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RANK DEPARTMENT

01 New York City
02 Chicago
03 Log Angeles
04 Philadelphia
05 Washington, D.C.
06 Houston
07 Detroit
08 Baltimore
09 Dallas
10 Boston
11 Phoenix
12 Milwaukee
13 Honolulu
14 San Diego
15 San Francisco
16 Cleveland
17 San Antonio
18 Atlanta
19 New Orleans
20 St. Louis
21 Columbus, OH
22 Memphis
23 Denver
24 Jacksonville
25 Seattle
26 San Jose
27 Kansas City, MO
28 Pittsburgh
29 Newark
30 Nashville
31 Las Vegas
32 Indianapolis
33 Buffalo
34 Cincinnati
35 Ft. Worth
36 Oklahoma City
37 Charlotte
38 Tampa
39 Minneapolis
40 Jersey City
41 El Paso
42 Birmingham
43 Norfolk
44 Oakland
45 Toledo
46 Long Beach
47 Rochester
48 Baton Rouge
49 Omaha
50 St. Paul

1979

28,012
13,393
6,669
7,903
4,034
3,012
5,006
3,171
2,031
2,187
1,597
2,029
1,475
1,306
1,554
1,864
1,238

996
1,482
2,002

914
1,265
1,403

955
1,300

762
1,192
1,366
1,198

928
847
996

1,247
945
677
707
595
582
745
944
680
685
588
638
702
616
676
569
553
547

1985

26,073 
11,871 
7,051 
6,966 
3,837 
4,363 
4,640 
2,965 
2,170 
1,829 
1,273 
2,041 
1,639 
1,407 
1,929 
1,742 
1,273 
1,278 
1,378 
1,627 
1,223 
1,154 
1,349 

945 
1,039 

976 
1,114 
1,210 
1,122 

984 
1,021 

951 
993 
883 
771 
732 
608 
692 
677 
920 
686 
619 
617 
617 
758 
652 
570 
575 
574 
517

1991

26,856 
12,132 
8,193 
6,424 
4,502 
4,077 
3,954 
2,893 
2,857 
1,989 
1,982 
1,895 
1,887 
1,886 
1,840 
1,682 
1,571 
1,533 
1,522 
1,516 
1,403 
1,390 
1,361 
1,253 
1,228 
1, 170 
1,167 
1,135 
1,111 

990 
989 
988 
973 
964 
949 
897 
838 
830 
818 
808 
768 
724 
676 
671 
668 
664 
649 
617 
608 
515

“/.CHANGE 
79-91 85-91
-4. 1 
-9.4 

+ 22.8 
-18.7 
+ 11.6 
+ 35.3 
-21.0 
-8.7 

+40.6 
-9.0 

+ 24. 1 
-6.6 

+ 27.9 
+44.4 
+ 18.4 
-9.7 

+ 26.8 
+ 53.9 

+ 2.6 
-24.2 
+ 53.5 

+ 9.8 
-2.9 

+ 31.2 
-5.5 

+ 53.5 
-2.0 

-16.9 
-7.2 
+ 6.6 

+ 16.7 
-0.8 

-21.9 
+ 2.0 

+40.1 
+ 26.8 
+40.8 
+42.6 

+ 9.7 
-14.4 
+ 12.9 

+ 5.6 
+ 14.9 

+ 5.1 
-4.8 
+ 7.7 
-3.9 
+ 8.4 
+ 9.9 
-5.8

+ 3.0 
+ 2. 1 

+ 16.1 
-7.7 

+ 17.7 
-6.5 

-14.7 
-2.4 

+ 31.6 
+ 8.7 

+ 55.6 
-7.1 

+ 15.1 
+ 34.0 
-4.6 
-3.4 

+ 23.4 
+ 19.9 
+ 10.4 
-6.8 

+ 14.7 
+ 20.4 
+0.8 

+ 32.5 
+ 18.1 
+ 19.8 
+4.7 
-6. 1 
-0.9 
+ 0.6 
-3.1 
+ 3.8 
-2.0 
+ 9.1 

+ 23.0 
+ 22.5 
+ 37.8 
+ 19.9 
+ 20.8 
-12. 1 
-11.9 
+ 16.9 

+ 9.5 
+ 8.7 

-11.8 
+ 1.8 

+ 13.8 
+ 7.3 
+ 5.9 
-0.3



POLICING SHORTAGES

STATE/CITY DESCRIPTION OF SHORTAGE AND DATE

1. California

2. Berkeley, CA

3. Los Angeles, CA

4. Oakland, CA

5. Sacramento, CA

6. San Diego County, CA

- State police force ordered to "trim its spending 
by nearly a third"
- May lose 144 of 306 police officer slots
- Legislatively imposed $7.7 million total the 
agency must cut from its $28 million budget
- The San Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 17, 92

