 money t o other programs. 

As a r e s u l t , the county's top law 

enforcement o f f i c i a l s j o i n e d w i t h S t o l l ' s group i n January t o 
launch a p e t i t i o n d r i v e f o r a l o c a l b a l l o t i n i t i a t i v e t h a t would 
s p e c i f i c a l l y d e f i n e p u b l i c safety agencies as the s h e r i f f , 
d i s t r i c t a t t o r n e y , p u b l i c defender and probation s e r v i c e s . 

Flynn and Supervisors Frank S c h i l l o and Judy Mikels have 
signed the p e t i t i o n . However, they said they would p r e f e r 
adopting the measure as an ordinance r a t h e r than h o l d i n g a 
sp e c i a l e l e c t i o n . CARLOS V. LOZANO 
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One year a f t e r v o t e r s approved a measure p r o v i d i n g m i l l i o n s of 
d o l l a r s f o r p u b l i c s a f e t y , Ventura County law enforcement 
advocates w i l l be back at the p o l l s i n November pushing a 
proposal t h a t binds how leaders spend the money. 

I n an E l e c t i o n Day b l i t z , volunteers hope t o gain the more 
than 18,700 signatures they need f o r an i n i t i a t i v e f o r c i n g the 
County Board of Supervisors t o put a l l of i t s P r o p o s i t i o n 172 tax 
revenues i n t o expanded p u b l i c safety programs. 

" I don't t h i n k we're going t o have any t r o u b l e doing t h i s , " 
s a i d Otto S t o l l , who heads C i t i z e n s f o r a Safe Ventura County. " I 
t h i n k the guy on the s t r e e t w i l l go f o r t h i s , because i t ' s 
another way of t e l l i n g p o l i t i c i a n s t h a t you've got t o do what the 
v o t e r s t e l l you." 

S t o l l ' s group, working w i t h prosecutors, s h e r i f f ' s deputies 
and f i r e f i g h t e r s , plans t o u n v e i l i t s i n i t i a t i v e a t a press 
conference next week and submit i t t o e l e c t i o n o f f i c i a l s l a t e r 
t h a t day. 

I f the group receives the needed signatures a t p o l l i n g places 
on E l e c t i o n Day, the supervisors w i l l be forced t o add the 
measure t o the next countywide b a l l o t : 

With the next e l e c t i o n more than a year o f f , S t o l l s a i d 
supporters would seek a spe c i a l e l e c t i o n or urge the supervisors 
simply t o adopt the i n i t i a t i v e as law. 

I n 1993, county voters overwhelmingly approved the statewide 
P r o p o s i t i o n 172, which provides a h a l f - c e n t sales tax f o r p u b l i c 
s a f e t y . Supervisors i n i t i a l l y pledged t o spend a l l the money t o 



improve criminal j u s t i c e programs, not simply maintain current 
services. 

But i n the face of severe budget cuts, the board took some of 
the money out of the Sheriff's Department and d i s t r i c t attorney 
budgets and used i t , instead, for related programs. The coroner's 
o f f i c e , f o r instance, received nearly $1 m i l l i o n . 

Supervisors defended t h e i r decision, saying the s h e r i f f f i r s t 
suggested merging the coroner's o f f i c e i n t o his department. 

" I don't know i f we're t a l k i n g about control or we're t a l k i n g 
about money," Supervisor Maggie Kildee said. "My understanding i s 
we put a l l of the money i n t o public safety." 

Supervisors angered some residesnts e a r l i e r with a decision to 
exclude the Fire Department from any of the special revenue. 

The new i n i t i a t i v e would specify what county programs would be 
e l i g i b l e f o r the Proposition 172 money, which amounted to $28 
m i l l i o n i n t h i s budget year, S t o l l said. The measure would 
include f i r e f i g h t e r s under the public safety umbrella. 

The measure would also set a formula for how much county money 
should go i n t o criminal j u s t i c e budgets as a base. After that, 
the county could spend the Proposition 172 money fo r enhancing 
services. 

County o f f i c i a l s argue that any e f f o r t to t i e t h e i r hands 
would c r i p p l e t h e i r a b i l i t y to balance the budget. The 
Proposition 172 money was i n i t i a l l y conceived as a replacement 
for property tax revenue the state took away from the counties a 
year ago. 

Nothing i n the o r i g i n a l i n i t i a t i v e prevents the county from 
using the funding to replace money l o s t to the state. I n f a c t , 
many communities have simply used the sales tax to replace, 
rather than augment, county spending for law enforcement, state 
o f f i c i a l s say. 

" I think we've kept the f a i t h with 172," Supervisor Susan 
Lacey said. "We don't know what kinds of funds are going to be 
spent or how state spending w i l l change." 

But law enforcement boosters point to promises that 
supervisors made before and af t e r Proposition 172 was approved. 
The board pledged to use a l l the money for enhancements, and i n 
March followed through with a $24-million commitment to expanding 
criminal j u s t i c e agencies. 

But by the time budget deliberations began i n July, 
supervisors faced unexpected cuts from the state. 



Eventually, board members took about $1.2 m i l l i o n from the 
$24-million commitment for other programs. Also, they never 
designated a use for an extra $4 m i l l i o n i n Proposition 172 
revenue that came i n at the end of the July. 

That money went, instead, to maintain current services i n the 
Sheriff's Department, county o f f i c i a l s said. 

"A l o t of people have called us and said what the Board of 
Supervisors did was wrong," said Ken Maffei, who heads the 
Ventura County Professional F i r e f i g h t e r s Assn. "The public was 
r e a l l y angry that the board violated t h e i r t r u s t . " 
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PARTNERSHIP FOR A DRUG-FREE AMERICA 

JAMES E . BURKE 
Chairman 

Febmary 15, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Clinton 
President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 

Washington, D.C. 20500 FEB ^ ^ 

Dear Mr. President: 
Thank you for your clear and direct leadership on the crime and dmgs issue in Saturday's 
radio address to the nation. I'm attaching some examples of the activities and responses 
going on in community coalitions across the country. 

We are all energized by your initiative. However, we need you to support the prevention 
programs that were passed in the Crime Bill in 1994 as aggressively as you are supporting 
community policing. We also need your support for the drug court programs in that bill. 
Without these drug prevention and intervention programs, it will be much more 
problematic to achieve reductions in crime and violence in our communities. 

I will be contacting Republican leadership in an attempt to persuade them to the 
importance of the prevention provisions of the crime bill. 

JEB:dmp 
Attachments 

bcc: C. Rasco 

Respectfully Yours, 

c _ 

James E. Burke 

405 LEXINGTON AVENUE • NEW YORK, NY 10174 • (212) 922.1560 • FAX: (212) 697-1031 



COALITIONS RESPONSE TO CADCA LEGISLATIVE ALERTS 

1. Louisville, Ky has mobilized over 800 elementary school children tn 
write their legislative delegation and emphasize the importance of 
prevention programs for substance abuse and crime prevention. 

2. Missouri organized a phone tree and called iheir legislative 
delegation regarding prevention programs in the Crime Bill. 

3. The 95 commumty coalitions in Wisconsin sent letters to their 
respective members emphasizing the importance of prevention 
programs in ihe Crime Bill. 

4. Over 120 coalitions participated in our Legislative Audio 
Conference. Wc asked them to target Drug Court provisions and lo 
develop specific strategies for communicating a positive prevention 
message. 

5. We have received copies or examples of over thirty separate 
coalition letters sent to members of Congress from our members 
throughoui ihe couniiy. 

6. A Coalition in Thurston County in Washington State is or^nizing 
specific activities to invite their delegation in to discuss their 
program and the merits of prevention programs. 

7. Coalitions have held Press Conferences outlining specific programs 
designed to address thc increases found in the Monitoring the Future 
data. 

8. Delegations from Pennsylvania, Texas, Oregon and Washington 
State have traveled to Washington, D.C. at their own expoisc to 
meet with members of Congress regarding specific prevention 
programs and the merits of supporting Drug Courts. 

9. Judges from over 40 separate jxuisdictions have traveled to 
Washington, D.C. and visited with their representatives regarding 
the merits of Drugs Court and prevention programs. 

10. The Coalition in Portland, Oregon has organized a mail-writing 
campaipi with letters from the Police Chief and other key 
influentisds. Oregon has two prominent Senators and an infiuential 
legislative delegation. 

11. CADCA has organized a Sign-On Letter writing campaign on the 
Crime Bill so members can present the single letter to their 
delegations. 

12- CADCA has disseminated materials, legislative kits, prevention 
materials (Some Provided by the Partnership) to over 3000 
communities. 

13. CADCA has asked specific states, where key members of Congress 
play an important role, to develop letter writing campaigns. 

14. One CADCA Board member from Georgia met wilh Speaker 
Gingrich to discuss prevention programs and Drug Courts 



Talking Points for NAPO Luncheon Drop-By 

( E i t h e r NAPO President Tom Scotto or NAPO Executive D i r e c t o r 
Bob S c u l l y introduces the Chief of S t a f f . ) 

Thank you Tom and Bob. And thank you NAPO (the N a t i o n a l 
A s s o c i a t i o n of Police Organizations) f o r your strong support 
of the President's crime b i l l and the ban on ass a u l t 
weapons. With your support, we were able t o overcome 6 
years of g r i d l o c k -- and m i l l i o n s of d o l l a r s i n s p e c i a l 
i n t e r e s t lobbying and a d v e r t i s i n g -- and pass the toughest, 
smartest crime b i l l i n h i s t o r y . 

I t was a hard-fought b a t t l e , but i t was worth i t . When the 
House p u l l e d a procedural t r i c k and t r i e d t o k i l l the crime 
b i l l -- you took a stand and stuck by the crime b i l l . And 
the President, who flew out t o NAPO's convention i n 
Minnesota, took a stand and stuck by you and a l l of law 
enforcement. We turned the t i d e and won an important 
v i c t o r y f o r a l l Americans t h a t day. 

There are 2 important reasons why t h i s crime b i l l i s 
working, and why i n the long-run i t w i l l help us d r i v e down 
the crime r a t e . F i r s t , we worked hand-in-hand w i t h law 
enforcement t o d r a f t the crime b i l l . I t r e f l e c t s your 
t h i n k i n g . That's why the b i l l includes: 

- The f e d e r a l government's biggest commitment -- $8.8 
b i l l i o n -- t o h i r e and t r a i n 100,000 more r a n k - a n d - f i l e 
p o l i c e o f f i c e r s ; 

- A ban on c o p - k i l l i n g assault weapons and other reasonable 
f i r e a r m s p r o v i s i o n s ; 

- A t a r g e t e d t h r e e - s t r i k e s p r o v i s i o n f o r repeat v i o l e n t 
o f f e n d e r s , and nearly $10 b i l l i o n t o keep v i o l e n t offenders 
and c r i m i n a l a l i e n s behind bars; 

- A two-pronged s t r a t e g y f o r youth v i o l e n c e t h a t (1) cracks 
down on gangs and allows f o r hard-core v i o l e n t youths t o be 
prosecuted as a d u l t s , and (2) gives other k i d s safe places 
and p o s i t i v e a c t i v i t i e s t o help them stay i n school, o f f 
drugs and out of t r o u b l e ; 

- And Drug Courts, which w i l l help us close the r e v o l v i n g 
door on crime-committing a d d i c t s . 

And Second, the b i l l i s working because we've t r i e d hard t o 
implement i t i n a simple, non-bureaucratic and n o n - p o l i t i c a l 
way. For instance, we've cut the red tape and helped h a l f 
the n a tion's law enforcement agencies h i r e n e a r l y 17,000 new 
p o l i c e o f f i c e r s . We're under budget and ahead of schedule, 
and we're going t o do the same w i t h a l l of the crime b i l l ' s 
p r o v i s i o n s . 



U n f o r t u n a t e l y , some Members of Congress want t o take us back 
t o the days of g r i d l o c k . They want t o replace the concrete 
a c t i o n s we've taken together, w i t h the p o l i t i c a l r h e t o r i c of 
the past. I hope you won't l e t them do t h a t . 

Some Members want t o t r a d e - i n the President's plan t o h i r e 
100,000 more p o l i c e w i t h a no s t r i n g s attached block grant. 
They want t o take the funds now going t o your departments t o 
h i r e p o l i c e and put t h a t money i n t o a block grant f o r the 
Mayor. 

Now l e t me t e l l you: I know s t a t e and l o c a l o f f i c i a l s are 
very concerned about crime, and t h a t they i n t e n d t o spend 
t h e i r money wis e l y . But a block grant won't guarantee a 
s i n g l e new cop on the beat, and -- as we learned from the 
LEAA the money's l i k e l y t o go f o r gadgets and gizmos t h a t 
never get used. 

What we need are more p o l i c e o f f i c e r s . There's a n a t i o n a l 
i n t e r e s t i n strengthening society's " t h i n blue l i n e . " A new 
Harvard study t h a t shows t h a t each new p o l i c e o f f i c e r can 
reduce as many as 10 serious crime and save as much as 
$100,000 per year. Based on these numbers, scrapping the 
President's p o l i c e plan could mean 1 m i l l i o n more serious 
crimes and $10 b i l l i o n more i n crime costs. Congress ought 
t o t h i n k about t h a t before they t r y and undo the President's 
100,000 more p o l i c e plan. 

Let me be c l e a r : We are 100% committed to putting 100,000 
more rank-and-file police o f f i c e r s on the street to work 
with our communities to reduce crime. President Clinton 
w i l l veto any attempt to undermine that commitment. 

Others i n Congress also want t o go back and repeal the 
ass a u l t weapons ban, maybe even the Brady B i l l . This i s 
also unacceptable. Like our p o l i c e plan, the ban a s s a u l t 
weapons and the Brady B i l l are working. Last week, the 
Treasury Department released a r e p o r t showing t h a t more than 
40,000 f u g i t i v e s , felons and other p r o h i b i t e d buyers were 
denied a p p l i c a t i o n s t o purchase a handgun. 

We can't go back on the important gains we've made f o r law 
enforcement over the past 2 years. We need t o move forward 
-- implementing the crime b i l l i n a smart way and p u t t i n g 
new ideas on the t a b l e . 

C e r t a i n l y , a l l Americans want us t o do more t o reduce crime, 
v i o l e n c e and drug use -- and we must. But we don't need t o 
undo l a s t year's landmark l e g i s l a t i o n . 

That's why i t i s so important -- e s p e c i a l l y t h i s week du r i n g 
your l e g i s l a t i v e conference -- t h a t you continue t o s t i c k by 
the crime b i l l NAPO and the President worked so hard t o 
pass. 



As you v i s i t with your Representatives and Senators 
tomorrow, let them know in no uncertain terms where rank-
and-file officers stand on the crime b i l l : that you're for 
100,000 more police, not more pork -- and not 100,000 more 
criminal justice consultants. Let them know law enforcement 
needs more help -- not less -- and that you're sticking by 
last year's crime b i l l . 

Believe, as a former Member of Congress, I know how 
important your opinion i s to your Representatives and 
Senators. And I know that one of the primary reasons the 
Crime B i l l passed last year was because law enforcement took 
a united stand and made i t s views known to Congress. I know 
the President can count on you to do the same this year. 

Thank you. 
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RADIO ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT 
TO THE NATION 

The Oval Office 

10:06 A.M. EST 

THE PRESIDENT: Good morning. Today I've asked Attorney 
General Reno and Drug Control Director Lee Brown to join me here at 
the White House. I want to discuss the crime and drugs that plague 
almost every community in our country. 

I ran for President because I believe i t ' s the 
responsibility of our generation to work together to preserve the 
American Dream for a l l Americans and to ensure that we move into the 
next century s t i l l the strongest country on Earth. The best way for 
us to do that i s by building a new partnership in our country between 
Americans and their government, and especially between Americans and 
each other. I c a l l that partnership the New Covenant. 

Essentially that means the government's responsibility 
i s to expand opportunity while shrinking bureaucracy; to empower 
people to make the most of their own lives; and to enhance our 
security not just abroad, but here at home, too. At the same time, 
i t means we must demand more responsibility from every citizen in 
return — responsibility for our country, for communities, for our 
families and ourselves. 

Part of our job here in Washington i s to help arm the 
American people to fight crime and violence. During the presidential 
campaign I promised the American people that I would cut 100,000 
federal bureaucrats in Washington and use those savings to put 
100,000 new police officers on America's streets. Last year 
Democrats and Republicans joined together to pass the crime b i l l to 
keep that promise. We've been working ever since to put that crime 
b i l l into effect. 

I t ' s been only four months since the crime b i l l became 
law, but already we've awarded over 16,000 new officers to half the 
police departments in America. We're under budget, we're ahead of 
schedule. 

Police departments a l l around the country are putting 
this effort to work, hiring, training, and deploying officers as fast 
as we can give a go-ahead. The last thing your local police 
department needs i s congressmen in Washington playing politics with 
their safety and yours. But the astonishing thing i s , despite the 
urgent need for more police on our streets, despite our success in 
getting them there, some Republicans in Congress actually want to 
repeal this effort. They want to replace an i n i t i a t i v e guaranteed to 
put 100,000 police on the street with a block grant program that has 
no guarantees at a l l . 

The block grant i s basically a blank check that can far 
too easily be used for things besides police officers. That's why 
the law enforcement steering committee, representing over 450,000 
police officers, i s absolutely opposed to this block grant approach. 

MORE 
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or to any other change that weakens our commitment to put 100,000 
police on the streets. 

Undermining this commitment to law enforcement i s not 
acceptable. I didn't fight to cut 100,000 federal bureaucrats so we 
could trade them in for an old-fashioned pork barrel program. I 
fought to trade 100,000 bureaucrats for 100,000 police officers. 
Last year Republicans and Democrats passed the 100,000 cops b i l l , and 
I signed i t . I made a commitment, a promise to put 100,000 more 
police on our streets, because there i s simply no better crime 
fighting tool to be found. And I intend to keep that promise. 
Anyone on Capitol H i l l who wants to play partisan politics with 
police officers for America should listen carefully: I w i l l veto any 
effort to repeal or undermine the 100,000 police commitment, period. 

Of course, as crucial as these 100,000 police officers 
are, they can't do the job alone. Every citizen in America has to 
help in this fight, because no amount of police officers can replace 
people taking responsibility for their own lives and for their 
communities. 

This week, I announced our administration's 1995 Drug 
Control Strategy. I t involves cutting off drugs at the source, 
s t i f f e r punishment for drug dealers, more education and prevention, 
and more treatment. But perhaps the most important part of this 
strategy w i l l be to boost efforts to educate our young people about 
the dangers and penalties of drug use. Our children need a constant 
drumbeat reminding them that drugs are not safe, drugs are i l l e g a l , 
drugs can put you in j a i l , and drugs may cost you your l i f e . 

Community-based education programs work. I saw them 
work in school when my daughter was younger. This morning I've been 
joined by some police officers who participate in community education 
programs, and especially in the national drug abuse education and 
resistance program that you probably know as DARE. Every American 
should follow their example and accept the responsibility to join the 
fight against drugs and crime and violence. 

Parents must teach their children right from wrong. 
They must teach that drugs are bad and dangerous. And make no 
mistake about i t , parents must set a good example for their children. 
Young people must have the courage to do what's right and stand up 
for what's right. That means not using drugs, staying out of gangs, 
studying hard, avoiding violence. I t also means tel l i n g friends that 
drugs and gangs and guns aren't cool, and children that are involved 
in those things aren't going to be your real friends. 

That's what the New Covenant i s a l l about — more 
opportunity, more responsibility. We've got to do our part here. 
But each and every one of you must take responsibility to join us. 
We can only win this fight together. 

Thanks for listening. 

END 10:11 A.M. EST 

/ 
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Representing 

Policing in 

America 

The Law Enforcement Steering Committee 
1001 22nd St., N.W., Suite 200 February 10, 1995 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Dear Representative: 

The Law Enforcement= Steering Committee ^(^^^C) ;^is a 
nonpartisan coalition of national law enforcement associations 
Shich represents over 450,000 sworn law o^^^''®"^,?£fJ 
Icross the country. The LESC is an unprecedented coalition of 
l l l o r , management, and research organisations dedicated to 
imoroving policing and securing public safety. The I.ESC xs 
f l S com^itted lo the broad goal Pf^Protecting nation^s 
citizens by pursuing a wide range of public safety issues betore 
Congress. 

The Law Enforcement Steering Committee worked for over six 

dedicated to putting more police on the Ĵ ®̂*̂ ^̂ ' 
prisons to keep convicted criminals off the streets, and 
?ecu??ng and improving prevention programs to reduce - i m e ^ ^ 
T..rj RnfgreeTn.T.t stgerina Committee ip united ^̂ -̂ ^̂ ^ ^^g" 
t y l 104th rnnarese muŝ  not rAtr^at from the K̂ V tPnPtR of p.L.. 
1Q3-322. 

«;n»cifical]v. the LESC steadfastly believes that the 
currenrcoPs"pro\'ram which directs $8.8 billion directly to 
^Z• l^ \U^^ to hire ] 00.000 police officers, must be retained 
i n ? l c t ! 5heVsc"oppose^^^ use of block grants which would 
dilS?e the impact and decrease the accouTitability of the current 
program. Unless the funds are allocated directly to the law 
In?lrcement agencies, funds will be diverted ̂ by local 
authorities for non-police purposes. Additional P̂ ^̂ ê 
personnel dedicated to community policing is essential in our 
efforts to taking back the streets. 

For years, many in Washington have fueled the "prevention 
vs. punishment'., debate. The LESC rejects this reasoning and 
continues to support an anti-crime strategy that ^eludes 
puSisSment and p^e'vention. While we must P̂ "-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
?r, arrsst criminals, prosecute and convict them, ana put ̂ new i-n 
p^ison^^e misrstoul?aneously pursue reeources to prevent Uves 
of crime and destruction. 

crime control legislation has been continually unde^^^^ 

frustrating. The LESC once ^f^^" \\^^.\\\\iv^^^^ that 
partisan politics from destroying the legislative progr 
occurred in 1994. 

Stcerini! Commince 
Members 

Mml Lao riifommcni 
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Black U« EnforcwieB 
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Polite £ii:ciiil« fteeareh 
Forum 

Police FounrlaiJon ' ^ ^ S ' ^ 
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I f you have any questions regarding the LESC's position, 
please do not hesitate to contact me as the current chair of the 
Law Enforcenent Steering Committee at (703) 979-0290. 

incerely. 

Kenneth T. KZyonB 
National President, IBPO 
Chair, LESC 
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FROM: LAURA D. TYSGIK^O^c. U ) 

SUBJECT: Crime Study 

Attached i s a copy of the crime study that was discussed in 
this morning's Weekly Economic Briefing. 
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EYES ONLY 

BUSINESS. CONSUMER. AND REGIONAL ROUNDUP 

FOMC Sees Continued Growth, Small Uptick in Inflation. Fed Chainnan Alan 
Greenspan testified this week that he and his fellow members of the Federal Open 
Market Committee expect real GDP growth to slow from 4 percent in 1994 to a 
more sustainable pace of between 2 and 3 percent this year. Growth at that rate 
should be fast enough, in their view, to hold the unemployment rate in the 
neighborhood of 5-1/2 percent. At the same time, they expect consumer price 
inflation to edge up only slightly, to between 3 and 3-1/2 percent. (On all three 
counts, the Fed's outlook is similar to the Administration's recently published 
forecast.) Greenspan also emphasized the uncertainties inherent in making 
monetary policy: "Events will rarely unfold exactly as we foresee them, and we 
need to be flexible—to be willing to adjust our stance as the weight of new 
information suggests it is no longer appropriate." In a speech delivered a few 
days earlier, Vice Chairman Alan Blinder sounded an even more cautious note. 
Blinder said he sees the macroeconomic risks currently as roughly balanced 
between inflation and recession. He reaffirmed his belief that last year's 
preemptive strike on inflation was the proper policy move, but went on to say that 
"... when you embark on a course like that, you should know when to stop and be 
prepared to make a preemptive strike against recession as well." 

Proof That Adding Police Reduces Crime. It seems obvious that increasing the 
number of police on the streets should reduce the number of serious crimes 
committed. But real worid data seem to show just the opposite: Cities with the 
highest crime rates also have the most police per capita. What's going on? The 
perverse association between crime rates and police intensity reflects the fact that 
higlj crime rates cause cities to put lots of police on the streets—not that having 
lots of police induces additional crime. A new study published by the National 
Bureau of Economic Research isolates the effect of police on crime by exploiting 
the fact that police staffing rises much more in election years (both mayoral and 
gubernatorial) than in non-election years. The conclusion: In large cities, each 
additional swom officer reduces the societal costs of crime by at least $100,000 
per year. 

Employers Cast a Vote of No-Confidence in Educational System. A new 
nationwide survey of 3,000 private firms with 20 or more employees reveals that, 
in interviewing candidates for non-supervisory positions, companies pay little 
attention to an applicant's formal educational experience. When asked to rank 11 
factors according to their importance in hiring decisions, employers listed the top 
three as the applicant's "attitude" (easily the most important factor), communi­
cation skills, and previous work experience. Least important to employers were 
the applicant's academic credentials—grades, school attended, and teacher 
recommendations. These results contrast with the pattem in Japan, where 
employers screening job candidates weigh academic performance heavily. 

Weekly Economic Briefing 6 February 27, 1995 
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ABSTRACT 

Previous empirical studies have typically uncovered little evidence that police reduce 

crime. One problem wilh those studies is a failure to adequately deal with the simultaneity 

between police and crime: while police may or may not reduce crime, there is little doubt that 

expendimres on police forces are an increasing function of the crime rate. In this study, the 

timing of mayoral and gubernatorial elections is used to identify the effect of police on crime. 

This paper first demonstrates that increases in the size of police forces disproportionately occur 

in mayoral and gubernatorial election years, a relationship that had previously gone 

undocumented. Afier controlling for changes in govemment spending on other social programs, 

there is little reason to think that elections will be otherwise correlated with crime, making 

elections ideal instruments. Using a panel of large U.S. cities from 1970-1992, police are shown 

to reduce crime for six of the seven crime categories examined. Each additional police officer 

is estimated to eliminate eight to ten serious crimes. Existing estimates of the costs of crime 

suggest that the social benefit of reduced crime is approximately $100,000 per officer per year, 

implying that the current number of police is below the optimal level. 
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Crime is a major social and economic issue in the United States. The cost of crime to 

victims is estimated at approximately $200 billion per year (Miller, Cohen, and Rossman 1993). 

The indirect costs of crime are also substantial. Govemment outlays on the criminal justice 

system totaled $74 billion in 1990, including $32 billion on police protection. Private 

expenditures on self-protection are on the same order of magnitude. 

Following the seminal contribution of Becker (1968), a large literature has addressed 

issues of criminal behavior and sanctions (e.g., Stigler 1970, Ehrlich 1973, Witte 1980, Myers 

1983, McCormick and ToUison 1984, Andreoni 1991). One of the most surprising empirical 

results in this literature is the repeated failure to uncover evidence that an increase in the number 

of police reduces the crime rate. Of the twenty-two studies surveyed by Caineron (1988) that 

attempt to estimate a direct relationship between police and crime using variation across cities, 

eighteen find either no relationship or a positive (i.e. incorrectly signed) relationship between 

the two.' 

There are many reasons to suspect that existing estimates of the relationship between 

police and crime are biased against flnding that police reduce crime. The primary source of bias 

is the clear simultaneity between police and crime rates (Fisher and Nagin 1978).̂  If more 

' In addition to cross-sectional studies, there are two other sources of evidence. Quasi-
experimental evidence from a study performed in Kansas City in the early 1970's found no 
statistically significant difference in crime when the number of police assigned to fifteen different 
patrol beats were varied (Kelling et al. 1974). Analysis of police on the New York subway 
system in the 1960's suggests that an increased police presence reduces the number of robberies 
slightly, but at an extremely high taxpayer cost per crime eliminated (Wilson 1983). Also, 
Tauchen et al. (1993) find a deterrent effect of police resources in an analysis that combines 
individual-level information on arrests with aggregate information on police. 

' In fact, in a recent survey of the effect of police on crime, Sherman (1992) dismisses 
studies of the level of police resources based on cross-sectional variation in a footnote due to this 
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police are hired when crime is increasing, a positive correlation between police and crime can 

emerge, even if police reduce crime. The 1994 Crime Bill provides a good case study. In 

response to opinion polls ranking crime as the number one problem facing the country, a crime 

bill authorizing funding for an additional 100,000 police officers was passed into law. 

Similarly, the presence of unobserved heterogeneity across cities will impart an upward 

bias on cross-sectional estimates of police effectiveness. Cities that have a high level of 

underiying criminality are likely to have both high crime rates and large police forces. Detroit, 

for instance, has twice as many police officers per capiu as Omaha, and a violent crime rate 

over four times as high, but it would be a mistake to attribute the differences in crime rates to 

the presence of the police. 

A fmal source of bias against fmding that police reduce crime is the use of reported 

crimes rather than actual crimes in empirical studies, due to the lack of availabUity of the true 

measure. Victimization surveys fmd that only thirty-eight percent of all crimes are reported to 

the police. Even for a serious crime such as robbery, reporting rates are only 54.5 percent.' 

As the police presence increases, reporting rates may rise if the perceived likelihood of a crime 

being solved increases. Furthermore, police officers have a great deal of discretion in choosing 

whether or not to make arrests in many cases such as domestic disputes. It is possible that the 

likelihood of arrest for a given incident decreases with the officer's workload, which may in tum 

be a function of the level of police staffmg. 

This paper develops a methodology that goes weU beyond the existing literature on the 

topic in dealing with the first two sources of bias: simultaneity and unobserved heterogeneity." 

The primary innovation of the paper is the way in which it deals with the simultaneity between 

police and crime. In order to idenufy the effect of police on crime, a variable is required that 

is correlated with changes in the police force, but does not belong directly in the crime 

"production function." The instruments employed in this paper are the timing of mayoral and 

gubernatorial elections. 

Section II of this paper documents an electoral cycle in police force staffmg that was 

previously unrecognized in the literature. Increases in the size of police forces in large cities 

are disproportionately concentrated in mayoral and gubernatorial election years. For instance, 

the mean percentage change in swom police officers for the cities in my sample is 2.6% in 

gubernatorial election years, 2.2% in mayoral election years, and only 0.4% in non êlection 

years. That relationship persists after controlling for a variety of demographic, socio-economic 

and economic factors. 

If elections are to serve as valid instruments, then they must be uncorrected with crime, 

except through variables that are included in the equation explaining crime. The most obvious 

ways in which elections might systematically affect the crime rate (other than through changes 

in the police force) are through electoral cycles in other types of social spending, or through 

politically induced fluctuations in economic performance. Con'sequenUy, spending on education 

and public welfare programs are included in the equations, as are state unemployment rates. 

criticism, instead focusing on policing strategies. 

' Definitions of the crime categories used in this study, the same as those employed by the ! 
FBI in gathering Uniform Crime Reports, are presented in the appendix. 

• Unfortunately, data restrictions make i l impossible to adequately address the bias from 
changes in reporting behavior in the current analysis. To the extent that reporting bias in 
present, the results of this paper understate the effectiveness of police. 



Having controlled for those factors, it seems plausible to argue that election timing will be 

otherwise unrelated to crime. Tests of overidentifying restrictions support that claim. 

The second source of bias in estimates of police effectiveness, unobserved heterogeneity 

in underlying criminality across cities and over time, is dealt with in three ways. First, concems 

over differences across cities are eliminated by including city-fixed effects in all specifications 

so that the parameters are identified only using within-city variation over time. Secondly, city-

level trends are also included to account for the fact that some cities have become more 

dangerous over time, while others have not. These city-level trends explain a substantial portion 

of the variance in crime rates. Furthermore, their inclusion has a large effect (in the predicted 

direction) on estimates of police effectiveness, lending support to the claim that the number of 

police responds to rising and falling crime rates in a city. Third, socio-economic and 

demographic controls are included in the analysis to capture variation in a city's population over 

time. These controls included the percent of the population that is black, the percent of female 

headed households, and the percent of the population between the ages of 15 and 24 (the age 

group most likely to engage in criminal activities). 

The results of the paper, based on a panel of 59 large cities over the period 1970-1992,' 

suggest that swom police officers reduce crime, and the magnitude of that reduction is both 

substantively important and statistically significant. Point estimates are negative for six of the 

seven crime categories examined (murder and non-negligible manslaughter, forcible rape, 

assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft). Larceny is the only crime that has 

' These cities represent all U.S. cities with directly elected mayors and a population of over 
250,000 at'some point in the time period analyzed. 

an unexpected (but statistically insignificant) positive sign. The elasticities of crime with respect 

to the number of swom officers range from 0.06 to -1.23 across the various crimes. Civilian 

employees of police forces, in contrast, appear to have a negligible effect on reported crime. 

Estimated at the means of the data, each additional swom police officer reduces the 

number of crimes across the various categories by eight to ten per year. Using estimates of the 

costs of crime to victims developed by Cohen (1988) and Miller, Cohen, and Rossman (1993), 

the value to society of eliminating those crimes is approximately $90,000-$ 130,000 per officer 

per year, suggesting that the current number of police officers in large cities is below the 

socially optimal level. 

While the particular focus of this paper is on the issue of police and crime, the 

methodology employed here, namely the use of pwlitical variation to identify the effects of public 

policies, may prove to be of much broader applicability. Because public policies emerge from 

a political process, electoral cycles and differences in political institutions are logical instmments 

for public policy changes. To the extent that the timing of elections and political institutions are 

relatively fixed, such instruments may provide a more plausibly exogenous source of variation 

than either cross-sectional or time-series analyses. 

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section I summarizes the data set used in the 

analysis. The second section demonstrates a positive correlation between changes in the size of 

the police force and both city mayoral races and gubernatorial elections. Section lU presents 

the estimates of the effect of police on crime using the variation in police staffing due to 

electoral cycles to identify the parameters. Section IV attempts to place a social value on the 

reduction in crime, and considers the public policy implications of the results. Section V offers 



a brief conclusion. 

Section I : The Data 

The data used are a panel of 59 U.S. cities, with observations running from 1970-1992. 

These cities represent all U.S. cities satisfying two criteria: (i) the city population exceeds 

250,000 at some point in the time period analyzed, and (ii) the mayor is direcUy elected. 

Because mayoral elections are critical to identifying the model, six cities (Cincinnati, Virginia 

Beach, Norfolk, Wichita, Santa Ana, and Colorado Springs) that satisfy the population cut-off, 

but do not have direct election of mayors, are excluded from the sample. 

Data on crime are taken from the Uniform Crime Reports published by the FBI, and are 

available annually on a city-level basis for seven types of crime: murder and nonnegligent 

manslaughter, forcible rape, assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. 

Precise definitions of the crimes are presented in the appendix. Data on the number of police, 

both swom officers and civilians employees, are also taken from the FBI Uniform Crime 

ESEJMS- Swom officers carry a gun and have the power of arrest; civilian employees do not. 

Summary statistics on police and crime for the cities in the sample, expressed in values 

per 100,000 population, are presented in Table I . Overall, there is slighdy less than one 

reported crime per ten individuals, the majority of which are relatively minor property crimes.' 

Violent crime rates for the cities in the sample are more than twice as high as for the nation as 

' In fact, this number greatly understates the true crime rate for two reasons. First, less 
than half of all crimes are reported to the police. Secondly, when multiple offenses occur in the 
commission of a single crime, the FBI only records the most serious of these offenses. Thus, 
if a robber kills someone in the process of a hold-up, and then steals a car to flee the scene, only ' 
the murder would be included in the FBI statistics. 

a whole; propeny crimes per capita are almost twice as frequent in these cities. One notable 

feature of the data on reported crime is the wide variation across cities. The crime rates for an 

individual crime category often vary by orders of magnitude across cities. While some of this 

variation is probably attributable to differences in crime definitions and reporting, the variation 

is nonetheless striking.' There are almost 300 police per 100,000 population, approximately 

80% of whom are swom officers. 

Figure 1 shows the time series (in per capita terms) of violent crime, property crime, and 

swom officers for the cities in the sample. In each case, the 1970 value of the category is 

indexed as 100. Violent crime has seen the greatest increase, more than doubling in these cities 

between 1970 and 1992. Until the mid 1980's, violent crime and property crime tracked each 

other fairiy closely. Since that time, violent crime has steadily increased, while property crime 

has flattened.' The number of swom officers has grown less rapidly than crime rates. 

In addition to the data on police and crime, a number of demographic, govemment 

spending, and economic variables are included in the regressions. Ideally, those variables would 

be available at 

the city-level on an annual basis. Unfortunately, the data limitations with respect to city-level 

data necessitate a number of compromises. While city populations are available annually, the 

only convenient data source for the percent of a city's population that is black and the percent 

' Glaeser, Sacerdote, and Scheinkman (1994) undertake an in-depth analysis of this issue. 

' Victimization surveys, unlike the reported crime statistics used in this analysis, show a 
declining trend in crime rates per capita (for the nation as a whole). Unfortunately, more 
disaggregated data on victimization is not available. For an extensive discussion of crime data 
in the United States, see O'Brien (1985). 



living in female headed households is the decennial census. Consequently, a linear interpolation 

of those variables is made for non-census years. Since demographic variables tend to evolve 

slowly, this may serve as a reasonable approximation. The data on the percentage of the 

population between the ages of 15 and 24 used in this paper is also linearly interpolated from 

the decennial census, and suffers from the further defect tiiat it is defined at Uie SMSA rather 

than city level. 

Data on govemment spending for education and public welfare programs has a different 

complication. While annual city govemment outiays on such programs are available, less than 

ten percent of total sute and local expenditures on botii of tiiose categories originate at tiie city 

level.' State outiays, however, are not broken down according to the city tiiat receives tiie 

money. Therefore, die spending variables tiiat are employed in fliis paper are combined state 

and local outlays per capita (in 1992 dollars) on a particular category in a given state and year. 

While tills variable misses some of tiie city-level variation, it is assumed tiiat any mayoral 

election cycles in such spending will be small since city budgets for such activities are also 

small. Finally, annual state unemployment rates are used to control for economic fluctuations. 

Summary statistics for tiie various control variables described above arc presented in Table 2. 

Section n: Mayoral and Gubernatorial Election Cycles in Police Staffing 

There are many reasons to suspect a link between elections and tiie timing of changes in 

tiie size of city police forces, particularly in big cities. First, crime is a critical political issue 

in tiiese cities, and has been since the crime rate began to rise in tiie early 1960s. Crime 

consistentiy ranks among tiie most important issues facing tiie nation in opinion surveys, and is 

• frequentiy the most critical issue when the economy is performing well. Given the importance 

of crime as a political issue, incumbents will have incentives to increase tiie police force in 

advance of elections, eitiier in hopes of achially reducing crime, or simply to demonstrate tiiat 

they are "tough on crime."'" 