- 85 police positions cut in the last 3 years
- San Francisco Chronicle, June 12, 93

- A number of key reforms proposed by the 
Christopher Commission (formed in response to 
LA riots) including "those bolstering internal 
investigations, officer training, and the public 
complaint process" deferred as a result of budget 
constraints
- The Los Angeles Times, March 31, 1993

- "Despite last year's (1991) record murder rate, 
the city's budget deficit makes it impossible to hire 
many more police officers"
- $5 million in reductions in the District 
Attorney's office, which could mean a cut of 40% 
in the criminal attorney staff
- The New York Times, April 15, 1992

- 8% or 5.5 million cut from police budget in Feb.
- Plans to cut another 72 officers
- Sacramento Bee, May 19, 93

- Sheriff Jim Roach stated that there were just 
.48 patrol deputies for every 1,000 residents
- Will lose SWAT team if 91-92 budget cuts 
implemented



7. San Fernando Valley, CA

8. San Francisco, CA

9. San Jose, CA

10. Hartford, CT.

11. Washington, D.C.

12. St. Petersburg, FL

13. Maine

14. Baltimore, MD

- LA Times, Sep. 4, 91

- Budget cuts
- LA Times, Mar 7, 92

- Department short 116 uniformed police officers
- Shortage resulted from unfilled vacancies and 
the number of officers on long term disability leave 
and temporary assignments
- San Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 6, 91

- Plans for layoffs/cutting fire and police 
departments by 6%
- May have to lay off as many as 40 officers 
-San Francisco Chronicle, March 26, 93

- Budget cuts to reduce staffing and training
- Hrtfd. Courant, June 30, 92

- Between 44% and 54 % of the 138 patrol cars in 
the city out of service during the month of August
- The Washington Times, Aug. 1, 92
-"The narcotic branch ... is not beginning any new 
drug investigations because of the shortage of 
surveillance cars ..."
- The Washington Post, May 11, 90
- Shortage of bilingual (in Spanish) police officers
- Washington Times, May 10, 91

-Policing shortages
- 1992

-"Budget and personnel cutbacks have forced state 
police commanders to take their troopers off the 
highways or to assign individual troopers such 
long stretches of highway that motorists can travel 
100 miles or more and never see a police car"
- The Boston Globe, February 21, 93

- School police personnel shortage
- Daily Report Card, Feb. 28, 92

15. Prince George's Cnt., MD - An early retirement program for police has



16. Boston, MA

17. Brockton, MA

18. Detroit, MI

contributed to a shortage of officers patrolling the 
streets
- Washington Times, June 15, 93

- Community policing program is narrow in scope 
because of shortage of officers
- Boston Police Department's superintendent in 
chief needs nearly 250 more than the current level 
to put an effective community policing program 
into place
- The Boston Globe, Aug. 7, 92

- Police staffing shortages
- Cannot give greater protection to potential 
victims of domestic violence
- Boston Globe, May 28, 92

- Detroit police department employed nearly 1000 
less police in 1991 than 1990
- Corporate Detroit Mag., 91

19. New Hampshire

20. Babylon, NY

-Cutbacks similar to those in Maine and Vermont
- Sparse patrol of interstates
- The Boston Globe, February 21, 1993

- Police cutbacks
- Police patrols at historic low
- Newsday, Aug 28, 92

21. Buffalo, NY

22. Nassau County, NY

- Officials said that recent attacks on police are 
indicitive of a staffing shortage
- Buffalo News, Dec. 7, 92