For mayors, especially, police are an ideal target for political marupulation since police 

departments are organized at tiie city level witii only a few exceptions." That botii gives 

ultimate decision-making autiiority on police issues to the mayor, and also means tiiat credit or 

blame conceming police performance are easily traced to tiie mayor by voters. Furthermore, 

the high rate of tumover among police officers (who can typically retire after 20 years witii a 

full pension) and tiie ease of altering tiie size of an incoming class of cadets makes botii upward 

and downward shifts in tiie size of the police force easy to accomplish. In contrast, a city's 

economic performance is largely outside tiie control of tiie mayor. For tiiat reason, it is not 

clear tiiat voters hold mayors responsible for a city's economic situation; Chubb (1988) fmds tiiat 

even govemors bear littie responsibility for tiie state economy in tiie eyes of voters. 

While tiie motives of incumbent govemors are likely to be similar to those of incumbent 

mayors, tiie mechanism by which govemors might affect levels of city police staffmg are less 

straightforward since tiie state govemment does not typically directiy hire local police. State 

» In 1992, only eight of tiie fifty-nine cities in tiie sample spent an appreciable amount on 
education. Local school boards are typically financed independendy from city govemmentJ. 

Monkkonen (1992) details various otiier political uses of urban police forces over Uie last 
century, altiiough no mention is made of election cycles in police staffing. 

" In recent years, a few cities have formed a joint force witii surrounding communities. 
Nashville, for instance, shares its police force witii Davidson County. 



govemments do, however, provide substantial local aid to city govemments (representing more 

tiian 20 percent of general revenues for large cities), as well as a more limited amount of 

intergovemmental grants tied specifically to local law enforcement. Besley and Case (1994) 

document gubernatorial election cycles for a range of fiscal variables. Altiiough 

intergovernmental grants is not among tiie categories Besley and Case (1994) examine, Uie 

existence of cycles in intergovernmental grants would not be implausible in light of tiieir otiier 

results. 

Empirically, changes in tiie size of police forces do indeed tend to mirror tiie political 

cycle in large cities. A simple comparison of tiie mean percentage change in tiie number of 

police officers in the sample across election and non-election years reflects this pattem (standard 

deviations in parentheses): 

Gubernatorial 
Election Year 
(N=349) 

Mayoral 
Election Year 
(N=402) 

No Election 
(N=629) 

%A Overall 
Police 

2.8 
(0.3) 

%A Swom 
Officers 

2.6 
(0.3) 

%A Civilian 
Employees 

4.5 
(1.1) 

2.8 
(0.3) 

0.7 
(0.2) 

2.2 
(0.3) 

0.4 
(0.2) 

5.1 
(1.0) 

2.2 
(0.9) 

Overall, police forces grow by 2.8 percent on average (witii a standard error of 0.3) in 

eitiier gubernatorial or mayoral election years, but only 0.7 percent (with a standard error of 

0.2) in non-election years." Dividing police forces between swom officers and civilians 

reveals similar patterns for botii categories, altiiough the standard errors on civilian employees 

are much larger. 

Figure 2 provides a year-by-year comparison of increases in swom officers for cities witii 

elections in a given year (either mayoral or gubernatorial) and cities without elections." While 

tiiere is substantial year-to-year variability in tiie average change in the number of swom 

officers, cities witii elections in tiie current year exhibit higher rates of increase (or smaller 

decreases) in 20 of tiie 23 years. If changes in swom officers are independent across cities and 

are unrelated to tiie timing of elections, tiie likelihood that cities holding elections would have 

higher rates of increase in 20 of 23 cases is less than one in 4,000." 

Anotiier way of examining the robustness of the relationship between swom officers and 

elections is to analyze the data on a city-by-city basis. A full list of cities, along with 

information on mean changes in swom officers in gubernatorial, mayoral, and non-election years 

is provided in tiie Appendix. Excluding Washington D.C, which does not have gubernatorial 

elections, 43 of the 58 cities in the sample have higher mean rates of increase in gubernatorial 

" Approximately 3% of tiie observations in the sample have botii mayoral elections and 
gubematorial elections in tiie same year. Consequentiy, there is a small amount of double-
counting in tiiese simple averages. The pattems are unaltered if such observations are discarded. 

'•" Throughout tiie paper tiie analysis witi tend to focus on swom officers ratiier than civilian 
police employees. This is partly because of an a priori expectation that swom officers will have 
a greater impact on crime, and partly because empirically the link between elections and swom 
officers is stronger. 

" Of course, changes in police forces across cities are not truly independent since grants 
from state to local govemments will tend to covary for cities in the same state. 
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election years compared to years in which there are neither gubematorial or mayoral elections. 

If cities represent independent observations, the odds of this pattem are less than one in 5,000 

if elections do not affect police hiring. 39 of tiie 59 cities have greater mean increases in swom 

officers in mayoral election years versus non-election years (with one tie). Again assuming 

independence across cities, tiie likelihood of tiiis pattem is less than one in ISO if mayoral 

elections have no affect on police staffing. 

Those simple averages, of course, do not take into account possible correlation between 

the timing of elections and otiier factors that might influence growth of the police force, such 

as the state of the economy. It is also possible that election cycles in police staffmg exhibit a 

more complicated structure than simply being high in election years and low in non-election 

yean. Different pattems may also emerge in cities that have two year mayoral terms rather than 

four year terms. 

To incorporate those possibilities, the relationship between potice and elections is 

modeled more formally as follows: 

P„ = £,e . X , i - Y, - 1, - V, (1) 

where Pn is the percent change in the relevant police staffing category for city i in year t, E is 

a matrix of indicator variables corresponding to the years of the mayoral and gubematorial 

election cycle, and X is a matrix of covariates. 

Table 3 presents tiiree sets of regression estimates of equation (I) corresponding to 

overall police, swom officers, and civilian police employees. The regressions in Table 3 allow 

a different intercept for each year of tiie election cycle for boUi mayoral and gubematoiial 

elections. The effect of mayoral election years is also allowed to vary according to whether the 

mayor's term is two or four years. All election coefficients are relative to the relevant omitted 

category, which in each case is Uie year directiy following an election. Year indicators are 

included in tiie regressions, removing any national-level shocks to police hiring. City-fixed 

effects are also included; therefore tiie parameters are identified using only within-city variation 

over time. 

A strong relationship between election years and police hiring continues to hold for 

overall police and swom officers after controlling for the other factors. For instance, swom 

officers are estimated to increase by an additional 1.3% in mayoral election years (relative to 

the year after the election) in cities with two year mayoral terms. For cities with four year 

mayoral terms, swom officers increase by an extra 1.0 percent in election years, and also exhibit 

some tendency towards greater than average growth in the year prior to an election year. The 

individual mayoral election year coefficients are only marginally statistically significant, but are 

jointiy significant at tiie .05 level in botii columns (1) and (2). The largest electoral effects are 

for gut>ematorial election years, in which swom officers increase by an additional 3.0 percent. 

There is some evidence that swom officers also increase disproportionately two years before 

gubematorial elections, although there is not a strong election cycle rationalization for such a 

result." 

" Following Besley and Case (1994), who fmd differential tax and fiscal behavior by 
incumbent govemors conditional on Uie presence of binding term limits, I divided govemors 
between those constrained from seeking re-election and those who are not constrained. While 
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While tiie election coefficients are positive for civilian police employees, the estimates 

are both individually and jointiy statistically insignificant due in part to imprecise estimates. 

That result is not surprising. To the extent that only swom officers have a direct impact on 

crime, one would expect tiiat political manipulation of poUce departments would be concentrated 

on swom officers. 

The otiier variables in Uie regression are generally statistically insignificant and carry 

coefficients that are substantively small. The exception to tiiat pattem is the state unemployment 

rate, which has a statistically significant negative coefficient in columns (1) and (2). For each 

percentage point increase in unemployment, the predicted growth rate in tiie police force declines 

by over three-tentiis of a percentage point. 

Section rV: Estimating the Effect of Police on Crime 

The preceding section demonsuates a correlation between elections and changes in the 

police force. In order for election timing to serve as an instrument to identify tiie effect of 

police on crime, it must also be tiie case that elections are validly excluded from the crime 

'production function," The primary reason that such an exclusion niight be invalid would be 

a failure to control for otiier variables tiiat are botii correlated witii crime and also affected by 

electoral cycles. In particular, spending on pubUc welfare or education nught fall into that 

category since such spending may have effects on criminal activities by changing Uie opportunity 

sets of potential criminals. It is also possible that state and local elections induce economic 

fluctuations akin to tiie political business cycle observed at the national level (Alesina and Sachs 

1988). In estimating a relationship between police and crime, therefore, controls are included 

for state and local spending on both public welfare and education, as well as state unemployment 

rates. Having controlled for such factors, election cycles would appear to be plausible 

instmments. 

Anotiier potential source of upward bias in estimating a relationship between police and 

crime is unobserved heterogeneity across cities and over time. Three steps are taken to deal 

witii such heterogeneity. First, city-level fixed effects are included in all specifications. Thus, 

tiie coefficients are identified using only witiiin-city variation over time, lessening concem over 

tiie possible omission of explanatory variables that systematically vary across cities, and also 

avoiding the problem of non-comparability of reported crime statistics across cities (O'Brien 

1985). Second, city-level trends are included to account for the fact that large changes in the 

underlying criminality of a given city can occur over time. Per capita crime in Jersey City 

increased by over 250% between 1970 and 1992. In contrast, San Jose saw a 30% decrease in 

per capita crime over the same period. For all of Uie crime categories examined, the city trends 

are jointiy statistically significant at tiie .01 level, as are Uie city-fixed effects. Finally, year 

dummies and demographic controls are included in tiie analysis to further capture variation in 

a city's situation over time. 

The effect of police on crime is allowed to enter boUi contemporaneously and with a one-

year lag." From a theoretical perspective, increases in the police ibrce may affect crime with 

a lag. Police reduce crime eitiier via deterrence (preventing the commission of the initial crime 

tiiere was some evidence in tiie raw data Uiat unconsti<uned govemors induce more extreme 
cycles in police hiring, tiie restriction of identical behavior could not be rejected in the 
specifications shown in Table 3. 
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Inclusion of longer lags did not substantially alter the findings. 
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due to an increased likelihood of being caught), or through incapacitation (catching repeat 

offenders so they cannot commit future crimes). If there are lags in the response of criminal 

behavior to tiie probability of being caught, the deterrence effect will not be immediate. 

Similarly, tiie benefits of incapacitation are realized for as long as Uie offender is in jail. On 

a purely practical level, anotiier reason for including lagged changes in the police force is Uie 

staggered nature of tiie available data. Data on reported crimes are collected on a calendar year 

basis, whereas Uie size of tiie police force is a snapshot as of October 31st.'' As a 

consequence, if changes in tiie police force occur shortiy before October 31st, tiiere is littie 

opporturuty for those changes to affect crime in the current year. 

The impact of police on crime is estimated using two-stage least squares, treating the 

police variables as endogenous and the other right-hand side variables as exogenous. The 

particular form of tiie equations to be estimated are as follows: 

^ X,r) * te, * y, * X, ^ (2) 

(3) 

where C, is tiie (logged) number of crimes in a given category in city i in year t, P is a matrix 

of Gogged) contemporaneous and lagged swom and civilian police staffing variables, X is a 

" The fact that the size of tiie potice force is reported as of October 31st is quite fortuitous 
for this analysis since most mayoral elections and all gubematorial elections occur in early 
November. 

matrix of covariates, and E is a matrix of election year indicators. Equations 2 and 3 also 

include year dummies, city-fixed effects, and city-level trends. The effect of police on crime 

is identified via tiie election year indicator variables that are included in the first stage equation 

(equation 3), but excluded from the second stage (equation 2). 

In the empirical estimation, the effect of mayoral elections on police staffing is allowed 

to vary across cities and the effect of gubematorial elections is allowed to vary across states. 

In other words, mayoral elections in Miami are allowed to have a different effect on changes 

in Uie police force tiian mayoral elections in Chicago, but every mayoral election in Miami is 

assumed to have tiie same effect on the police force. Gubematorial elections are consbiained to 

have the same effect on police in San Jose and San Francisco, but can have different effects 

across states. A priori, there is no reason to believe that different mayors or govemors have 

either equal incentives or equal capability to manipulate the poUce force for poUtical purposes. 

Further justification for allowing tiie effects of elections to vary across cities is that the 

restriction of equal 0's across all cities in equation 3 is rejected at the .01 level for swom 

officers. 

There are both advantages and disadvantages to using such a large set of instruments. 

Allowing election cycles to vary by city exploits the available information more efficientiy, 

leading to smaller standard errors than would be obtained with a more limited set of instruments. 

A second benefit of allowing electoral effects to vary by city is that it generates a large number 

of testable overidentifying restrictions. One cost of having so many instruments is Uiat it may 

lead to estimates tiiat are biased in tiie same direction as those obtained using OLS. If the true 

relationship between elections and the police force is identical across all cities, then allowing Uiat 
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relationship to vary by city wiU tend to pick up "bad" variation: cities tiiat exhibit strong 

electoral fluctuations in police under that scenario will tend to be the cities that (by chance) had 

increases in criminality in election years." In the limit, where there is a separate instrument 

for each observation in tiie data set, two stage least squares is identical to OLS. A second 

drawback of having so many instmments is that convergence to asymptotic properties occurs 

slowly when the correlation between the instruments and the variables that are instmmented for 

is low (Staiger and Stock 1993). While Uiat critique is unlikely to apply to Uie estimated 

coefficients on swom potice officers, where elections are good predictors of staffing changes, 

it may be quite relevant to Uie estimates on civiUan employees where the explanatory power of 

electoral cycles is much lower. 

Table 4 presents Uie results of two stage least squares estimation of equation (2) for each 

of tiie seven individual crime categories. In all specifications, feasible generalized least squares 

is used to take into account heteroskedasticity across cities. For simplicity, only the sum of tiie 

coefficients on current and lagged changes in police (as weU as tiie appropriate standard errors) 

are reported. Since tiie dependent variable and the police variables are boUi in logs, Uiose sums 

represent Uie estimated elasticity of crime for each category wiUi respect to swom and civilian 

police employees respectively. 

The first row of Table 4 presents the estimated elasticity of various types of crime to 

swom police officers. The point estimates range from 0.06 to-1.23. The estimated elasticities 

are negative for six of tiie seven crime categories." Only larceny carries a positive (but 

statistically insignificant) coefficient. For three crime categories (murder, robbery, and motor 

vehicle theft), tiie estimates are statistically significant at tiie .05 level. The coefficient for rape 

is statistically significant at the .10 level. 

In conti^t to swom officers, civilian employees appear to have little systematic effect 

on crime, altiiough this result must be interpreted with caution given the poor performance of 

the instruments in the first stage. The estimated elasticities are evenly distributed between 

positive and negative signs. Interestingly, the two crime categories where civilian police have 

the largest negative impact are burglary and larceny, the least serious of the offenses included 

in the analysis, and precisely the crimes where increases in swom officers had little impact. 

Because the election cycle variables that serve as instruments are allowed to vary by city, 

the specifications in Table 4 are overidentified, allowing for a test of the exogeneity of the extra 

instmments. To test those restrictions, the residuals from the second stage regression of TSLS 

are regressed on all of the exogenous variables included in the specification, as well as the full 

set of election-cycle instmments. The test statistic for the validity of the overidentifying 

restrictions is computed as N*R' where N is tiie number of observations and R' is the unadjusted 

R-squared from the regression of Uie residuals on the exogenous variables and the instmments. 

That test statistic is distributed w'Ui degrees of freedom equal to the number of 

" Experimentation witii reduced sets of instruments did not reveal any systematic tendency 
for tiie 2SLS estimates to move further away from Uie OLS estimates. 
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" A similar pattem holds when looking at the contemporaneous and once-lagged effects of 
swom officers individually, ratiier than at the sum of those values. For all of the crime 
categories except murder and larceny, the contemporaneous and once-lagged coefficients are boUi 
negative and of sinular magnitudes. For murder, the contemporaneous effect of swom officers 
is .03 (with a standard error of .25), whereas the lagged effect is -.66 (with a standard error of 
.24). For larceny, tiie contemporaneous effect is slighdy positive, while die lagged effect is 
slightiy negative. Both estimates are statistically insignificant. 
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overidentifying restrictions, in Uiis case 208. For all seven categories, Uie test statistic is well 

witiun conventional bounds. The highest value of tiie test statistic, obtained for murder, is 

significant at only tiie .25 level. The inability to reject Uie overidentifying restrictions reinforces 

the intuition that election cycles are a reasonable choice of instrument. 

The otiier coefficients in Tabic 4 are also of interest, altiiough die results are nuxed. In 

six of tiie seven specifications, Uie estimated elasticity of crime with respect to population is 

positive, altiiough generally less Uian one. The restriction implied by estimating Uie relationship 

between police and crime in per capita terms is easily rejected for all of the crime categories.̂  

The percentage of tiie population tiiat is black is generally negatively correlated wiUi 

crime, while tiie percentage of female headed households has a generally positive effect on 

crime. Because of tiie extremely high positive correlation between Uiose variables (p—.SS), 

however, it is somewhat difficult to interpret tiiose coefficients separately. The percentage of 

tiie population between tiie ages of 15 and 24 has tiie expected positive sign for all crimes except 

rape and murder. A one standard deviation change in that variable (1.5 percentage points) 

translates into an increase of more Uian 10% in the number of robberies and motor vehicle 

Uiefis, and an increase in excess of 5% for burglaries and larcenies. 

Spending on public welfare programs carries a small negative coefficient across all of the 

specifications, implying that increased public welfare spending reduces crime. In contrast, 

education spending per capita has a positive effect in crime. One explanation for tiiis result is 

" Estimating equation (2) in per capita terms is equivalent to imposing Uie restriction tiiat 
/35=l-/S,-^3-ft-A- (To see diis, impose tiiat restiiction on equation (2), subtract ln(population) 
from boUi sides, and rearrange terms to obtain a per capita regression.) 

that educational spending is serving as a proxy for the age distribution of the population. 

Changes in the unemployment rate appear to have a substantial effect on crimes where 

monetary gain is the primary motivation (robbery, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft), 

but have littie effect on "crimes of passion." A one percentage point increase in the 

unemployment rate leads to a jump of more than one percent in the larceny, and burglary rates. 

Those elasticies are generally larger than those obtained using national-level time-series data 

(Cantor and Land 1985, Devine et al. 1988). Evaluated at Uie 1992 sample means, a one 

percentage point increase in unemployment leads to an additional 106 reported crimes per year 

per 100,000 population. 

In order to understand how the estimates of police impact are affected by the inclusion 

of city-level u-ends and insttumenting. Table 5 presents crime-by-crime estimates of the potice 

coefficients from three different specifications. The first specification, presented in rows 1 and 

4, includes ail of the variables in Table 4 except for city-level trends, and does not instmment 

witii the election cycle. The second specification, in rows 2 and 5, is identical to the first 

specification except tiiat city-level trends are added. The final specification also instruments 

using tiie election variables, and is thus identical to Uiat presented in Table 4. If unobserved 

heterogeneity and simultaneity are present, the coefficients should become more negative moving 

down tiie columns. 

Focusing first on the top tiiree rows corresponding to swom officers, the effects of 

controlling for city-level trends and instiumenting are dramatic. In the simplest specification, 

all seven of Uie point estimates on swom officers carry an unexpected positive sign, and thc 

estimates are statistically significant at the .05 level in six of the seven cases. Adding city trends 
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to control for unobserved variation in cities over time has a large effect on the estimates. 

Comparing rows 1 and 2, tiie point estimates are more negative for every crime category in Uie 

latter. Five of the seven estimates now have the predicted negative sign. Thc point estimates 

are statistically significant at tiie .05 level for Uiree crimes (robbery, burglary, and motor vehicle 

Uieft), and are statistically significant at Uie . 10 level for boUi murder and rape. Instmmenting 

in row 3 leads to further declines in tiie coefficients in five of tiie seven categories (but also 

results in standard errors approximately three times larger Uian those of the other specifications). 

It therefore appears that both unobserved heterogeneity and endogeneity of potice increases have 

contributed to Uie failure of previous studies to uncover negative effects of swom officers on 

crime. The effects on civilian police employees in Table 5 are much less dramatic. Adding 

city-level trends has no systematic effect on the coefficients. Instrumenting does tend to make 

the estimates more negative. 

One possible criticism of tiie estimates presented Uius far is Uie relatively poor data 

quality for many of tiie covariates included in Table 4. A logical question to consider, tiierefore, 

is whetiier Uie negative relationship between swom officers and crime is an artifact of Uic data 

problems or the particular specification employed. Table 6 re-estimates equation (2) omitting 

all of tiie covariates except for city population. It is reassuring that the estimates are virtually 

identical for all of the crime categories except murder and rape, where tiie effect of swom 

officers remains negative, but is reduced. As before, tests of the overidentifying restrictions are 

well-within accepted Umits, supporting the validity of the instmments, even when no factors are 

controUed for in tiie crime equation except for year dummies, city-fued effects, and city trends. 

The negative relationship between swom officers and crime is robust to two fiirther 
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alterations to the specification (tabular results are not provided, but fuU estimates are available 

from tiie autiior on request). First, instmmenting using only gubernatorial elections or only 

mayoral elections, ratiier than boUi, does not systematically affect tiie estimates, but does 

increase the standard errors. Second, inclusion of changes in other crimes as an explanatory 

variable in Uie regressions has littie effect on Uie estimated effect of poUce. One might expect 

Uiat changes in otiier crimes will better reflect changes in tiie underlying criminaUty of a city 

tiian will the cmde demographic controls included in this analysis. While the coefficients on 

otiier crimes are generally fwsitive as expected, the relationship between swom officers and 

crime is unaltered. 

Section V: Implications of the Estimated Effects of Police on Crime for Public Policy 

While Uie estimates of the previous section suggest a negative relationship between swom 

police officers and crime, those elasticities alone are not sufficient to determine the appropriate 

policy prescription. A thorough analysis of the pubUc fwUcy question requires careful 

consideration of at least four further issues. First, one must make an assumption conceming die 

ability of tiie police to affect unreported crimes. As long as criminals do not "specialize" in 

eitiier reported or unreported crime, tiien Uie effect of poUce is Ukely to be similar across Uie 

two classes of crimes. In favor of that argument, a criminal does not know in advance whether 

a crime will be reported. It may be, however, that unreported crimes systematically differ from 

reported crimes (e.g., spousal assault tends to be reported less frequentiy than assaults at bars). 

If Uiat is tiie case, an increased police presence may not have a large effect on unrejxirted 

crimes. Secondly, a valuation must be placed on die social cost of crime. Ideally, Uiat social 
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cost would include not only the value of stolen property, but also the substantial psychic costs 

of crime, as well as tiie marginal costs of precautionary actions taken to avoid being a victim 

of crime (e.g., home security systems, car alarms, or avoiding Cential Park after dark)." 

Third, some consideration must be given to the social value of police activities that are not 

related to reductions in the subset of crimes considered in this paper. Less tiian a quarter of all 

arrests are for crimes included in this analysis. Among the criminal activities not included in 

tiiis paper that impose substantial social costs are driving under the influence, drug-related 

activities, arson, fraud, and vandalism. Moreover, poUce spend only half of tiieir time on crime 

related activities (Greene and Klockars 1991). FinaUy, one must assess tiie degree to which Uie 

estimates of this paper continue to be biased against fmding effects of poUce due to changes in 

reporting behavior.̂  

While an exhaustive analysis of tiiose four issues goes beyond the scope of this paper, 

it is nonetheless possible to derive rough estimates of a lower bound on the social benefits 

associated wiUi increasing police staffing. The estimates Uiat foUow do not take into account any 

reporting bias, nor do tiiey include any benefits of police activities except tiiose related to tiie 

"' One might also consider what social weight is given to the monetary gain and/or utiUty 
of tiie criminal from committing the crime. 

^ Empirical studies of Uie importance of the reporting bias range widely. Craig (1987) 
fmds tiie elasticity of crime reporting wiUi respect to the clearance rate(arrests/reported crimes) 
to be 0.60, wiUi a standard error of 0.31, using data on Baltimore neighborhoods tiiat combines 
information from the National Crime Survey and data from the Baltimore police dq>artment. 
Levitt (1994), in contrast, fmds littie or no evidence that reporting rates are a function of the 
number of poUce using victimization survey data from 26 cities. Levitt (1994) also examines 
changes in the ratio of murders to otiier crimes as the number of poUce changes. Under the 
assumption that murders are always reported, but the reporting rate of odier crimes varies widi 
die number of police, tiiat ratio might be expected to be a decliiung function of the number of 
poUce. No evidence of such a decline is uncovered. 
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seven crimes analyzed in Uus paper. Efforts are made, however, to deal witii tiie otiier issues. 

Estimates of tiie number of crimes reduced by an additional poUce officer are presented under 

two altemative scenarios. In Uie fust scenario, poUce are assumed to have no impact on Uie rate 

of unreported crimes. The second set of estimates assumes diat die effect of poUce on 

unreported crime is identical to tiie effect on reported crime. The tmUi is likely to faU 

somewhere in between tiiose two alternatives. In measuring tiie costs of crime, estimates 

provided by Cohen (1988) and Miller, Cohen, and Rossman (1993) are utilized. Those papers 

attempt to capture monetary costs of crime (medical biUs, property loss, lost productivity) and 

quaUty of life reductions due to pain and suffering. To gauge tiie quaUty of life reductions, jury 

awards in civU suiu, excluding punitive damages, are estimated for a wide range of injuries. 

Those awards are then mapped to die distribution of injuries associated wiUi tiie various crime 

categories. These cost estimates do not include tiie costs of additional preventative measures 

taken by victims, lifestyle changes associated wiUi Uie marginal crime, costs to employers, or 

legal costs, and tiierefore may understate Uie true costs of crime. 

Table 7 presents estimates of die impact of adding one additional swom officer. The 

values in Table 7 are based on the estimated elasticities from Table 4, and are computed at the 

sample means. Column (I) is Uie impact of an additional officer on reported crime. Column 

(2) reflects Uie combined decrease in reported and unreported crimes, assuming diat Uie effect 

of police is identical across reported and unreported crimes. Estimates of tiie reporting rate for 

each crime are based on tiie National Crime Survey (U.S. Department of Justice 1992). 

As column (1) demonstrates, an additional swom police officer is estimated to reduce the 

number of reported crimes by approximately eight per year. While tiie buUc of Uus reduction 
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is due to fewer auto Uiefts, each officer also reduces die number of reported robberies by 1.6 

per year, eliminates 0.6 assaults, and prevents a rape every eight years and a murder every 

twenty years. The number of reported larcenies, based on die estimates in Table 4, are actiiaUy 

projected to increase. When die potential effects of police on unreported crime is also included 

(column 2), the number of crimes eUminated per officer per year increases only sUghdy, to 

approximately ten. Adding unreported crimes has a relatively minor effect on crimes eliminated 

since most of the crimes for which swom officers are found to be effective have high reporting 

rates. 

Columns (3) and (4) are die Cohen (1988) and MiUer, Cohen, and Rossman (1993) 

estimates of the monetary and quality of Ufe losses due to crime." For violent crimes, tiie bulk 

of the costs are associated wiUi quality of Ufe reductions. For property crimes, the costs are 

almost exclusively monetary. Column (5) combines the information in tiie first four columns 

to provide an estimate of die social value of the reduction in crime. The first value in column 

(5) is based only on die decrease in reported crimes in column (1); the second value is derived 

from die sum of columns (I) and (2). The reduction in robberies provides the greatest social 

" The MiUer, Cohen, and Rossman (1993) estimates, which update Cohen (1988), are 
available for rape, robbery, and assault only. The Cohen (1988) estimates are therefore used 
for burglary, larceny, and auto dieft. I diverge from MiUer, Cohen, and Rossman (1993) in the 
determination of die cost of a murder. According to their estimates, the cost per murder 
(adjusted to 1992 dollars) is over $2.7 miUion. Over $700,000 of tiiat value is for lost 
productivity. FoUowing ScheUing (1989), however, I do not include that value since the victim 
would have been the primary consumer of that lost productivity, and therefore it is not clear that 
society loses on net. The value MUler, Cohen, and Rossman (1993) assign to lost quaUty of Ufe 
from per murder, almost $2 milUon in 1992 doUars, simUarly seems too high. Therefore, I 
(somewhat arbitrarily) assign a quaUty of Ufe reduction of $400,000 for each murder. It is, of 
course, straightforward to calculate social benefits to crime reductions under altemative 
valuations that the reader deems more appropriate. 
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benefit. Each robbery eliminated has a social benefit of $17,800. Including only tiie change 

in reported robberies (1.6) yields a social benefitof $28,700 per officer; when tiie possible effect 

on unreported robberies is also included Uie social value roughly doubles. Reductions in the 

number of auto tiiefts also make a substantial contribution to social welfare - on the order of 

$22,500 to $30,100 for an additional officer per year. Reduced murders represent a substantial 

social benefit of roughly $20,000 per officer per year. The odier violent crime categories (rape 

and assault) also make substantial contributions. The impact of burglary and larceny, however, 

is minor. 

Summing across all seven categories, the estimated social benefit of each additional 

officer is approximately $90,000 to $130,000." Given that an additional police officer wiU 

receive a salary of approximately $40,000, and impose non-salary overhead costs of a roughly 

equal magnitude," the number of swom officers in large cities appears to be slighdy below the 

optimal levels. In all likelihood, tiie estimates above understate the tme social value of poUce 

due to changes in reporting behavior, the focus on a Unuted subset of crimes, and the omission 

of important components of die overall costs of crime, further reinforcing the conclusion that 

" To get a rough estimate of the precision of the social cost estimates, standard errors were 
computed assuming that the costs per crime were exact and that the estimates of the effect of 
police on the different crime categories were uncorrected. BoUi of those assumptions wiU lead 
the computed standard errors to understate Uie tme values. The estimated standard error on the 
social benefits to an additional poUce officer are $17,900 when only reported crimes are 
included, and $29,200 when bodi reported and unreported crimes are included. 

" Donohue and Siegelman (1994) report diat Uiere were 812,{XX) state and local poUce 
employees in 1990, and total salary expenditure for this group was $33.4 bilUon in 1990, for 
an average salary of $41,000. The shadow cost of raising pubUc funds should also be included 
in Uie calculation of tiie overall cost of an additional poUce officer. 
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diere are too few poUcte in large cities. '̂ 

Given diat public welfare spending also appeared to reduce crime in Table 4, it is worth 

examining die cost-effectiveness of increasing public welfare spending in reducing crime. The 

mean level of public welfare spending per capiU in die sample is $255. A one percent increase 

in pubUc welfare spending for a city widi a population of 100,000 would cost $255,000. Using 

die estimated elasticities from Table 4 and die estimates of die cost of crime to victims, tiie total 

social value of reduced crime is approximately $39,000. Thus, whUe pubUc welfare spending 

does not appear cost-beneficial in terms of crime reduction alone, tiiis channel should not be 

ignored in a broader consideration of die benefits of pubUc welfare spending." 

Section VI: Conclusion; 

Previous studies have found littie systematic evidence tiiat increasing tiie size of a city's 

potice force lowers die crime rate. By controUing more effectively for unobserved differences 

across cities and eliminating tiie simultaneity between poUce and crime dirough die use of die 

timing of mayoral and gubematorial elections, tiiis paper does uncover evidence diat police 

reduce crime. Estimates of die social costs of crime suggest tiiat cun-ent levels of police staffing 

Anotiier consideration tiiat is ignored in Uus cost-benefit analysis is die possible change 
in pnson costs associated widi die increase in die number of poUce. As McCormick and 
ToUison (1984) demonstiate, however, die effect of increasing die number of poUcc on die 
number of an-ests is ambiguous. When die likelihood of detection increases, a greater fraction 
of die cnmes committed result in anests, but some crimes diat would previously have been 
committed are now successftiUy detened and tiierefore do not lead to anests In McConnick 
and ToUison's data on fouls in die ACC basked)aU toumament, die number of fouls (anests) 
drops substantially when die number of officials (poUce) is increased. 

" For a tiiorough analysis of tiie possible cost-benefit tradeoff impUcd by a variety of 
educational and labor market interventions, see Donohue and Siegelman (1994). 

in large cities are below die optimal level. Caution is warranted, however, in extrapolating the 

fmdings of Uus paper to a broader sample of cities. The cities analyzed here have far higher 

levels of criminal victimization tiian die nation as a whole; it is likely tiiat tiie benefits of 

additional officers wiU be more limited in a broader sample of cities. The analysis of 

tiiis paper suggests a number of avenues for future research. The most obvious shortcoming of 

die cunent work is die reliance on reported crime statistics. While individual-level victimization 

data is available, tiie absence of geographic indicators precludes a straightforward analysis of 

tiie relationship between poUce staffing and victimization. The lack of consensus in existing 

estimates of die magnitude of die reporting bias (Craig 1987, Levitt 1994) suggests tiiat further 

work in dus area is warranted. A second issued deserving more attention is tiie extent to which 

crime spiUs over between central cities and sunounding suburbs. The analysis presented here 

focuses exclusively on central cities. It is possible, however, tiiat at least some of die decrease 

in crime in central cities associated witii increased police staffing represents a geographical 

spillover of crime ratiier dian a true reduction. 

The finding tiiat city police hiring is affected by die timing of elections adds to die short, 

but growing, Uterature documenting die effects of politics on economic decision-making (e.g., 

Rogoff 1990, Besley and Case 1994, Poteriia 1994). This paper goes beyond diose previous 

works, however, by using die political budget cycle as a source of exogenous variation to 

identify die value of pubUc expenditures. The approach taken in dus paper could in dieory be 

applied to a wide range of pubUc policies at aU levels of govemment, and is Ukely to lead to 

more reliable estimates dian studies based on eitiier cross-sectional or time-series variation. 
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Table 1: Summary Stati.stics 
(All Values per 100,000 residents except population) 

Vari3t>ie Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Population 716,692 1,030,250 85,000 7,896,000 

Total Crimes 8,902 2,586 3,105 20,690 

Violent Crimes 1,162 684 103 4,353 

Murder 19 12 0.7 81 

Rape 68 31 4 199 

Assault 521 353 42 2,386 

Robbery 554 377 26 2,338 

Property Crimes 7,740 2,584 3,105 20,690 

Burglary 2,307 732 600 4,994 

Larceny 4,364 1,403 550 10,003 

Motor Vehicle 
Theft 

1,069 693 165 5,369 

Overall Police 294 110 79 910 

Swom 237 99 70 781 

Civilian 57 27 5 176 

Notes: AU variables except population are per 100,000 residents. Thc sample used is a set of 
59 large U.S. cities widi directiy elected mayors. Data on crimes and police from Uniform 
Crime Reports published by die FBI. For a breakdown of die data by city, see die appendix. 

Table 2: Summary Statistics for Demographic. Economic, and Spending Contitils 

Variable 

% Black 

Standard Deviation 

Mean Within-City Across Cities 

23.0 2.3 18.1 

Minimum l^sam 

O.I 78.2 

% Female Headed 14.9 
Households 

% Age 15-24 17.2 

1.0 

1.5 

4.3 

17.2 

5.6 

11.5 

31.9 

25.4 

PubUc Welfare 255.2 
Spending Per Capita 
(1992 doUars) 

Education 765.2 
Spending Per Capita 
(1992 DoUars) 

State 6.5 
Unemployment Rate 

56.8 

79.7 

1.8 

126.0 

122.9 

2.0 

33.5 

445.9 

2.0 

847.7 

1193.4 

15.5 

Notes: Summary statistics are for the 59 large U.S. cities included in the sample for the years 
1970-1992. Data on % Black and % Female Headed Household are city-level data interpolated 
from Uie decenrual census. % Age 15-24 is defmed at the SMSA level, and is also based on 
decennial census. Spending data is combined state and local govemment spending on an annual 
basis, and is defined at Uie state level. See text for further description of data sources. 



T<H» 3; Tb« Elcclioii Cycle M . Pr^teiM- »f Q i m . . . la i t . Polle. Pore. 

MiTOral Eleclion Timim 
Electiaa Year (Z-ycar Term) 

Elaction Year (4-jrear Tens) 

Year Before Electioa 
tcnae ealy) 

Two Yean Befon Electioa 
(4-7ear tamf only) 

ail>enialorial Election Timin. 
Electioa Year 

Year Before Electioa 
(•-year tcmu only) 

Two Yean Before Election 
(*-year lermi only) 

%A City Population 

M * BUck) 

A(« Female Head) 

Slate Unemployment Rate 

iC« Aje 15-24 in SMSA) 

<1) 
«A Total 
Police 

.014 
(.007) 

.CXIS 
(OOS) 

.005 
(.005) 

-.002 
(.005) 

.026 
(.001) 

-.002 
(005) 

.004 
(.00!) 

.030 
(.059) 

-.013 
(.009) 

.014 
(Oi l ) 

-.331 

(.nm 
3.131 

(2.J92) 

w 
XA Sworv 

Qfflcen 

.013 
(-007) 

.010 
(.004) 

.001 
(-004) 

--001 
(.004) 

.030 
(OOt) 

-O.OOI 
(.005) 

.015 
(.008) 

.005 
(.053) 

-.014 
(.009) 

.oii 
(-01S) 

.J47 
( U l ) 

^»2 
C-16) 

CD 
*A OTfflaa 

Olt 
.020) 

000 
.oil) 

.006 

.011) 

.003 
Oil) 

.015 

.037) 

009 
021) 

.034 

.033) 

19 
10 

.014 

.023) 

OSI 
OStl) 

413 
S03) 

9-63S 
(I0J51) 

Year Effects? Yci 
City EfTecU? Yee 
Sit&ificaDce of MayonJ Election Yeari? .05 
Sitnificaaca of All Election Yean? < .01 
R.Squared ,22 

Y M 
Yaa 

.02 
<.01 
.21 

y«i 
Y M 

-«7 
.n 
.07 

Noiei: Simple includei 59 lar(e U.S. ciUei witb directly elaclnl mayon. 1970-1992. Niunbar of obeemtionj U 1.773. The ooUttol 
election year caUfoty in i l l caaaa It Ihe year foUowlni u elecdoo. Tha affacu ofalectioni oa polica naflini an conatrainad to ba equal 
Bcroae all citiei. White'hetcroelredasticity-coosiilent itaodard arron In ptranthaeoa. 
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T;il'lr y. PrORression of ihe Eslimaicd Imnacl of Police nn Crime M CnnirnN fnr 
UilObscn'cd Citv Characlciî iics and Rndngeneilv are Inlrodiicttl 

Murder £ac£ 
Vehicle 

Assailll Robbery Burglary LatODi Ihcll 

Swom Otftcm 

City-Fixed Effects, Year 
Dummies, and Demographic 
Conuols Only 

All of Ihe Above 
and City Trends 

AU of the Above and 
Insmimeni with Elections 

Civilian Police Emnlovees 

City-Fixed Effects. Year 
Dummies & Demographic 
Controls Only 

AU of the Above 
and City Trends 

AU of the Above and 
Instrument with Elections 

.03 .30 .51 .32 .33 .27 .27 
(.07) (.07) (-08) (.07) (.05) (-04) (.08) 

-.18 -.13 .05 -.29 -.18 .04 -.37 
(.10) (.08) (.09) (.08) (.06) (.05) (.09) 

-.63 -.46 -.28 -.67 .06 -1.23 
(.30) (.25) (.26) (.26) (.20) (.17) (.29) 

.07 .10 .16 .09 .02 .02 .00 
(.03) (-03) (.03) (.03) (.02) (.02) (.03) 

.12 -05 .05 .16 -.02 -.01 .05 
(.03) (.03) (.03) (-03) (.02) (.03) (.03) 

.05 .03 -.03 .06 -.07 -.13 .00 
(.08) (-06) (.07) (.07) (.06) (.06) (.07) 

Notts: All coefncients m table are elasticities. The sample is 59 large U.S. cities with directly elected mayon, for the period 1970-1992 Number 
ofobservauonsu 1.314. Within each poUce staflirg category (i.e. sworn and dvilian). each row lepiejenU coefficients from a different resresiion 
with vaiTing levels of controls. Standard errors in parentheses. AU spedfications were eaimaled using POLS. aUowing for hetrroskedaiticî  across 
ones. Qasuaties m Uie boaom row of each category are Uie coefficiiaits reported in Table 4. 