- $4.6 million budget cut imposed on county jail
- Estimated to necessitate 260 layoffs from a staff 
of 900 correction officers
- The New York Times, March 3, 92
- 250 police cut in 1991
- another 250 police cut in 1992
- The New York Times, Jan 12, 92
- $10 million budget cut in force March 1, 91



23. Houston, TX - Vice chairman of Citizens on Patrol said his 
group depends on volunteer deputies to fill the gap 
left by Houston Police department's manpower 
shortage
- Houston Chronicle, March 19, 92

24. Vermont - Because of cuts, there is no regular patrol of 
interstates 89 and 91
- The Boston Globe, February 21, 93



•She V,
, .. invesiirit
fund.... Its hok.iiigs incluov... 
assets that are health-related, bui ,^ie 
total of these assets is a minor porUoo< 
of the fund’s entire portfolio — to our 
knowledge, less than 10 percent Mr. 
Foster was aware of these facts. The 
matter was not diacussed with the 
Office of Legal Counsel.”

Reasonable ethicists will grant that 
Mrs. Clinton’s health-related holdings 
are, as Nussbaum writes, "clearly 
insubstantial, because they are both a 
small amount of money and an insig­
nificant part of the Clintons’ total 
assets.” Nobody suggesu she was out

. 6y . — surpj 
Utors, loU»-

riicpnesiooffiu^QCCN.

By David H. Bayley
a^t M percent of the na- M

F
Entrapping the 

'irst Lady.

to make a buck on short sales of 
medical stocks.

But what may well have contribut­
ed to Mr. Foster’s gloom was theneed 
to •protect the First from the 
consequences of his FACA victory, , 
wiih legal legerdemaia His solution, 
was to put this active official ouUide' 
the reach of th^ law.

^tkm 203 specifically exempts ■ 
the President and the Vice President., 
from the conflict-of-interest lawf. 
Adds the redoubtable,, bkable Mr.i 
Nussbaum; “It is the vfew qf the 
White House Counsel, consistent with 
the. views of pfior Administrations, 
that the First Lady, like the Presl-; 
dent, is not covered by the confllct-of-' 
interest statutes and regulations.”

That’s the Foster-Nussbaum doc­
trine, not the law. The non-coverage 
of this most Govemmentally oierget- 
;c First Lady -was ,-,ot sanctiuried ’oy, 
Congress, not approved by the courts, 
not even reviewed by JusUcq,

Justice’s much-ignored Office of 
Legal Counsel, once led by such lumi- ‘ 
naries as Chief Justice Rebnquist and 
Justice Scalia, was again bypassed 
by the White House (The dc facto 
boss at Justice; HUiary law partner 
Webster Hubbelf, eyw took over the 
poor guy’s office spiaM.) Mr. Nuss­
baum says that President Reagan’s 
O.L.C. "opined that the First Lady 
was not subject to these laws” — as if 
Nancy Reagan ever claimed to be a 
Government official for any purpose.

The blind trust finalized three days 
after Foster’s death does not clean up 
a half-year’s dealings of an asset that 
a lawyer sensitive to the appearance; 
of conflict should have ordered di­
vested on Inauguration Day.

Albany
^resident Clinton, seeking 

to carry out his cam­
paign pledge to fight 
crime, has taken the 
first step toward fulfill­
ing his promise to add 

100,000 police officers across the 
country. He has announced his back­
ing for a Democratic measure thaL to 
suit the ball rolling, would bud^ 
$3.4 billion over five years. This, the 
President says, would pay for 50,000 
new officers.

The Republicans have introduced a 
tough crime bill calling for substan- 
Ually more police officers but not 
specifying any numbers.