TKIIIC 6: The Effecl of Incfo.^til Police on Crime 
Inxtrumenting with Election Cyclef; No Socio-Ecooomic Controls 

Murtler R«ne Assault Rohberv Burtlarv Larcinv 
Vehicle 
Ulifl 

Swom Officer! -.34 
(.29) 

-.29 
(.24) 

-.38 

(-25) 

-.62 
(.25) 

-.11 
(.20) 

.05 
(-16) 

-1.28 
(.29) 

Civilian Police .03 
(09) 

.02 
(-07) 

-.02 
(.06) 

.09 
(-07) 

-.07 
(.06) 

-.13 
(-05) 

.00 
(.07) 

City Populauon .75 
(-19) 

.61 
(-15) 

.03 
(-16) 

.47 
(.15) 

.23 

(.11) 

.31 
(.09) 

1-15 
(.17) 

City-Fixed Effects? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

City Trends? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Year Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Dependent variable is the natural log of the named crime category. Police variables, city population, and spending variables are also in 
natural logs; tiierefore coefficiaits on Uiose variables are interpreted as elasticities. The police coefficients are thc sum of tiie coefficients on 
contemporaneous and once-lagged police. The sample covers Uie period 1970-1992 for Uie 59 largest U.S. dties wiUi directiy elected mayors. 
City-fued effects, city trends, and year dummies included in all regressions. Number of observations is 1,314. Standard errors in parenUieses. 
All specifications were estimated using FGLS, allowing for heteroskedasticity across cities. All regressions arc instrumented using interactions 
between city dummies and indicator variables for Uie year of Uie mayoral and gubematorial election cycle. 



Tablg 7; Esiimaled Imnacl On Crime From Adding One .Swom Police Offlrt-r 
(Evaluated At Sample Means) 

Change in Total Cost Per Crime 
Crime (Assumes 

Change in Same Elasticity for Quality 
Kgpqnd Crimes Unreported Crimes) Monetary oLLk 

Social Benefit 
of Reduced 

Crime 

Murder 

Rape 

Assault 

Robt>ery 

Burglary 

Larceny 

Auto Theft 

-0.05 

-0.13 

-0.6 

-1-6 

-1.1 

1.1 

-5.6 

-0.05 

-0.19 

-1.3 

-2.9 

-2.3 

4.0 

-7.5 

$17,000 

9,800 

1,800 

2.900 

1.200 

200 

4,000 

$400,000 

40,800 

10,200 

14,900 

400 

0 

0 

$20,800 

6,600 - 9,600 

7,400 - 16,000 

28,700 - 51,900 

1,700 - 3,600 

(-200) - (-800) 

22,500 - 30,100 

Total -7.98 -10.24 87,500- 131,200 

Notes: Based on estimates of elasticity of crime wiUi respect to swom poUce officers from Table 4 (fuU controls and election year 
instruments). Values in table are computed using sample means in 1992. Estimates of reporting rates for each type of crime are 

on Criminal Victimization in the United .States. 1991 (Wash, DC: U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1992), p. 102. WiUi Uie exception 
of Uie quality of life reduction per murder, estimates of Uie social costs of crime are from Cohen (1988) and Miller, Cohen, and 
Rossman (1993), adjusted to 1992 dollars. The first value in Uic final column applies the cost of crime to Uic reduction in repeated 
crimes only; Uie second value in Uie final column ̂ l i e s the cost of crime to Uic estimated change in boUi reported and unî >oited 



Fig. ^: Yeariy Clian̂ es in Swm Police 
Heotion Yeara w Non-Eleetioii Yeara 

Election year 

Non-election year 

' 1 1 
70 71 

1 1 1 I 
72 73 74 75 

1 1 1 1 
78 77 78 79 8 

1 I r- -t— 
0 81 82 83 84 

Yar 

1 I T T— 
85 88 87 88 

1 1 1 1 
80 90 91 02 

Appendix: Data for Cities in Sample 

Mayor's Violent Crimes Property Crimes Annual %A Police % AS wom KASwom XASwom 
City Tenn Per m.fXjO Per lOO.OOO Crime Per 100.000 Gov. Elec. Mayor Elec. MiLElK. 

Akron 4yrs 704 6,544 3.6 204 1.2 0-6 -0.3 
Albuquerque 4yrs 971 8.151 0.7 255 2.6 6.3 3.3 
Anaheim 2yrs 535 6.953 -0.1 186 3.2 2.1 3.0 
Arlington 2yrs 424 6.389 0.5 153 8.1 7.2 5.6 
AUanta 4yrs 2,417 10.634 3.5 369 2.3 4.8 2.2 
Austin 3yrs 498 8.067 2.7 219 7.4 3-5 1.9 
Baltimore 4yrs 2,031 6,974 1.3 460 -1.1 -1.7 0.0 
Birmingham 4yrs 1,209 8,235 3.2 286 3,1 0.2 2.3 
boston 4yrs 1,839 9,208 1.7 436 9.4 -9.8 -1.8 
Buffalo 4yrs 1,033 6.222 3.4 333 -1.5 -5-1 -2.3 
Charlotie 2yrs 1,264 8;199 2.6 246 2.1 3.4 4.3 
Chicago 4yrs 1,165 6.316 2.5 475 -0.5 2.7 -1.6 
Cleveland 4yrs 1,468 6.880 0.4 362 -1.5 3.5 -3.8 
Columbus 4yrs 781 7.516 1.5 250 1.7 3.5 2.8 
Corpus Chnsu 2yrs 662 7,751 2-2 176 3.1 3.0 0.9 
DaUas 2yrs 1.437 10.401 1.6 293 4.1 3.0 0.8 
Denver 4yrs 906 8.780 -0.7 319 4.0 1.1 -0.0 
Detroit 4yrs 2,139 9.071 0.3 437 0.7 10.6 -6.5 
a Paso 2yrs 680 6,715 2.1 188 2.7 6.2 -0.4 
Fort Worth 2yrs 1,118 10.311 3-1 242 2.4 5.0 -1.6 
Fresno 4yrs 918 10,126 1.4 210 0.9 6.8 1.9 
Honolulu 4yrs 250 5,865 1.2 252 2.3 4-5 3.7 
Houston "2yrs 940 7,529 1.3 265 6.2 5.3 2.5 
Indianapolis 4yrs 887 5,647 1.6 258 1.1 1.4 -0.6 
JacksonviUe 4yrs 1,079 7,079 2.8 275 5-8 4.3 2.3 
Jersey City 4yrs 1,271 6,102 4.4 416 4.5 4.5 -1-4 
Kansas City 4yrs 1,602 8,341 2.3 360 0.3 4.3 0.5 
Los Angeles 4yrs 1.632 7,250 0.7 320 1.9 2.6 -0.1 
LxiuisviUe 4yrs 766 S,4S8 0.5 284 2.3 -1.6 0.0 
Memphis 4yrs 1,058 6,861 3.8 243 2.5 -0.9 2.0 
Mesa 2yrs 420 6,510 2.0 181 9.4 11.7 7.9 
Miami 4yrs 2,577 10,567 2.3 329 2.5 4.3 0.4 
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Definitions of the Uniform Crime Reports Crime Categories 

Murder and Nonnegligent Manslaughter 
The willful killing of one human being by another. Deaths caused by negligence, 
attempts to kill, assaults to kill, suicides, accidental deatiis, and justifiable 
homicides are excluded. Justifiable homicides are limited to tiie killing of a 
felon. Traffic fatalities are excluded-

Forcible Rape 
The camal knowledge of a female forcibly and against her will. Incliided are 
rapes by force and attempts or assaults to rape. Statiitory offenses (no force used 
— victim under age of consent) are excluded. 

Robbery 
The taking or attempting to take anything of value from Uie care, custody, or 
control of a person or persons by force, or threat of force, or violence, and/or by 
putting tiie victim in fear. 

Aggravated Assault 
An unlawful attack by one person upon another for Uie purpose of inflicting 
severe or aggravated bodily injury. This type of assault usually is accompanied 
by the use of a weapon or by means likely to produce deatii or great bodily harm. 
Simple assaults are excluded. 

Burglary 
The unlawful entiy of a stnicture to commit a felony or a Uieft. 
forcible entry is included. 

Attempted 

Larceny 
The unlawful taking of property from the possession of anotiier. Examples are 
Uiefts of bicycles or automobile accessories, shopUfting, pocket-picking, or the 
stealing of any property or article which is not taken by force and violence or by 
fraud. Attempted larcenies are included. Embezzlement, "con" games, forgery, 
and wortiiless checks are excluded. 

Motor Vehicle Theft 
The Uieft or attempted tiieft of a motor vehicle. 
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HOUSE VOTES 112,113,114,115,116,117,118,120 

112. IIR 667. Prison Construction/Automatic Stay. Watt, 
r.)-N.('J., Mint'iKinienl to strike the bill's prdvisions that invalidate a 
court order regarrling inmate reliel' lawsuits, if a court does nol. 
respond lo a stale appeal williin .30 days. Rcjecled 93-313: R 0-220; 
0 92-93 (ND 7.1.34, SD 18 39); I I'-O, Feb. 10, 199,3. (Wcchly 
Rcpurl. p. 1.56) 

113. HR 667. Prison Construction/Prison Grant Cut. Car-
din. D Md., amendment to cut $3G million over .5 years from Ibe 
•HIO .T billion provided for prison grants. Rejected 129-29,5: R 4-222; 
I) 124-73 (ND 93-43, .SD 31-30); I 1-0, Feb. 10, 199.5. (Wechly 
Riiporl. p. -IriG) 

114. HR 667. Prison Construction/State Grant Eligibi l i ty. 
Chapman, D-Texas, amendment to allow slates to apply for bolh 
general granls and Irulh-in-sentencing granls, rather than one or 
the other, as Ihe bill allows. Rejected 17G-247: R 10-217; D 165-30 
(ND 119-15, SD 46-15); I 1-0, Feb. 10, 1995. (Wcehh Report, p. 
•1.56) 

115. HR 667. Prison Construction/Prison Grant Cut. 
Seolt, D-Va., amendment to cut $2.5 billion from the ,$10.5 billion 
in the bill for prison grants, reducing the total lo $8 billion, which 
is the amounl in the Crime Control Act of 1994 (PL 103-322). 
Rejected 155-268: R 39-187; D 115-81 (ND 92-43, SD 23 38); I 1-0, 
Feb. 10, 1995. (Weekly Report, p -m) 

116. HR 667. Prison Construction/Motion to Recommit. 
Conyers, D-Mich., motion to recommit the bill lo the Judiciary 
Comniiltee with instructions to report il back with an amendment 
to allow the transfer of unallocated money to the Cops on the Beat 
Program. Motion rejected 193-227: R 3-222; D 189-5 (ND 130-4, 
SD ,59-1); I 10, Feb. 10, 1995. fWeekly Report, p. -1.56) 

117. HR 667. Prison Construction/Passage. Passage of the 
bill lo inerea.se federal granls for state prison ccmslruction from 
Ibe $7.9 billion in the Crime Control Act of 1994 (I'L 103-322) lo 
$10.5 billion and lo attach to the money new conditions that would 
recjuire slates lo show that they increased prison sentences and 
time actually served by violenl offenders or met Iruth-in-sentenc-
ing policies, which require violent offenders to serve at least 85 
percent of their sentences. The bill would also limit court-ordered 
settlements in lawsuits on prison conditions. Passed 265-156: R 
206-20; D ,59-135 (ND 28-106, SD 31-29); I 0-1, Feb. 10, 1995. A 
"no" was a vole in support of the president's posilon. (Weekly 
Report, p. -1,56) 

118. HR 668. Criminal Alien Deportation/Passage. Pas 
sage of the bill to provide for expedited deportation procedures of 
aliens who commit aggravated felonies and lo crack down on alien 
smuggling. Provisions in ihe bill requiring that the federal govern­
ment fully reimburse slates for the costs of incarcerating illegal 
aliens, starting in fiscal 1996, were moved from this measure and 
added lo the Prison Construction Bill (HR 667). Passed 380-20: R 
216-1; D 163-19 (ND 116-13, SD 47-6); 1 1-0, Feb. 10, 1995. 
(Weekly Report, p. '1.56) 

120. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Road Construc­
tion. Wall, D N.C, amendment to prohibit states and localities 
from citing public safely as a reason for using money in the bill for 
the construction or improvement of highways, streets or roads. 
Rejected 194-2,30: R 12-216; D 181-14 (ND 125-12, SD ,56-2); I 1-0, 
Fei). 13, 1995. (Story, p. .530) 

KEY 
Y Voted for (yea). 

# Paired for. 

Announced for. 

N Voted against (nay). 

X Paired against. 

— Announced against. 

P Voted "present." 
C Voted "present" to avoid possi­

ble conflict of interest. 

? Did not vote or otherwise mat^e a 

position known. 

D Delegates ineligible to vote. 

Democrats Republicam 

hidcpendenl 

• ~ — ~ — — — — CN 

ALABAMA 

t Callahan N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Cverell N N N N N Y Y N 

3 B rowder N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

4 Bevill N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

5 Cramer N Y Y N Y Y Y Y 

6 Bachus N N N N N Y Y N 

7 Mi l l ia rd Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

A U S K A 

AL Ycung ? N N N N Y Y N 

ARIZONA 

1 Salmon N N N N N Y Y t^ 

2 Pastor Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

3 Stump N N N N N Y Y N 

4 Shodegg N N N N N Y Y N 

i Kolbe N N N N N Y Y N 

6 Hayworth N N N N N Y Y N 

ARKANSAS 

1 Lincoln N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

2 Thornton N N Y N Y N Y Y 

3 Hutchinson N t-l N Y N Y Y N 

4 Dickey N N N H H Y Y N 

CALIFORNIA 

1 Siggi N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Merger N N N N Y Y N 

3 Fazio Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

t Deelitlle N N N N N Y Y N 

5 M a u u i Y Y Y Y Y N Y 7 

6 Woo l sey N Y Y. Y Y N 7 Y 

7 Mi l le r 7 Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

8 Pelosi Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

9 D e l l u m i Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

10 Baker N N N N N Y Y N 

11 Pombo N N N N N Y Y N 

12 LontOi Y Y Y Y Y N 7 Y 

13 Stork •f + + -1- + - 7 Y 

14 Eshoo Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

15 MIne to Y Y Y Y Y H Y Y 

16 Lofgren 7 7 7 7 7 7 Y 

17 Farr Y N Y Y Y N Y Y 

18 Cond i t N H N N Y Y Y Y 

19 Radanovich N H N N Ivl Y Y N 

2 0 Doo ley N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

21 Thomas N U N t^ 7 Y Y N 

22 Seastrand N N N N N Y Y N 

23 Gallegly N N N N N Y Y N 

24 Beilenson Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

25 McKeon N N N N N Y Y N 

2 6 Bermon Y Y Y Y 7 X 7 Y 

27 Moorhead N N N N N Y Y N 

28 Dreier N N N N N Y Y N 

2 9 W a x m o n ? Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

3 0 Becerra ? 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

31 M a r t i n e : Y N N Y Y N Y Y 

32 D ixon Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

33 R o y b o L A I I a r d Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

34 Torres ? Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

35 W a t e r s Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

3 6 H a r m o n N N N N Y Y Y Y 

37 Tucker ? Y Y Y Y N Y 7 

38 Horn N N N N N Y Y N 

39 Royce N t4 N Y N Y Y N 

40 Lewis N N N H N Y Y N 

— CN 

41 Kim N N N N N Y Y N 

42 Brown Y Y 7 Y Y N Y Y 

43 Calvert N t^ N N |s| Y Y N 

44 Bono N N N N tsl Y Y N 

45 Rohrabacher N N N Y Y Y N 

46 Dornan N N N N N Y Y N 

47 Cox N N N N N Y Y N 

48 Packard N N N N tsl Y Y N 

49 Bilbroy N N N N N Y Y N 

50 Filner Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

51 Cunningham N H tsl N tsl Y Y N 

52 Hunter N N N N N Y Y N 

C O L O R A D O 

1 Schroeder Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

2 Skoggs Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

3 Mclnnis N N N N t>l Y Y Isl 

4 Allord 7 N N N N Y Y N 

5 Helley N N N N tsl Y Y Y 

6 Schqefer N N |v| N N Y Y N 

C O N N E C T I C U T 

1 Kennelly N N Y Y Y N Y Y 

2 Ge jdenson Y Y Y Y Y N 7 Y 

3 DeLouro N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

4 Shays N Y N Y Y N Y N 

5 Franks N N N N N Y Y |s| 

6 Johnson N Y N Y N Y Y Y 

DEUWARE 

AL Castle N N N Y N N Y N 

FLORIDA 

1 Scarborough N N N N N N Y N 

2 Peterson N N Y Y Y Y Y Y 

3 Brown Y Y Y Y Y N 7 Y 

4 Fowler N N N N N Y Y N 

5 Tt iu rmon N N N N Y Y Y Y 

6 Stearns rvi N N N N Y Y N 

7 Mica N N N N N Y Y N 

8 McCollum N N N N N Y Y N 

9 Bitirakis N N N N N Y Y N 

10 Young N N N N N Y Y N 

1 1 G i b b o n s Y Y Y 7 7 7 7 7 

12 Canady N N N N N Y Y n 
13 Miller N N N N N Y Y N 

14 Goss N N N N N Y Y N 

15 Weldon X N N SI U Y Y N 

16 Foley N N N N N Y Y N 

17 Meek Y Y Y Y Y N Y 7 

18 Ros-lehtinen N N N N N Y Y u 
19 Johnston tt tt 0 « tt X 7 Y 

20 Deulsch - N N N N u 7 Y 

21 Diai-Balarl H N N N N Y Y N 

22 Shaw N N N Isl N Y 7 N 

23 Hastings Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

G E O R G I A 

1 Kingston N N N U N Y Y N 

2 Bishop Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

3 Collins N N N N N Y Y N 

4 Under N N N U hJ Y Y Isl 

5 Lewis Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

6 Gingrich 

7 Sor r N N N N N Y Y N 

8 Chambliss N N N tsl N Y Y N 

9 Deal N Y N tsl Y Y Y N 

10 Norwood Ivl N N N N Y Y N 

11 McKinney Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

H A W A I I 

1 A b e r c r o m b i e Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

2 Mink Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

IDAHO 

1 Chenoweth N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Cropo H N N N N Y Y 7 

I L U N O I S 

1 Rush Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

2 Reynolds Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y 

3 Lipinski N tJ N N Y Y Y Y 

4 Gut ie r rez Y Y Y Y Y U Y Y 

5 Flanagan N N N N Y Y N 

6 Hyde N N N N N Y Y N 

7 Coll ins Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

8 Crane N N N N N Y Y t^ 

9 Yotes Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

10 Porter N Y N Y N Y Y N 

11 Welter N N N N N Y Y N 

12 Cosle l lo N N N N Y Y Y Y 

13 Fawell N N N Y N Y Y N 

14 Hasten N N N N N Y Y N 

1 5 Fwing t^ S N N N Y Y N 

ND Northern Democrati SD Southern Democrati 
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16 Maniullo 
17 Evons 
18 LaHood 
19 Poshord 
20 Durbin 

INDIANA 
1 Visclosky 

N N N N N 
Y Y Y N Y 
N N N t^ N 
N N N N Y 
Y Y Y Y Y 

Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2 Mcintosh N N tsl N N Y Y N 
3 Roemer N 1̂  Y N Y N Y Y 
4 Souder N N N N N Y Y N 
5 Buyer N N N N N Y Y 1̂  
6 Burton N tsl N Y tsl Y Y N 
7 Myers N N tJ N N Y Y N 
8 Hosteltler t̂  N N Isl N Y Y N 
9 Homilton Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

10 Jacobs N Y N Y Y Y Y Y 

IOWA 
1 Leach N N N Y N Y Y N 
2 Nussle N N N N N Y Y N 
3 Lighlfoct N N N N N Y Y N 
4 GonsAff N N N N N Y Y N 
5 Latham N N N N N Y Y N 

KANSAS 
1 Roberts N N N N N Y Y N 
7 Bfownback N N 1̂  N N Y Y N 

3 Meyers N N Isl N N Y Y Y 
4 r/o/irr N N N Y N Y Y Isl 

KENTUCKY 
1 Whitfield N tsl N N N Y Y N 
2 tffsvfj 1̂  N N N N Y Y N 

3 Word Y N Y Y Y 1̂  Y Y 
4 Bunning N N N N N Y Y N 
5 l?09«rf N N N N tsl Y Y N 
6 Boesler tM t-J Y Isl Y Y Y Y 

LOUISIANA 
1 Livingston N N N N N Y Y N 
2 JeMerson N Y N N Y Y Y 7 

3 Tauzin N N 7 N Y Y Y Y 
4 Fields Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
5 McCrery 1̂  N N N N Y Y 
6 SolLer N N N N N Y Y N 
7 Hoyes 7 N Y N Y Y Y Y 

MAINE 
1 Longley N N Y Y N N Y N 

2 Boldocci N Y Y Y N Y N 

MARYLAND 
1 GilchresI N N N Y N Y Y N 
2 f/iffc/i N N r j N N Y Y t̂  
3 Cardin Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
4 Wynn Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
5 Hoyer Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
6 Sor(/e« f.1 N Isl SI N Y Y fsl 
7 Mlume 7 Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
8 Morelta N N N Y Y N Y Y 

MASSACHUSETTS 
1 OI.er Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
2 Neal N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

3 Blute N N N N N N Y t^ 
4 Frank Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
5 Meehan Y Y Y Y Y N 7 Y 
6 Torkildsen N N N Y N N 1 N 

7 Maikey N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

8 Kennedy Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

9 Moakley N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
10 Sludds Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

MICHIGAN 
1 Stupok N N Y N Y N Y Y 
2 Hoekstra N N Y Y N N Y N 

3 Ihlers N Y Y Y N N Y N 

4 Camp N N Y Y Y N Y N 

5 Borca N N N Y Y N Y Y 

6 Upton N tJ Y Y N N Y t^ 

7 Smi>/i N N Y Y Ivl N Y N 
8 Chrysler X N N N N Y Y N 
9 Kildee Y Y Y N Y t̂  Y Y 

10 Bonior Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

11 Knollenberg N N N N N Y Y N 
12 Levin Y Y Y N Y 1̂  Y Y 

13 Rivers Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

1 4 Conyers Y Y Y Y Y SI KI Y 

15 Collins tt tt n tt tt X 7 Y 
16 Dingetl Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

MINNESOTA 
1 Gutknecht N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Minge 
3 Ramstod 
4 Vento 
5 Sabo 
6 Luther 
7 Peterson 
8 Oberstor 

N N Y Y 
H N H t 
Y Y Y Y 
Y Y Y Y 
N Y N N 
N N Y N 
Y Y Y Y 

Y N 
N N 
Y N 
Y N 
Y H 
Y Y 
Y N 

MISSISSIPPI 
1 Wicker 
2 Thompson 
3 Montgomery 
4 Parker 
5 Taylor 

t s l N N N N Y Y N 
Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
N N N N Y Y Y Y 
N N N N Y Y ? N 
N N N N Y Y Y Y 

MISSOURI 
1 Cloy Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

2 Talent N N N H N Y Y N 

3 Gephardt N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

4 Skelton N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

5 McCarthy N Y N N Y N Y Y 

6 Donner N N Y N Y N Y N 

7 Hancock N N N Y N Y Y N 

8 Emerson N N N N N Y Y N 

9 Volkmer N N Y N Y N Y Y 

MONTANA 
Al Williams Y Y Y Y N N N N 

NEBRASKA 
1 Bereuter N N N N N Y Y Y 

2 Christensen N N N N N Y Y N 

3 Barrett N N N N N Y Y N 

NEVADA 
1 Ensign N N N Y N Y Y N 
2 Vucanovich N N N N N Y Y N 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
1 leliH N X N N N Y Y N 

2 Bass N N t̂  N N Y Y N 

NEW JERSEY 
1 Andrews 7 N N N N Y Y Y 

2 LoBionda N N N Y N Y Y Y 

3 5oxfon N N N N N Y Y N 

4 Smith N N N N N Y Y N 

5 Roukema N N N N Y Y Y 

6 Pollone N N Y N Y Y Y N 

7 Franks N N N Y N Y Y N 

8 Martini N X N Y N Y Y N 

9 Torricelli N N N N Y Y Y Y 

10 Payne Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
11 Frelinghuysen N N N N N Y Y N 

12 Zimmer N N N Y N Y Y Y 

13 Menendez Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y 

NEW MEXICO 
1 SchiH N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Skeen N N N N N Y Y N 

3 Richardson N Y Y N Y Y Y Y 

NEW YORK 
1 Forbes N N N N N Y Y N 

1 Laiio N N H Y N Y Y Y 
3 King N N N N N Y Y N 

4 Frisa N N N N N + Y N 
5 Ackerman N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

6 Flake Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
7 Monton N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

8 Nadler Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

9 Schumer Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

10 Towns Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
11 C>wens Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
12 Velazquez Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
13 Molinari N N N N N Y Y N 

14 Maloney N N Y N Y N Y Y 

15 Rangel 7 Y Y Y Y N N Y 

16 Serrano Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

17 Engel N Y Y N Y Y Y Y 

18 Lowey Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

19 Kelly N N N N N Y Y N 

20 Gilman N N N N N Y Y N 
21 Mcl^lulty N Y Y N Y Y 

•(• 
Y 

2? Solomon N N N N N Y Y N 
23 Boehlerl N N N Y N N Y N 

24 McHugh N N N N N Y Y N 
25 Walsh 7 N N N N Y Y N 
26 Hinchey 7 Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
27 Faxon N N N N N Y Y N 
28 Slaughter Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 
29 Lofolce Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

30 Quinn 
31 Houghton 

N N N Y N N Y 
N N N N N Y •> 

NORTH CAROLINA 
1 Clayton Y Y N Y Y N Y Y 

2 Funderburk N N N Y N Y Y N 

3 Jones N N N N N Y Y N 

4 Heineman N N N N N Y Y N 

5 Burr N N N N N Y Y N 

6 Coble N N N N N Y 7 N 

7 Rose Y N Y Y Y Y 7 Y 

8 Helner N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

9 Myrick N N N t̂  N Y Y N 

10 Ballenger N N N N N Y 7 H 

11 Taylor 7 N N N N Y Y N 

12 Wott Y Y N Y Y N N Y 

NORTH DAKOTA 
AL Pomeroy N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

OHIO 
1 Chabot N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Porlmon N N Y N N N Y N 

3 Hall Y Y 7 7 7 7 7 Y 

4 Oxiey N N N N N Y Y N 

5 Gitlmor 7 N Y N N Y Y N 

6 Cremeans N N N N N Y Y N 

7 Hobson N N N N N Y Y N 

8 Boehner N N N N N Y Y N 

9 Kaptur N N Y Y Y N Y Y 

10 Hoke N N N N N Y Y N 

11 Stokes Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

12 Kasich N N N N N Y Y N 

13 Brown N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

14 Sawyer Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

15 Pryce N N N N N Y Y N 

16 Regula N N N N N Y Y N 
17 Trolicont N N N N N Y Y Y 

18 Ney N N N N N Y Y N 

19 LaTourette N N N N N Y Y N 

OKUHOMA 
1 Lorgent N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Coburn N N N N 7 Y Y N 

3 Brewster N N Y N Y Y 7 Y 

4 Watts N N N N N Y 7 N 

5 Islook N N N N N Y Y N 

6 Lucas N N N N N Y Y N 

OREGON 
1 Furse N N Y N Y N Y Y 

7 Cooley N N N N N Y Y N 

3 Wyden N N N N Y Y Y Y 

4 DeFazio Isl Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

5 Sunn N N N N N Y Y N 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Foglietio Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

2 Fattoh Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

3 Borski N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

4 Klink N N Y N Y N Y N 

5 dinger N N N N N N Y N 

6 Holden N H Y N Y N Y N 

7 Weldon N N N N N Y Y N 

8 Greenwood 7 N N Y N Y N Y 

9 Shuster N N N N N Y Y N 

10 McDade N N N N N Y Y N 

\ 1 Kanjorski N N Y N Y N Y N 

12 fAurlho 1̂  N Y N Y N Y N 

13 Fox N N N H N Y Y N 

14 Coyne Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

15 McHole N N Y N Y Y Y N 

16 Walker N N N N N Y Y N 

17 Gekas N N 1̂  N N Y Y N 

18 Doyle N N Y N Y N Y N 

19 Goodling N N N N N Y + N 

20 Mascara N N Y N Y N Y N 

21 English N N N N N Y Y N 

RHODE ISLAND 
1 Kennedy Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

2 Reed Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y 

SOUTH CAROUNA 
1 Sanford 
7 Spence 
3 Graham 

4 Inglis 
5 Sprott 
6 Clyburn 

N N N Y N 
N N N N N 
N N N N N 
N N Y Y N 
N N N N Y 
Y Y Y Y Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
N N 

Y N 
Y N 
Y N 
Y Y 
Y Y 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
AL Johnson N N N N N Y Y N 

TENNESSEE 
1 Quillen N N t̂  N N Y 7 N 

7 Duncan N N N Y N Y Y Y 

3 Wamp N N N N H Y Y N 

4 Hilleary N M N N N Y Y N 

5 Clement N N N N Y Y Y Y 

6 Gordon N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

7 Bryant N N N N N Y Y N 

8 Tonner N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

9 Ford 7 7 Y Y Y N Y Y 

TEXAS 
1 Chapman 7 N Y Y Y N Y 7 

2 Wilson N N Y N Y Y Y 7 

3 Johnson, Sam N N N N N Y 7 N 

4 Holl N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

5 Bryont N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

6 Barton N N Y N N Y Y N 

7 Archer N N N N N Y Y N 

8 Fields N N N N N Y Y N 

9 Stockman N N N N N Y Y N 
10 Doggetl N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

11 Edwards N Y Y N Y N 7 Y 

12 Geren N N N N Y Y Y 7 

13 Thornberry N N N N N Y Y N 

14 Loughlin N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

15 de lo Gorzo N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

16 Coleman N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

17 Stenholm N N N N Y Y Y Y 

18 Jackson Lee Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

19 CombesI N N N N N Y Y N 

20 Gonzalez N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

21 Smith N 7 X X X « 7 N 

22 DeLay N N N N N Y Y N 

23 Bonilla N N N N N Y Y t̂  

24 Frost 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 Y 

25 Bentsen N 1 Y N Y N Y Y 

26 Armey N N N N N Y Y N 

27 Ortiz N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

28 Tejeda N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

29 Green N Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

30 Johnson, E.B. Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

UTAH 
1 Hansen N N N N N Y Y N 

7 Waldholti N N N N N Y Y N 
3 Orton N N Y Isl Y Y Y Y 

VERMONT 
Al Sanders Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

VIRGINIA 
1 Boteman N N N N N Y Y N 

2 Pickett N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

3 Scon Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

4 Sisisky l-J N N N Y Y 7 Y 

5 Payne N N N N Y Y Y Y 

6 Goodlatte N N N N N Y Y N 

7 Bliley N N N N N Y 7 N 

8 Moron N Y Y N Y N Y Y 

9 Boucher 7 N Y N 7 Y 7 Y 

10 Wolf N N N N N Y Y N 

11 Davis N N N N N Y Y N 

WASHINGTON 
1 While N N N N N Y Y N 

7 Metcalf N N N N N Y + N 

3 Smith N N X X X tt 7 N 

4 Hastings N N N N N Y Y N 

5 Nelhercutt N N N N N Y Y N 

6 Dicks Y Y Y N Y N Y Y 

7 McDermort Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 

8 Dunn N N N 7 N Y Y N 

9 rote N N N N N Y Y N 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohon Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

2 Wise Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

3 Roholl N N Y N Y N Y Y 

WISCONSIN 
I Neumann 
7 Ktug 
3 Gunderson 

4 Kletzka 
5 Barren 
6 Petri 

7 Obey 
8 Roth 
9 Sensenbrenner 

N N N N N Y 
N N N Y N N 
N N N Y 
N Y Y Y 
N Y Y Y 
N N N N N Y 
N Y Y Y Y N 
N N N Y 
N N N Y 

N N 
Y N 
Y H 

N 

WYOMING 
AI Cubin N N N N N N Y N 

Southern states • Ala.. Ark., Flo., Go , Ky., la.. Miss.. N C . Okla., S . C . Tenn., Texas, Va. 
Omitted votes ore quorum colls, which CQ does not include in its vote charts 

C(l I rURUARY 18. 1W.5 — ,557 



HOUSE VOTES 121,122,123,124,125,126,127,128 

121. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Drug Court Re­
habilitation. Mfume. D-Md., amendment to conlinue tho 1994 
crime law's DrLig Courl Rehabilitalion Program lor lirsl-time drug 
offenders. Rejected 160-266: R 1-227; D 158-39 (ND 122-14. SD :!6-
25); I 1-0, Feb, 13, 1995. iSlorr. p. .5:UI) 

122. Procedural Motion/Previous Question. Motion tn or 
tier the previous (lueslioii (thus ending debate and thc possibility 
ol amendment) on the .^rmey, R-Texas, motion lo allow commil 
tees to meet for the rest of ihc week while the House considers 
legislation under the live-minute rule. Motion agreed to 222-19(1: R 
221-0; D 1 189 (ND 0-132, SD 1-57); I 0-1, Feb. 13, 1995. f,S'/ory. p 
5: id) 

123. Procedural Motion/Committee Schedule. .Armey. R-
Texas, motion lo allow- coinmillees lo meet for tlic rest of the week 
while the House considers legislation under ihe five-minute rule. 
Motion agreed to 220-191: R 220-0; D 0 190 (ND 0-132. SD 0-58); ! 
0-1, Feb. 13, 1995. (Story, p. .5:10) 

124. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Police Program. 
.Schumer, D-N.Y., amendmeni to reserve $7.5 billion of the $10 
billion bill for the "Cops on Ihe Beat" iirogratn established in the 
Crime Control Act of 1994 (PL 103-322). Rejected 196-235; R 5-
223; D 190-12 (ND 135 3, SD 55-9); I 1-0. Feb. 14, 1995 A "yci" 
was a vole in support of the president's position. (Story, p. 530) 

• 12.5. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Abortion Clinic 
Protection. Schroeder, D-Coki,, amendment to explicitly allow 
moi-iey from the block grants to be used lor iiroteclion at abortion 
clinics. Rejected 164-266: R 13-215; D 1,50-51 (ND 108-30, SD 42-
21); I 1-0, Feb, 14. 1995, (Story, p .5:ill) 

126. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Threatened Fa­
cilities- Hoke, R-Obio, amendi-nent to explicitly allfrw money from 
the block grants to be used for enhancing security in and around 
schools, religious institutions, medical or health facilities, housing 
complexes, shelters or other threatened facilities. (..\ Volkmer, D-
Mo.. substitute amendment to replace thc Hoke ameiuiment wilh 
language barring the use of block grant funds for abortion clinic 
security was ruled non-germane.) Rejected 206-225: R 56-172; D 
149-53"(ND 105-33, SD 44-20): 1 1-1), Feb. 14. 1995. (Story, p .5:10) 

127. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Committee Sub­
stitute. Adoplicjn of the comniiltee subslitule, as amended in the 
(Jommittee of ibe Whole, to create a $10 billion block grant pro-
grari-i by eliminating the police hiring, drug courts and social crime 
prevention [irograms created by the (Jriine Control ,'\ct ol 1994 
(PI, l03-:!22) and distributing the money directly to local commu­
nities based on their violenl crime rate to use as ibey best, see lit in 
lighting crime. Adopted 237-193: R 222-5; D 15 187 (ND 5-133, SD 
10-54); I 0-1, Feb. 14, 1995. (Story, p. 5:.IOj 

128. HR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Recommit. Con 
vers, D-Micb., motion to recomtnil the bill to the -Judiciary Com-
mitlee with Tiistructions lo reiiort il back with an amendnient to 
set aside $100 million a year for five years lor youth crime preven­
tion programs and $450 million a year lor five years for the Byrne 
Memorial Slate and Local Law KnIorcemenI Program to control 
violent crime and drug tibuse and improse Ibe criminal justice 
system. Motion rejected 184-247: H 0-228; D 183-19 (ND 131-7, SD 
,5212); 1 1-0, Feb. 14, 1995. (Story, p. 530) 

KEY 
Y Voted for (yea). 

tt Paired for. 

-\- Announced for. 

N Voted against (nay). 

X Paired against. 

— Announced against. 

P Voted ' 'present." 

C Voted "present" to avoid possi­

ble conflict of interest. 

? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 

D Delegates ineligible to vote. 

Democrats Republicans 
huicpt-nden! 