The public, too, believes that more 
cops on the street is the answer to 
crime. But the sad truth ib that hiring . - 
more officers will have no effect on 
the amount of crime in our society;' 
Criminologists find no relatlbntfiij> ' ' 
between the number of ptdlce dVficers 
tmd crime rates. They Miow that the 
best; predictors of dtfflerences in > 
crime radsi from year to year and 
between ^erent. ^aces, are social 

such as unemr^

Only
tion’s police officers are assigned Tw 
uniformed patrol. The New York Po­
lice Department calculates iu "street 
enforcement strength” — front-line 
patrol officers, detectives and narcot­
ics invesUgators — at just under 
10,000, about 36 percent of all officers. 
But not all 65 percent are available all 
the time. They work different shifts, 
go on vacation, take sick leavb and are 
sent for periodic training 

Generally, pqlice departments esti­
mate that k ttdtes S^Mfleers to pro­
vide one trfficer ara^. T^ clock 
thiuughwt the year. 'Ihe libw York 
department’s figure^ This
means that of tha:(B9u^Mpt 
offlcera asslgnedjiuM^m^ duties 
tnly gae of evety i^jHiiP^able 
at flip msaett.:tMP||^^ to 11.8

■ ■■

ms-

and eooht^ factors 
l^m^educatfciiLleducatka^ income, gender,, - 
age and ethnic backgrotmd. |

• Hite does, iMt' mean the police M 
AbuW be fakf off or S{^ on vacation. 
Studies of strikes and natural, disaap’^i;

SSES&lliiMJSstHi

ten indicate that crime does tatdepso 
when the police are toully unavalf-

N£i#sipgaE|i

Clinton’s 

expensive plan 

won’t cut crime.

able. By the same token, saturating 
areas with police officers deters 
criminal activity. As the police wHl 
admit, however, saturation is too 
costly to mainuin for more than 
short periods, even in small areas. 
Within practical limits, therefore, 
varying the number of police officers 
is unlikely to have any noticeable 
effect on crime.

Our society can’t afford to hire
I enough cops to make a deterrent dlf- 

What must have added to Foster’s ference. The possibility of increasing
mental burdens? Not the money 
made by Mrs. Clinton’s $14,000 piece 
of health stocks; that's chicken feed. 
It was the trap set for her by her own 
counsel: She must seek to join the 
President and V.P. as the only full­
time Government officials exempt 
from the conflict-of-interest law.

Anthony Lewis is on vacation.

police visibility by hiring more offi­
cers is governed by a 10-for-l rule: To 
get one officer on the street at all 
times throughout the year, at least 10 
have to be hired.

David H. Bayley is professor in the 
School of Criminal Justice at the 
State University of New York at Al­
bany.

doled but achtas i 
dana woul4 pr 
wwnorci^WoUl 
two more: thii
increment la prohibit 
A patrol officer coaU 
per year, salalry and b^fii 
er.Follow!hgthelM0W,i 
of one more street"*''
$SO<kOOd.

The policy detoM ■ 
through increasing the vlglbla pre»- 
ence of the police la tinkrupt - a 
poliUcal nostrum that sounds jpiod but 
is IneffecUve and costly. prevent 
crime, the poUce must become inven­
tive. not simply more nupierousi.' They 
should, for example,, make better use 
of community policing, reduce the, 
senior ranks and give precinct com, 
manders greater autonomy.

Until the police show that they 
know how to use personnel in new 
ways that make a difference In pi 
venting <^me. Increased hlrini 
should be put on hold.

iV

mometr



POLICE EXECUTIVE 
RESEARCH FORUM

Putting 100,000 Police on the Streets: 
Examples of How Some PERF Members Can Benefit From

Passage of the Crime Bill

Promoting

IZYears
Progressive Policing

According to the U.S. Justice Department, municipalities have already hired more than 2,000 new officers through the 
$150 million Police Hiring Supplement program, a downpayment on President Clinton’s commitment to put 100,000 more 
police in law enforcement agencies across the country. The Justice Department’s state-by-state analysis of how crime bill 
funds can be used to put more cops on the beat reveals that nearly 100,000 officers can be put on our nation’s streets if the 
maximum crime bill funding is drawn on by eligible departments, and municipalities provide the projected matching fimds 
or receive appropriate waivers. In looking at how PERF members would use this funding if the Senate passes the crime 
bill, it appears there would be the potential for an even greater number of police officers to be deployed in our communi­
ties. As the examples that follow demonstrate, if some of the money available under the “cops on the beat” program is 
used for technology, police overtime, and training—as is allowed under the provisions that allocate up to 20 percent of the 
funds for those purposes—the nation’s police departments would be able to free up a significant number of current police of­
ficers to work directly with their communities on crime problems.