CNCNCNCNCNCNCNCN 

CNCSCNCNCNCNtNCN 

ALABAMA 
1 Callahan N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Everett N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Browder N N N Y N N N Y 
4 Bevill N N N Y N N N Y 

5 Cramer N N N Y N Y N Y 

6 Bachus N Y Y N N N Y N 
7 Hilliard Y N N Y Y Y t^ Y 

ALASKA 
AI Young N Y Y N N N Y N 

ARIZONA 
1 Salmon N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Pastor Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

3 Stump N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Shadegg N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Kolbe N Y Y N N Y Y N 

6 Hayworth N Y Y N N N Y N 

ARKANSAS 
I Lincoln N N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Thornton Y N N Y N N N Y 

3 Hutchinson N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Dickey N Y Y N N N Y N 

CALIFORNIA 
1 Riggs N Y Y N N Y Y N 

7 Merger N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Fazio Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

4 Doolittle N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Motsui 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

6 Woolsey Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

7 Miller Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

8 Pelosi Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

9 Dellums Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

10 Baker N Y Y N 1̂  N Y N 

11 Pombo N Y Y N N N Y N 

12 lontos Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

13 Stork Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

14 Eshoo Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

15 Mineta Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

16 lolgren Y N N N Y Y N Y 

17 Forr Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

18 Condit N N N Y Y Y Y Y 

19 Radanovich N Y Y N N N Y N 

20 Dooley Y 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 

21 Thomas N Y Y N N N Y N 

22 Seastrand N Y Y N N N Y N 

23 Gallegly N Y Y N N N Y N 

24 Beilenson Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

25 McKeon N Y Y N N N Y N 

26 Bermon Y 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 

27 Moorhead N Y Y N N N Y N 
28 Dreier N Y Y N N N Y N 
29 Woxmon Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
30 Becerra 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

31 Martinez Y 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 
32 Dixon Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
33 RoyboLAIIard Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
34 Torres Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
35 Woters Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
36 Harmon N N N Y Y Y N Y 
37 Tucker 7 7 7 Y N N N Y 
38 Horn N Y Y N Y Y Y N 
39 Royce N Y Y N N N Y N 
40 Lewis N Y Y N N N Y N 

41 Kim N Y Y N N N Y N 

42 Brown Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

43 Calvert N Y Y N N N Y N 

44 Bono N Y Y N N N Y N 

45 Rohrabacher N Y Y N N N Y N 

46 Dornan N Y Y N N N Y N 

47 Cox N 7 7 N tsl N Y N 

48 Packard N Y Y N N N Y N 

49 Bilbray N Y Y N N Y Y N 

50 Filner Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

51 Cunningham N Y Y N N Y Y N 

52 Hunter N Y Y N N N Y N 

COLORADO 
1 Schroeder Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Skoggs Y N tsl Y Y Y N Y 

3 Mclnnis N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Allard N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

5 Hefley N Y Y N N N N N 

6 Schaefer N Y Y N N N Y N 

CONNECTICUT 
1 Kennelly Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Gejdenson Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

3 DeLouro Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

4 Shays Y Y Y N Y Y N N 

5 Franks N Y Y N N Y Y N 

6 Johnson N Y Y Y N Y Y N 

DELAWARE 
AI Castle N Y Y N N Y Y N 

FLORIDA 
1 Scarborough N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Peterson Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

3 Brown Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

4 Fowler N Y Y N N Y Y N 

5 Thurmon Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

6 Stearns N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Mica N Y Y N N N Y N 

8 McCollum N Y Y N N N Y N 

9 Bilirakis N Y Y N N N Y N 

10 Young N Y Y N N N Y N 

11 Gibbons 7 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 

12 Canady N Y Y N N N Y N 

13 Miller N Y Y N N Y Y N 

14 Goss N Y Y N N N Y N 

15 Weldon N Y Y N N N Y N 

16 Foley N Y Y N N N Y N 

17 Meek Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

18 Ros-Lehtinen N Y Y N N N Y N 

19 Johnston Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

20 Deutsch Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

21 Diai-Balart N Y Y N N N Y H 

77 Shaw N Y Y N N Y Y N 

23 Hastings Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

GEORGIA 
1 Kingston N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Bishop Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

3 Collins N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Linder N Y Y N N 14 Y N 

5 lewis Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

6 Gingrich 
7 Sorr N Y Y N N N Y N 

8 Chambliss N Y Y N N N Y N 

9 Deal N N N Y N N Y N 

10 Norwood N Y Y N N N Y N 

1 1 McKinney Y N N Y Y Y 14 Y 

HAWAII 
1 Abercrombie Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Mink Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

IDAHO 
1 Chenoweth N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Cropo 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

lUINOIS 
1 Rush Y H N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Reynolds Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

3 lipinski N N N Y N N N N 

4 Gutierrez Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

5 Flanagan N Y Y N N N Y N 

6 Hyde N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Collins Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

8 Crane N Y Y N N N Y N 

9 Yates Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

10 Porter N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

11 Welter N Y Y N N Y Y N 

12 Costello N N N Y N N N Y 

13 Fawell N Y Y N N Y Y N 

14 Hastert N Y Y N N N Y N 

15 Ewing N Y Y N N N Y N 

1 
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6 Maniullo 
17 Evans 
18 LaHood 
19 Poshord 
20 Durbin 

C N t N C N C N C N C N C N C N 

N Y Y N N N Y N 
Y N N Y Y V N Y 
N Y Y N N N Y N 
N N N Y N N N Y 
Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

INDIANA 
1 Visclosky 

2 Mcintosh 
3 Roemer 
4 Souder 
5 Buyer 

N N 
Y Y 
N N 

Y Y Y N 
N N N Y 
Y N N N 
N N N Y 
N N N Y 

6 Burton N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Myers N Y Y N N N Y N 
8 Hosteltler N Y Y N N N Y N 
9 Hamilton Y N N Y N N N N 

10 Jocobs N N N Y N N N Y 

IOWA 
1 Leach N ? ? N N Y Y N 

7 Nussle N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Lightfool N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Ganske N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Latham N Y Y N N N Y N 

KANSAS 
1 Roberts N Y Y N N N Y N 
7 BfOwnback N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Meyers N Y Y N N Y Y N 

4 Tiahrl N Y Y N N N Y N 

KENTUCKY 
1 Whitfield N ? ? N N N Y N 

2 Lewis N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Word Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

4 Bunning N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Rogers N Y Y N N N Y N 

6 Boesler N N N Y Y Y N Y 

LOUISIANA 
1 Livingston N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Jeilerson ? ? ? Y Y Y N Y 

3 Tauzin N N N N N N Y N 

4 Fields Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

5 McCrery N Y ? N t 4 N Y N 

6 Soirer N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Hayes N N N Y N N N Y 

MAINE 
1 Longley N Y Y N N Y Y N 

7 Boldocci N N N Y Y Y N Y 

MARYLAND 
1 Gilchrest N Y Y N N Y Y N 

7 Ehrlich N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Cardin Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

4 Wynn Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

5 Hoyer Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

6 Bartletl N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Mlume Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

8 Morella N Y Y Y Y Y N N 

MASSACHUSETTS 
1 Olver Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Neol Y N N Y Y N N Y 

3 Blute N Y Y Y Y Y N N 

4 Frank Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

5 Meehan Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

6 Torkildsen N Y Y Y Y Y N N 

7 Morkey Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

8 Kennedy Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

9 Moakley Y N N Y Y N N Y 

10 Studds Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

MICHIGAN 
1 Stupak Y N N Y N N N Y 

2 Hoekstra N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Ehlers N Y Y N N Y Y N 

4 Camp N Y Y N N Y Y N 

5 Borcia Y N N Y N N N Y 

6 Upton N Y Y N N Y Y N 

7 Smith N Y Y N N N Y N 

8 Chrysler N Y Y N N N Y N 

9 Kildee Y N N Y N N N Y 

10 Bonior Y N N Y Y N N Y 

1 1 Knollenberg N Y Y N N N Y N 

12 levin Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

13 Rivers Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

14 Conyers Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

15 Collins Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

16 Dingell Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

MINNESOTA 
1 Gutknecht N Y Y N N N Y N 

? Mingt 
3 Ramstod 
4 Vento 
5 Sabo 
6 luthei 
7 Peterson 
8 Obeistoi 

N N N Y Y Y N Y 
N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

Y N N Y 
Y N N Y 
Y N N Y 
N N N Y 
Y N N Y 

Y Y N Y 
Y Y N Y 
Y Y N Y 
N N N N 
N N N Y 

MISSISSIPPI 
1 Wicker 
7 Ihompson 
3 Montgomery 
4 Parker 
5 loylor 

N Y Y N N N Y N 
Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
N N N Y N N Y N 
N N N N N N Y N 
N Y N N N N Y N 

MISSOURI 
1 Clay 
2 Talent 
3 Gephardt 
4 Skelton 
5 McCorthy 
6 Donner 

7 Hancock 
8 Emerson 
9 Vo lkmer 

N N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 

Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 

Y Y Y N 
N N N Y 
Y Y N N 
Y N N Y 
Y Y Y N 
Y Y Y Y 
N N N Y 
N N N Y 
Y N N N 

MONTANA 
Al Williams ? ? - ' Y Y Y N N 

NEBRASKA 
1 Bereuter 
2 Christensen 
3 Barrett 

N Y N N Y Y N 
N Y Y N N N Y N 
N Y Y N N N . Y N 

NEVADA 
1 Ensign N Y Y N N N 7 N 

7 Vucanovich N Y Y N N N Y N 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
1 Zetiff N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Bass N Y Y N N 14 Y N 

NEW JERSEY 
1 Andrews N N N Y Y N N Y 

2 LoBiondo N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Sox ton N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Smith N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Roukema N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

6 Pollone Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

7 Franks N Y Y N N Y Y N 

8 Martini N Y Y N N Y Y N 

9 loir.celli Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

10 Payne Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

11 Frelinghuysen N Y Y N N Y Y N 

12 Zimmer N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

13 Menendez Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

NEW MEXICO 
1 SchiH N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Skeen N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Richardson Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

NEW YORK 
1 Forties N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Loiio N Y Y N N Y Y N 

3 King N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Frisa N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Ackermon Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

6 Flake Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

7 Monton Y N N Y N N N Y 

8 Nadler Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

9 Schumer Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

10 Towns Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

1 1 Owens Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

12 Velazquez Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

13 Molinari N Y Y N N Y Y N 

14 Maloney Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

15 Rangel Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

16 Serrano Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

17 Engel Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

18 lowey Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

19 Kelly N Y Y N N Y Y N 

70 Gilman N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

21 McNulty Y N N N N N Y Y 

22 Solomon N Y Y N N N Y N 

23 Boehlerl N Y Y N Y Y Y N 

24 McHugh N Y Y N N N Y N 

25 Walsh N Y Y N N N Y N 

26 Hinchey Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

27 Paxon N Y Y N N N Y N 

28 Slaughter Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

29 LoFolce Y N N Y N N N Y 

30 Ooizin 
31 Houghton 

C N C N C N C N ? N C s | f . < t N 

Y Y N N y N 
Y N N Y Y N 

NORTH CAROUNA 
I Clayton Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Funderburk N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Jones N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Heineman N Y Y N N Y Y N 

5 Burr N Y Y N N N Y N 

6 Coble N Y Y N N Y Y N 

7 Rose Y 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 

8 Helner N 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 

9 Myrick N Y Y N N N Y N 

10 Ballenger N Y Y N N Y Y N 

11 Taylor N Y Y N N N Y N 

12 Won Y N N N Y Y N Y 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Al Pomeroy Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

OHIO 
1 Chabol N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Portman N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Holl N N N Y N N N Y 

4 OxIey N 7 7 N N N Y N 

5 Gillmor N Y Y N N N Y N 

6 Cremeans N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Hobson N Y Y N N Y Y N 

8 Boehner N Y Y N N N Y N 

9 Kaptur Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

10 Hoke N Y Y N N Y Y N 

11 Stokes Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

12 Kasich N Y Y N N N Y N 

13 Brown Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

14 Sawyer Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

15 Pryce N Y Y N N Y Y N 

16 Regula N Y Y N N N Y N 

17 Troficont Y N N N N Y Y N 

18 Ney N Y Y N N N Y N 

19 LaTourette N Y Y N N N Y N 

OKLAHOMA 
1 Largent N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Coburn N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Brewster N N N N N Y Y Y 

4 Watts N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Istook N Y Y N N N Y N 

6 Lucas N Y Y N N N Y N 

OREGON 
1 Furse Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Cooley N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Wyden Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

4 DeFozio Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

5 Sunn N Y Y N N N Y N 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Foglietio 
2 Fattoh 
3 Borski 
4 Klink 
5 dinger 
6 Holden 
7 Weldon 
8 Greenwood 
9 Shuster 

10 McDade 
1 I Konjorski 

12 Murtho 
13 Fox 
14 Coyne 
15 McHale 
16 Walker 
17 Gekas 
18 Doyle 
19 Goodling 
20 Mascoro 
21 English 

Y ? 
Y N 
Y N 
N ? 
N N 
N Y 
N Y 
N ? 
N ? 
Y 
Y 

Y Y N 
Y Y N 
N N N 
N N N 
N Y Y 
N N N 
N N Y 
N Y Y 
N N Y 
N N Y 
N N N 
N N N 
N Y Y 

Y Y N 
Y Y N 
N N Y 
N N Y 
N N N 
N N Y 
Y N N 
N Y Y 

RHODE ISLAND 
1 Kennedy 

2 Reed 

Y N N Y Y Y N Y 
Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

SOUTH CAROUNA 
1 Sanford 
7 Spence 
3 Graham 
4 Inglis 
5 Sprott 
6 Clyburn 

Y Y N N N 
Y Y N N N 
Y Y N N N 
Y Y N N N 
N N Y Y Y 
N N Y Y Y 

TENNESSEE 
1 Quillen N Y Y N N N Y N 

2 Duncan N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Wamp N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Hilleary N Y Y N N N Y N 

5 Clement Y 7 7 Y N N N Y 

6 Gordon N N N Y N N N Y 

7 Bryant N Y Y N N N Y N 

8 Tonner N N N Y N N N Y 

9 Ford Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

TEXAS 
1 Chapman 7 N N Y Y Y N Y 

2 Wilson Y 7 7 Y Y Y N Y 

3 Johnson, Sam N Y Y N N N Y N 

4 Holl N N N N N N Y N 

5 Bryant Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

6 Barton N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Archer N Y Y N N N Y N 

8 Fields N Y Y N N N Y N 

9 Stockman N Y Y N N N Y N 

10 Doggett Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

11 Edwards N N N Y Y Y N Y 

12 Geren N N N N Y Y Y Y 

13 Thornberry N Y Y N N N Y N 

14 Loughlin N N N Y N N Y N 

15 de lo Gorzo Y N N Y 7 N N Y 

16 Coleman Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

17 Stenholm N N N N N N Y Y 

18 Jackson-lee Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

19 Combest N Y Y N N Y Y N 

20 Gonzolez Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

21 Smith N Y Y N N N Y N 

22 DeLay N Y Y N N Y Y N 

23 Bonilla N Y Y N N Y Y N 

24 Frost Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

25 Bentsen Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

26 Armey N Y Y N N Y Y N 

27 Ortiz Y N N Y N N N N 

28 Tejeda Y N N Y N N N Y 

29 Green N N N Y Y Y N Y 

30 Johnson, E.B. Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

UTAH 
1 Hansen N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Waldholti N Y Y N N N Y N 

3 Orton N N N Y N N N Y 

VERMONT 
Al Sandeis Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

VIRGINIA 
1 Baleman N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Pickett N N N Y N N N N 

3 Scott Y N N N Y Y N Y 

4 Sisisky N N N Y N N N N 

5 Payne N N N Y Y Y N N 

6 Goodlatte N Y Y N N N Y N 

7 Bliley N f Y N N N Y N 

8 Moron Y N N Y Y Y N Y 

9 Boucher N N N Y Y Y N N 

10 Wolf N Y Y N N N Y N 

11 Dofi'i N Y Y N N Y Y N 

WASHINGTON 
1 White 
2 Metcalf 
3 Smith 
4 Hastings 
5 Nethercutt 
6 Dicks 
7 McDermott 
8 Ounn 
9 Tate 

N N 
N N 

Y Y 

N N N 
N N N 
N N N 
N N N 
N N N 
Y Y Y 
Y Y Y 
N N N 
N N N 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Al Johnson N N N Y Y Y N N 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohon Y N N Y N N N 
2 Wise Y N N Y Y Y N 
3 Roholl Y N N Y N N N 

WISCONSIN 
1 Neumann 

2 Ktug 
3 Gunderson 
4 Kleczko 
5 Borrett 

6 Petri 
7 Obey 
8 Roth 

Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 

N N N 
N Y Y 
N N Y 
Y N Y 
Y Y Y 
N N N 
Y N Y 
N N N 

9 Sensenbrenner N Y Y N N N Y N 

WYOMING 
AI Cubin N Y Y N N N Y N 

Southern states • Ala . Ark.. Flo.. Go.. Ky.. lo.. Miss., N C . Oklo., S C., Tenn.. lexos, Vo 
Omitted votes ore quorum colls, which CQ does not include in its vote charts. 
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HOUSE VOTES 129,130,132,133,134,135,136,137 

129. IIR 728. Anti-Crime Block Grants/Passage. Passage of 
the bill to create n $10 billion block grant program by elin-iinaling the 
police hiring, drug courts and social crime prevention progrtims 
created by the Crime Control Actof 1994 (I'L 103-322) and distribute 
ihe money directly lo lin:al communilies based on their violenl crinie 
rate lo use as Ihey best see lit in lighting crime. Passed 238-192; R 220 
!):D 18-182 (ND 6-130. SD 12 52); I 0-1, Feb. 14. 1995, A "liay" was a 
vote in su|)porl. of the president. (Stnry, p. ,5:10) 

i;iO. Procedural Motion. Wise, D-VV.Va., motion to adjourn. 
Motion rejected 150-261: R 0-220: D 149-41 (ND 1 ll-20,SD 38 21); I 
1-0, Feb. 15, 1995. 

1 ;V2- HR 7. National Security/Previous Question. Solomon. 
R-N.Y., motion to order the previous i)U(!stion (thus ending deliale 
and the possibility of amendment) on adoption of the rule (H Res 8:i) 
in provide lor House lloor consideration of ihe bill lo limit the 
pri^sident's ability lo place U.S. troops under U.N. command; reduce 
ibe U.S. contribution lo U.N. peacekeeping operations; direct the 
secretary of Defense lo deploy an antimissile defense system as soon 
as "practical"; and establish a bipartisan commission lo assess U..S. 
deleiise re(|uirenients. Motion agreed lo 229-199: R 228-0; D 1-198 
IND 1-135. SD 0-63): I 0-1, Feb. 15, 1995. C.S-(r,ry, p. 535) 

\ X\. HR 7. National Security/Rule. Adoption of the rule (H 
Res S3) to provide for House floor consideration of the bill lo limit 
the president's ability to place U.S. Irootts under U.N. command; 
reduce the U.S. contribution to U.N. peacekeeping operations; 
direct thc> secretary of Defense of lo deploy an anti-missile defense 
svstem as soon as "praclical"; and establish a bi[)arlisan commis­
sion to assess U.S. defense requirements. .Adopted 227-197: R 223 -1; 
D 1-195 (NI) 2-135, SD 2-60); I 0-1, Feb. 15, 1995. (Story, p. 53.5) 

1;14- Procedural Motion. Volkmer, D-Mo., motion to adjourn. 
Motion reiecled 134-291: R 0-227; D 133-64 (ND 105-30, SD 28 34); I 
I-II. Feb. 15, 1995. 

13,5. HR 7. National Security/Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty. Spenci\ li-S.(".',., amendmeni to express the sense of 
Congress that negotiations with Russia lo define theater missile 
defense systems that wiiuld be exet-i-ipl from the 1972 treaty limiting 
defenses ;igainsl long-range (or "strategic") ballistic missiles 
should be suspended until Omgress has reviewed the issue. 
Adopted .320-1 10: R 227-1: D 93-108 (ND 48-90, SD 45-18); I 0-1, 
Feb. 15, 1995. (Story, p. .5:1,5) 

13f)- HR 7. National Security/Missile Defense Programs. 
Sprtilt, D-S-C, amendmeni lo strike provisions that direct the 
secretary of Defense to deploy, ;is soon as "practical," an anti-missile 
defense for U.S. territory replacing il with a provision stipulating 
1 lial com bat-readiness, wea|>ons m(iderni-/.,ilion and deployment of a 
delense against short-range (or "theater") ballistic missiles should 
have a higher priority than tieployment of missile defenses for U.S. 
lerrilory. Adopted 218-212: R 24-205; D 19:i-7 (ND 133 5. SD60-2); I 
1-0, Feb. 15, 1995. A "yea" vole su|)porleil the president. (Story, p. 
,5:t5) 

I ' M . l i l t 7. National Security/Space-Based Interceptors. 
Ivlwards, D-Texas, amendment lo the Sjiratt amendmeni as 
niotiiled, lo prohibit the deploymcnl ol spaced-based interceptors as 
part of the National Missile Delense. Re.iecled 206-223: R 12-216; D 
193-7 (ND 135-3, SD .58-4); I 1-0. Feb. 15, 1995. (Story, p. 5:15) 

KEY 
Y VotecJ for (yea). 

ft Paired lor. 