New York City Police Department—^The New York City Police Department (NYPD) will attempt to put more cops on 
the beat by applying for crime bill funds for training, technology, and equipment—an investment that would free up more 
officers for community policing. Some examples of how New York City would use crime bill fimding to increase street 
presence is through investments in technology, problem solving, and officer overtime.

Technology: For example, by investing in additional communications equipment, the department could increase the 
time that patrol officers would be available to respond to calls. Current shortages in communications equipment result 
in officers taking time away from the streets to share their equipment with oncoming shifts. In addition, investing in 
technology, training, and equipment to implement a computerized paperless arrest system would greatly increase street 
presence by freeing up a significant number of officers for patrol. According to preliminary calculations, a paperless 
system could increase street presence by an estimated 300 to 400 officers. Other uses could include investigative tech­
nological support and precinct automation.

Problem Solving: The NYPD would ask for assistance in providing police problem solving training and technology. 
This type of assistance would improve the quality and availability of information needed to solve the problems that lead 
to crime and fear of crime in New York City. This investment would also help officers address the underlying causes 
of crimes, and reduce their need to simply react to calls for police service from the same locations about the same prob­
lems over and over again.

Officer Overtime—^Instead of only recruiting, hiring, and training new officers, the NYPD would ask for funding for 
overtime to pay for cops already on the beat. The increased street presence would be accomplished by officers already 
known to the community, and who, in turn, understand the needs of the citizens they serve.

San Diego Police Department—^The San Diego Police Department would apply for funds available under the crime bill 
that would put more than 13 sworn officers on the streets of San Diego. The crime bill’s prevention programs would also 
help the agency better engage the community in critical programs that would help the San Diego Pohce Department fight 
crime in its neighborhoods.

St. Louis (MO) Metropolitan Police Department—The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department would use funds pro­
vided under the crime package to increase the number of officers on the street to fight crime. The department is also inter­
ested in the funding that would be available for prevention programs, particularly in view of the department’s success with 
Conununity-Oriented Problem Solving initiatives, which rely heavily on neighborhood and community support. With the ad­
ditional dollars, the department would be able to reach more people and provide greater accessibility to its officers.

Baltimore County (MD) Police Department—The Baltimore County (MD) Police Department would likely request sup­
port for 23 additional officers under the crime bill’s grant funds. These officers would be spread among the department’s 
precincts based on service demands. The officers would serve two primary functions: First, they would operate as rapid re­
sponse community problem solvers, responding to troubled neighborhoods to identify problems that affect the residents’ 
quality of life. They would also plan specific remedies in cooperation with residents. Second, these officers would coordi­
nate a total government response to neighborhood problems—acting like consultanU for patrol officers and others engaging 
in community problem solving.

1120 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. SUITE 930 WASHINGTON, DC 20036 (202) 466-7820 FAX (202) 466-7826



Kansas City (MO) Police Department—^Under President Clinton’s downpayment on his pledge to fund 100,000 community 
police officers, the Kansas City Police Department received funding for 26 police officers. These officers are going to be 
used as Community Action Teams (CAT). Community Action Teams will consist of 26 officers deployed into specific geo­
graphic locations within the five patrol divisions. CAT members will meet with neighborhood citizens monthly, and to­
gether identify crime problems, needs, and potential solutions. CAT members will be equipped with mobile phones and 
pagers so that they will be readily accessible to citizens. To further increase their accessibility, a mobile police facility will 
be available for CAT use.

To coordinate an overall community policing effort, a Citizen Involvement Group will be formed, consisting of three repre­
sentatives from each of the five geographic areas, one from the county prosecutor’s office, and one member appointed by 
the city manager representing city agencies. The group will meet quarterly with CAT members and poUce department repre­
sentatives to serve as a decision-making body to facilitate the implementation of solutions.

To complement this program, the KCPD will consider applying for crime bill funding available to police.

Yonkers (NY) Police Department—Due to the city’s recent budgetary constraints, the police department has been unable 
to adequately replace police officers who have retired or left the department. If the Yonkers Police Department received 
funding imder the crime bill’s supplemental hiring program, the agency could hire 20 additional police officers, who would 
be put on the beat and would practice community policing throughout the city. Yonkers would deploy officers on foot pa­
trol in the commercial and densely populated areas, increasing visibility and leading to better community relations and po­
lice/citizen partnerships.

Buffalo (NY) Police Department—^If the crime bill passes the Senate and is signed into law by President Clinton, the Buf­
falo (NY) Police Department would be seeking funding to augment the community policing efforts currently underway 
there. Because the bill offers flexibility to police in how the money is spent, the department can implement programs and 
update its equipment and technology, thereby having a direct and dramatic impact on community policing in Buffalo. Some 
ways Buffalo would use the money follow:

• Adding computers in the department, which would aid in the development and implementation of a crime analysis 
strategy. Personal computers could also be used to replace the current system of record keeping and report writing, in 
which officers use time-consuming methods involving outdated typewriters—methods that take officers off the streets 
for long periods of time.

• The Buffalo Police Department would invest in mobile digital systems in patrol cars. Again, this would get officers out 
of the squad room and into the community.

• Because the department recently won the right to hire civilian technicians to take and file incident reports, this grant 
money could be used to hire non-swom personnel, which would put police officers back on the street performing 
community policing functions that would result in the development of crime-fighting partnerships with the citizens of 
Buffalo.

The PoUce Executive Research Forum is an organization of progressive law enforcement chief executives and police profes­
sionals serving more than 40 percent of the nation’s population. It is dedicated to improving policing praaices through na­
tional leadership, experimentation, and research.

For more information on the Police Executive Research Forum or its legislative positions, please contact Martha Plotkin or 
Rob Chapman at 202/466-7820.



rOLlCE EXECUTIVE 
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Examples of How Some PERF Members Can Benefit From 

Passage of the Crime Bill

According to the U.S. Justice Department, municipalities have already hired more than 2,000 new officers through the 
$150 million Police Hiring Supplement program, a downpayment on President Clinton’s commitment to put 100,000 more 
police in law enforcement agencies across the country. The Justice Department’s state-by-state analysis of how crime bill 
funds can be used to put more cops on the beat reveals that nearly 100,000 officers can be put on our nation’s streets if the 
maximum crime bill funding is drawn on by eligible departments, and municipalities provide the projected matching funds 
or receive appropriate waivers. In looking at how PERF members would use this fimding if the Senate passes the crime 
bill, it appears there would be the potential for an even greater number of pohce officers to be deployed in our communi­
ties. As the examples that follow demonstrate, if some of the money available under the “cops on the beat’’ program is 
used for technology, police overtime, and training—as is allowed under the provisions that allocate up to 20 percent of the 
funds for those purposes—the nation’s police departments would be able to free up a significant number of current police of­
ficers to work directly with their communities on crime problems.

New York City Police Department—^The New York City Police Department (NYPD) will attempt to put more cops on 
the beat by applying for crime bill funds for training, technology, and equipment—an investment that would free up more 
officers for community policing. Some examples of how New York City would use crime bill fimding to increase street 
presence is through investments in technology, problem solving, and officer overtime.

Technology: For example, by investing in additional communications equipment, the department could increase the 
time that patrol officers would be available to respond to calls. Current shortages in communications equipment result 
in officers taking time away from the streets to share their equipment with oncoming shifts. In addition, investing in 
technology, training, and equipment to implement a computerized paperless arrest system would greatly increase street 
presence by freeing up a significant number of officers for patrol. According to preliminary calculations, a paperless 
system could increase street presence by an estimated 300 to 400 officers. Other uses could include investigative tech­
nological support and precinct automation.

Problem Solving: The NYPD would ask for assistance in providing police problem solving training and technology. 
This type of assistance would improve the quality and availabihty of information needed to solve the problems that lead 
to crime and fear of crime in New York City. This investment would also help officers address the underlying causes 
of crimes, and reduce their need to simply react to calls for police service from the same locations about the same prob­
lems over and over again.

Officer Overtime—^Instead of only recruiting, hiring, and training new officers, the NYPD would ask for fimding for 
overtime to pay for cops already on the beat. The increased street presence would be accomplished by officers already 
known to the community, and who, in turn, understand the needs of the citizens they serve.