+ Announced lor. 

N Voted against (nay). 

X Poired against. 

~ Announced against. 

P Voted "present." 

C Voted "present" to ovoid possi­

ble conflict of interest. 

? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 

D Delegates ineligible to vote. 

Democrats Republicans 
InHcpt-'iirkn! 

ALABAMA 
1 Callahan Y N Y Y N Y N N 
2 Everett Y N Y Y N Y N N 
3 Browder N Y N N N Y N Y 
4 Bevill N Y N N N Y Y Y 
5 Cramer N Y N N N Y N Y 
6 Bachus Y N Y Y N Y N N 
7 Hilliard N 7 N N Y N Y Y 

ALASKA 
AL Young Y 7 Y Y N tt N N 

ARIZONA 
1 Salmon Y N Y Y N Y N N 
7 Postor N Y N N Y N Y Y 
3 Stump Y N Y Y N Y N N 
4 Shadegg Y N Y Y N Y N N 
5 Kolbe Y N Y Y N Y N N 
6 Hayworth Y N Y Y N Y N N 

ARKANSAS 
1 Lincoln Y Y N N N Y Y Y 
2 Thornton N N N N N Y Y Y 
3 Hutchinson Y N Y Y N Y N N 
4 Dickey Y N Y Y N Y N N 

CALIFORNIA 
1 Riggs Y 7 Y Y N Y N N 
2 Herger Y N Y Y N Y N N 
3 Fazio N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
4 Doolittle Y N Y Y N Y N N 

5 Motsui 7 Y N N Y N Y Y 
6 Woolsey N N N N N N Y Y 
7 Miller N Y N N Y N Y Y 
8 Pelosi N Y N N Y N Y Y 
9 Dellums N 7 N N Y N Y Y 

10 Baker Y N Y Y N Y N N 
11 Pombo Y N Y Y N Y N N 
1 2 Lontos N 7 7 9 7 7 7 7 

13 Stork N Y N N Y N Y Y 
14 Eshoo N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
15 Mineta N Y N N Y N Y Y 
16 lofgren N Y N N Y N Y Y 
17 Forr N Y N N Y N Y Y 
18 Condit Y Y N N Y Y Y Y 
19 Radanovich Y N Y Y N Y N N 
70 Dooley N N N N N Y Y Y 
21 Thomas Y N Y Y N Y N N 
77 Seastrand Y N Y Y N Y N N 
23 Gallegly Y N Y Y N Y N N 
24 Beilenson N N N N N N Y Y 
25 McKeon Y N Y Y N Y N N 
26 Bermon N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
27 Moorhead Y N Y Y N Y N N 
28 Dreier Y N Y Y N Y N N 
29 Waxmon N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
30 Becerro 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

31 Martinez N Y N N Y N Y Y 
32 Dixon N Y N N Y N Y Y 
33 Roybol-Allord N Y N N Y N Y Y 
34 Torres N Y N N Y N Y Y 
35 Waters N Y N N Y N Y Y 
36 Hormon N Y N N N Y Y N 
37 Tucker N Y N N Y N Y Y 
38 Horn Y 7 Y Y N Y N N 
39 Royce Y N Y 7 N Y N N 
40 Lewis Y N Y Y N Y N N 

0> O CN ^ -O K 

4t Kim Y N Y Y N Y N N 
42 Brown N Y N N Y N Y Y 
43 Calvert Y N Y Y N Y N N 
44 Bono Y N Y Y N Y N N 

45 Rohrabacher Y N Y Y N Y N N 
46 Dornan Y 7 Y Y N Y N N 

47 COK Y N Y Y N Y N N 

48 Packard Y N Y Y N Y N N 
49 Bilbray Y N Y Y N Y N N 
50 Filner N Y N N Y N Y Y 
51 Cunningham Y N Y Y N Y N N 
52 Hunter Y N Y Y N Y N N 

COLORADO 
1 Schroeder N Y N N Y N N Y 

2 Skoggb N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

3 Mclnnis Y N Y Y N Y N N 
4 Allard Y N Y Y N Y N N 

5 Hefley N N Y Y N Y N N 

6 Schaefer Y N Y Y N Y N N 

CONNECTICUT 
1 Kennelly N Y N N Y N Y Y 
2 Gejdenion N Y N N Y N Y Y 

3 DeLouro N Y N N Y N Y Y 

4 Shays N N Y Y N Y Y Y 

5 Franks Y N Y Y N Y N N 
6 Johnson N N Y Y N Y N N 

DELAWARE 
AL Castle Y N Y Y N Y N N 

FLORIDA 
) Scarborough N N Y Y N Y N N 
2 Petefion N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
3 Brown N Y N N Y N Y Y 
4 Fowler Y N Y Y N Y N N 
5 Thurmon N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
6 Stearns Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Mica Y N Y Y N Y N N 
8 McCollum Y N Y Y N Y N 7 

9 Bilirakis Y N Y Y N Y N N 
10 Young Y N Y Y N Y N N 

11 Gibboni N Y N N N Y Y Y 
12 Canady Y N Y Y N Y N N 
13 Miller Y N Y Y N Y N N 
14 Goss Y N Y Y N Y N N 
15 Weldon Y N Y Y N Y N N 

16 Foley Y N Y Y N Y N N 
17 Meek N Y N N 7 N Y Y 
18 Ros-Lehtinen Y N Y Y N Y N N 
19 Johnston N N N N N N Y Y 
20 Deutich N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
21 Diaz-Balart Y N Y Y N Y N N 

22 Shaw Y N Y Y N Y N N 
23 Hoitings N Y N N Y N Y Y 

GEORGIA 
1 Kingston Y N Y Y N Y N N 
7 Bishop N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

3 Collins Y N Y Y N Y N N 
4 Linder Y N Y Y N Y N N 
5 lewis N 7 7 7 7 X 7 7 

6 Gingrich Y 
7 Barr Y N Y Y N Y N N 

8 Chambliss Y N Y Y N Y N N 

9 Deol Y N N N N Y Y Y 
10 Norwood Y N Y Y N Y N N 
11 McKinney N Y N N Y N Y Y 

HAWAII 
1 Abercrombie N Y N N Y N Y Y 

2 Mink N Y N N Y N Y Y 

IDAHO 
1 Chenoweth Y N Y Y N Y N N 
2 Crapo 7 N Y Y N Y N N 

ILLINOIS 
1 Rush N Y N N Y N Y Y 

2 Reynolds 7 Y N N Y N Y Y 
3 lipinski N N N N N Y Y Y 
4 Gutierrez N Y N N Y N Y Y 
5 Flanagan Y N Y Y N Y N N 
6 Hyde Y N Y Y N Y N N 
7 Collins N Y N N Y N Y Y 

8 Crane Y N Y Y N Y N N 
9 Yotes Y Y N N Y N Y Y 

10 Porter Y N Y Y N Y Y N 
11 Welter Y N Y Y N Y N N 

12 Costello N N N N N Y Y Y 
13 Fawell Y N Y Y N Y Y N 
14 Hastert Y N Y Y N Y N N 
15 Ewing Y N Y Y N Y N N 
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16 Maniullo 
17 Evans 
18 LaHood 
19 Poshord 
20 Durbin 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 
N Y N N Y N Y Y 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 
N N N N N Y Y Y 
N Y N N Y N Y Y 

INDIANA 
1 Visclosky 
2 Mcintosh 
3 Roemer 
4 Souder 
5 Buyer 
6 Burton 
7 Myers 
8 Hosteltler 
9 Hamilton 

10 Jocobs 

N Y N N Y Y 
Y N Y ? N Y 
N N N N N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
N Y N N Y N 
N N N N N Y 

Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 

Y Y 
Y Y 

IOWA 
1 leach 
7 Nussle 
3 Lightfoot 
4 Ganske 
5 Latham 

Y N Y Y N N Y Y 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 
Y N Y Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 

KANSAS 
I Roberts 
7 Brownback 
3 Meyers 
4 Tiahrl 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 
Y N Y Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 

KENTUCKY 
1 Whitfield Y N Y Y N Y N N 

2 Lewis Y N Y Y N Y N N 

3 Ward N Y N N Y N Y Y 

4 Bunning Y N Y Y N Y N N 

5 Rogers Y N Y Y 7 Y N N 

6 Boesler N N N N N Y Y Y 

LOUISIANA 
1 Livingston Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 JeMerson N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

3 Touzin Y N N N N Y Y N 

4 Fields N N N N N Y Y Y 

5 McCrery Y N Y Y N Y N N 

6 Baker Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Hayes N Y N N N Y Y N 

MAINE 
1 Longley Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Boldocci N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

MARYLAND 
1 Gilchrest Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Ehrlich Y N Y Y N Y N N 

3 Cardin N Y N N N N Y Y 

4 Wynn N Y N N Y N Y Y 

5 Hoyer N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

6 Bartletl Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Mlume N Y N N Y N Y Y 

8 Morella N N Y Y N Y Y Y 

MASSACHUSETTS 
1 Giver 
2 Neol 
3 Blute 
4 Fronk 
5 Meehan 
6 Torkildsen 
7 Morkey 
8 Kennedy 
9 Moakley 

10 Studds 

N Y 
N Y 
N ? 
N Y 
N Y 
N N 
N Y 
N Y 

N N Y N 
N N Y N 
Y Y N Y 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
Y Y N Y 
N N N N 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 
N N Y N 

MICHIGAN 
1 Stupak 
2 Hoekstra 
3 Ehlers 
4 Camp 
5 Borcia 
6 Upton 
7 Smith 
8 Chrysler 
9 Kildee 

10 Bonior 
11 Knollenberg 
12 levin 
13 Rivers 
1 4 Conyers 
1 5 Collins 
16 Dingell 

MINNESOTA 
1 Gutknecht 

2 Minge 
3 Ramslad 
4 Vento 
5 Sabo 
6 luther 
7 Peterson 
8 Obcrslor 

N N N N N N 
Y N Y Y N Y 
N Y N N Y N 
N Y N N Y N 
N N N N N N 
N Y N N Y Y 
N Y N N Y N 

MISSISSIPPI 
1 Wicker 
7 Thompson 
3 Montgomery 
4 Parker 
5 Taylor 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 
N Y N N Y N Y Y 
Y Y N N N Y Y Y 
Y N N N N Y Y Y 
Y N N N N Y Y Y 

MISSOURI 
1 Cloy 
2 TalenI 
3 Gephordt 
4 Skelton 
5 McCarthy 
6 Donner 
7 Hancock 
8 Emerson 
9 Volkmer 

N N Y 

Y ? N 
N N Y 
N N Y 
N N N 
N N N 
Y Y N 
Y ? N 

N Y N N Y 

Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 

MONTANA 
AI Willioms N N N N 7 N N Y 

NEBRASKA 
1 Bereuter Y N Y N N Y N N 

7 Christensen Y N Y Y N Y N N 

3 Barrett . Y N Y Y N Y N N 

NEVADA 
1 Ensign Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Vucanovich Y N Y Y N Y N N 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
I Zeliff Y N Y Y N Y N N 

2 Bass Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

NEW JERSEY 
1 Andrews N Y N N Y Y N N 

2 LoBiondo Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

3 Sax ton Y N Y Y N Y N N 

4 Smith Y N Y Y N Y N N 

5 Roukema Y N Y Y N Y Y Y 

6 Pollone N Y N N Y N Y Y 

7 Franks Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

8 Martini Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

9 torricelli 7 7 N N N Y Y Y 

10 Payne N 7 N N Y N Y Y 

11 Frelinghuysen Y N Y Y N •Y N N 

12 Zimmer Y N Y Y N Y N N 

13 Menendez N N N N N Y Y Y 

NEW MEXICO 
1 Schiff Y N Y Y N Y N N 

7 Skeen Y N Y Y N Y N N 

3 Richardson N Y N N Y N Y Y 

N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

Y N Y Y 7 Y N N 

N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

Y N Y 7 N Y N Y 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 

N N N N N Y Y Y 

N Y N N Y N Y Y 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 

N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

N Y N N Y N Y Y 

N Y N N Y N Y Y 

N Y N N Y N Y Y 

N Y N N Y N Y Y 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 

NEW YORK 
1 Forbes 
2 Lazio 
3 King 
4 Frisa 
5 Ackermon 
6 Floke 

• 7 Monton 
8 Nadler 
9 Schumer 

10 Towns 
11 Owens 
12 Velazquez 
13 Molinari 
14 Moloney 
15 Rongel 
16 Serrono 
17 Engel 
18 lowey 
19 Kelly 
20 Gilman 
21 McNulty 
22 Solomon 
23 Boehlerl 
24 McHugh 
75 Walsh 
26 Hinchey 
27 Paxon 
28 Sloughter 
29 loFolce 

Y N 
Y N 
Y N 
Y N 
N Y 
N ? 
N Y 
N Y 
N ' ' 
N •> N 
N Y N 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
N 
N 
Y 

N Y N 
N N N 

N Y N N Y 

Y N N N N 

Southern stotes • Alo., Ark.. Fla.. G o , Ky.. la.. Miss, N.C, Oklo., S .C , Tenn., Texas. Va. 
OitilHed votes are quorum tolls, which CO does not include in its vote charts. 

30 Quinn 
31. Houghton 

N N 
Y N 

Y Y 
Y Y 

N N 
N N 

NORTH CAROLINA 
1 Clayton 
2 Funderburk 
3 Jones 
4 Heineman 
5 Burr 
6 Coble 
7 Rose 
8 Helner 
9 Myrick 

10 Ballenger 
11 Taylor 

12 Won 

N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N Y 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
Y N 
N N 
N Y 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
N N 

Y Y 
Y 

N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 

N 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

N N N N 
N N Y Y 
Y Y N Y 
Y Y N Y 
Y Y N Y 
N N Y N 

Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 

Y N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 

NORTH DAKOTA 
A l Pomeroy N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

OHIO 
1 Chabot 
2 Portman 
3 Holl 
4 OxIey 
5 Gillmor 
6 Cremeans 
7 Hobson 
8 Boehner 
9 Koptur 

10 Hoke 
11 Stokes 
12 Kasich 
1 3 Brown 
14 Sawyer 

15 Pryce 
16 Regula 
17 Troficont 
18 Ney 
19 LaTourette 

Y N 
N N 

Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 

Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 

Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 

N N 
N N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 

Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
Y N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
Y N 
Y Y 
N Y 
N Y 

OKLAHOMA 
1 Largent Y N Y Y N Y N N 

2 Coburn Y N Y Y N Y N N 

3 Brewster Y Y N Y N Y Y Y 

4 Walls Y N Y Y N Y N N 

5 Istook Y N 7 Y N Y N N 

6 Lucas Y N Y Y N Y N N 

OREGON 
1 Furse N Y N N Y N Y Y 

7 Cooley Y N Y Y N Y N N 

3 Wyden N Y N N Y N Y Y 

4 DeFozio N Y N N N N N Y 

5 Sunn Y N Y Y N Y N N 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Foglietio N Y N N Y N Y Y 

2 Forlah N Y N N Y N Y Y 

3 Borski N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

4 Klink N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

5 dinger Y 7 Y Y N Y Y N 

6 Holden N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

7 Weldon Y N Y Y N Y N N 

8 Greenwood Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

9 Shuster Y 7 Y Y N Y t^ N 

10 McDade Y N Y Y N Y N N 

1 1 Konjorski N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

12 Murtha N N N N N Y Y Y 

13 Fox Y N Y Y N Y N N 

14 Coyne N Y N N Y N Y Y 

15 McHole N N N N N Y Y Y 

16 Walker Y N Y Y N Y N N 

17 Ge<ras Y N Y Y N Y N N 

18 Doyle N N N N N Y Y Y 

19 Goodling Y N Y Y N Y N Y 

70 Mascoro N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

21 English Y N Y Y N Y N N 

RHODE ISLAND 
1 Kennedy 
2 Reed 

N Y N N Y 
N Y N N Y 

SOUTH CAROUNA 
1 Sanford 
7 Spence 
3 Graham 
4 Inglis 
5 Sprott 
6 Clyburn 

Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
N Y N N Y 
N Y N N Y 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
AI Johnson N Y N N Y N Y Y 

TENNESSEE 
1 Oui7/en 
2 Duncan 
3 IVamp 
4 Hilleary 
5 Clement 
6 Gordon 
7 Bryant 
8 Tanner 

9 ford 

N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 

N Y Y N 
N Y Y N 
N Y Y N 
N Y Y N 
Y N N Y 

N N N N N 
N Y Y N 
N N N N 
Y N N Y 

N N 
N Y 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 

'N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 

TEXAS 
1 Chopmon 
2 Wilson 
3 Johnson, Sam 

4 Hall 
5 Bryant 
6 Barton 
7 Archer 
8 Fields 
9 Stocirmon 

10 Doggett 
11 Edwards 
12 Geren 
13 Thornberry 
14 loughlin 
15 de lo Gorzo 
16 Coleman 
17 Stenholm 
18 Jockson lee 
19 Combest 
70 Gonzalez 

21 Smith 
22 DeLay 
23 Bonilla 
24 Frost 
25 Bentsen 
26 Armey 
27 Ortiz 
28 Tejeda 
29 Green 
30 Johnson, E.B. 

N Y N N Y 

N ? N ? N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N N N N 
N Y N N Y 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
N N N N N 
N N N N N 

Y N N N N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y Y N N N 
N N N N N 
N Y N N Y 
Y Y N N N 
N N N N Y 

Y N Y Y N 
N N N N N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
Y N Y Y N 
N Y N N Y 
N N N N N 
Y N Y Y N 
N Y N N N 
N N N N N 
N Y N N Y 
N Y N N Y 

Y Y 
? Y 
N N 
Y N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 

Y Y 
Y Y 
Y N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
N N 

Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 

UTAH 
1 Hansen 
7 Waldholti 
3 Orton 

Y N Y Y N Y N N 
Y N Y Y N Y N N 
N Y N N Y Y Y Y 

VERMONT 
AL Sanders N Y N N Y N Y Y 

VIRGINIA 
1 Bateman 
2 Pickett 
3 Scott 
4 Sisisky 
5 Poyne 
6 Goodlatte 
7 Bliley 
8 Moron 
9 Boucher 

10 Wolf 
11 Dam 

Y N Y Y N 
N N N Y N 
N N N N N 

N N N 
N N Y 
Y Y N 

Y Y 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 

N N 
Y ? 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 

WASHINGTON 
1 While 
7 Metcalf 

3 Smith 
4 Hastings 
5 Nelhercutt 
6 Dicks 
7 McDermoH 
8 Dunn 
9 Tate 

Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
N Y N N N N 
N Y N N Y N 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y ? y Y N Y 

N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohon 
2 Wise 
3 Roholl 

N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
N Y N N Y Y Y Y 
N N N Y N N Y Y 

WISCONSIN 
1 Neumann 

2 Ktug 
3 Gunderson 
4 Kleczko 
5 Barrett 

6 Petri 
7 Obey 
8 Rolh 
9 Sensenbrenner 

Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 
N N N N N Y 
N N N N N N 
Y N Y Y N Y 
N Y N N Y N 
Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y Y N Y 

N N 
Y N 
N N 
Y Y 
Y Y 
Y N 
Y Y 
N N 
N N 

WYOMING 
AI Cubin Y N Y Y N Y N N 
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