San Diego Police Department—^The San Diego Police Department would apply for funds available under the crime bill 
that would put more than 13 sworn officers on the streets of San Diego. The crime bill’s prevention programs would also 
help the agency better engage the community in critical programs that would help the San Diego Police Department fi^t 
crime in its neighborhoods.

St. Louis (MO) Metropolitan Police Department—The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department would use funds pro­
vided under the crime package to increase the number of officers on the street to fight crime. The department is also inter­
ested in the funding that would be available for prevention programs, particularly in view of the department’s success with 
Community-Oriented Problem Solving initiatives, which rely heavily on neighborhood and community support. With the ad­
ditional dollars, the department would be able to reach more people and provide greater accessibility to its officers.

Baltimore County (MD) Police Department—The Baltimore County (MD) Police Department would likely request sup­
port for 23 additional officers under the crime bill’s grant funds. These officers would be spread among the department’s 
precincts based on service demands. The officers would serve two primary functions: First, they would operate as rapid re­
sponse conununity problem solvers, responding to troubled neighborhoods to identify problems that affect the residents’ 
quality of hfe. They would also plan specific remedies in cooperation with residents. Second, these officers would coordi­
nate a total government response to neighborhood problems—acting like consultants for patrol officers and others engaging 
in community problem solving.
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Kansas City (MO) Police Department—^Under President Clinton’s downpayment on his pledge to fund 100,000 community 
police officers, die Kansas City Police Department received funding for 26 police officers. These officers are going to be 
used as Community Action Teams (CAT). Community Action Teams will consist of 26 officers deployed into specific geo­
graphic locations within the five patrol divisions. CAT members will meet with neighborhood citizens monthly, and to­
gether identify crime problems, needs, and potential solutions. CAT members will be equipped with mobile phones and 
pagers so that they will be readily accessible to citizens. To further increase their accessibility, a mobile police facility will 
be available for CAT use.

To coordinate an overall community policing effort, a Citizen Involvement Group will be formed, consisting of three repre­
sentatives from each of the five geographic areas, one from the county prosecutor’s office, and one member appointed by 
the city manager representing city agencies. The group will meet quarterly with CAT members and police department repre­
sentatives to serve as a decision-making body to facilitate the implementation of solutions.

To complement this program, the KCPD will consider applying for crime bill funding available to police.

Yonkers (NY) Police Department—Due to the city’s recent budgetary constraints, the police department has been unable 
to adequately replace police officers who have retired or left the department. If the Yonkers Police Department received 
funding imder the crime bill’s supplemental hiring program, the agency could hire 20 additional police officers, who would 
be put on the beat and would practice community policing throughout the city. Yonkers would deploy officers on foot pa­
trol in the commercial and densely populated areas, increasing visibility and leading to better community relations and po­
lice/citizen partnerships.

Buffalo (NY) Police Department—^If the crime bill passes the Senate and is signed into law by President Clinton, the Buf­
falo (NY) Police Department would be seeking funding to augment the community policing efforts currently underway 
there. Because the bill offers flexibility to police in how the money is spent, the department can implement programs and 
update its equipment and technology, thereby having a direct and dramatic impact on community policing in Buffalo. Some 
ways Buffalo would use the money follow:

• Adding computers in the department, which would aid in the development and implementation of a crime analysis 
strategy. Personal computers could also be used to replace the current system of record keeping and report writing, in 
which officers use time-consuming methods involving outdated typewriters—methods that take officers off the streets 
for long periods of time.

• The Buffalo Police Department would invest in mobile digital systems in patrol cars. Again, this would get officers out 
of the squad room and into the community.

• Because the department recently won the right to hire civilian technicians to take and file incident reports, this grant 
money could be used to hire non-swom personnel, which would put police officers back on the street performing 
community policing functions that would result in the development of crime-fighting partnerships with the citizens of 
Buffalo.

The Police Executive Research Forum is an organization ofprogressive law enforcement chief executives and police profes­
sionals serving more than 40 percent of the nation's population. It is dedicated to improving policing practices through na­
tional leadership, experimentation, and research.

For more information on the Police Executive Research Forum or its legislative positions, please contact Martha Plotldn or 
Rob Chapman at 202/466-7820.
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Putting 100,000 Police on the Streets:

Promoting
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Progressive Policing

Examples of How Some PERF Members Can Benefit From 

Passage of the Crime Bill

According to the U.S. Justice Department, municipalities have already hired more than 2,000 new officers through the 
$150 million Police Hiring Supplement program, a downpayment on President Clinton’s commitment to put 100,000 more 
police in law enforcement agencies across the country. The Justice Department’s state-by-state analysis of how crime bill 
funds can be used to put more cops on the beat reveals that nearly 100,000 officers can be put on our nation’s streets if the 
maximum crime bill funding is drawn on by eligible departments, and municipalities provide the projected matching funds 
or receive appropriate waivers. In looking at how PERP members would use this fimding if the Senate passes the crime 
bill, it appears there would be the potential for an even greater number of police officers to be deployed in our communi­
ties. As the examples that follow demonstrate, if some of the money available under the “cops on the beat" program is 
used for technology, police overtime, and training—as is allowed under the provisions that allocate up to 20 percent of the 
funds for those purposes—the nation’s police departments would be able to free up a significant number of current police of­
ficers to work directly with their communities on crime problems.

New York City Police Department—The New York City Police Department (NYPD) will attempt to put more cops on 
the beat by applying for crime bill funds for training, technology, and equipment—an investment that would fi-ee up more 
officers for community policing. Some examples of how New York City would use crime bill funding to increase street 
presence is through investments in technology, problem solving, and officer overtime.

Technology: For example, by investing in additional communications equipment, the department could increase the 
time that patrol officers would be available to respond to calls. Current shortages in communications equipment result 
in officers taking time away from the streets to share their equipment with oncoming shifts. In addition, investing in 
technology, training, and equipment to implement a computerized paperless arrest system would greatly increase street 
presence by freeing up a significant number of officers for patrol. According to preliminary calculations, a paperless 
system could increase street presence by an estimated 300 to 400 officers. Other uses could include investigative tech­
nological support and precinct automation.

Problem Solving: The NYPD would ask for assistance in providing police problem solving training and technology. 
This type of assistance would improve the quality and availability of information needed to solve the problems that lead 
to crime and fear of crime in New York City. This investment would also help officers address the underlying causes 
of crimes, and reduce their need to simply react to calls for police service from the same locations about the same prob­
lems over and over again.

Officer Overtime—^Instead of only recruiting, hiring, and training new officers, the NYPD would ask for funding for 
overtime to pay for cops already on the beat. The increased street presence would be accomplished by officers already 
known to the community, and who, in turn, understand the needs of the citizens they serve.

San Di^o Police Department—The San Diego Police Department would apply for funds available under the crime bill 
that would put more than 13 sworn officers on the streets of San Diego. The crime bill’s prevention programs would also 
help the agency better engage the community in critical programs that would help the San Diego Police Department fight 
crime in its neighborhoods.

St. Louis (MO) Metropolitan Police Department—The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department would use funds pro­
vided under the crime package to increase the number of officers on the street to fight crime. The department is also inter­
ested in the funding that would be available for prevention programs, particularly in view of the department’s success with 
Community-Oriented Problem Solving initiatives, which rely heavily on neighborhood and community support. With the ad­
ditional dollars, the department would be able to reach more people and provide greater accessibility to its officers.

Baltimore County (MD) Police Department—The Baltimore County (MD) Police Department would likely request sup­
port for 23 additional officers under the crime bill’s grant funds. These officers would be spread among the department’s 
precincts based on service demands. The officers would serve two primary functions; First, they would operate as rapid re­
sponse community problem solvers, responding to troubled neighborhoods to identify problems that affect the residents’ 
quality of life. They would also plan specific remedies in cooperation with residents. Second, these officers would coordi­
nate a total government response to neighborhood problems—acting like consultants for patrol officers and others engaging 
in community problem solving.
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Kansas City (MO) Police Department—Under President Clinton’s downpayment on his pledge to ftmd 100,000 community 
police officers, the Kansas City Police Department received funding for 26 police officers. These officers are going to be 
used as Community Action Teams (CAT). Community Action Teams will consist of 26 officers deployed into specific geo­
graphic locations within the five patrol divisions. CAT members will meet with neighborhood citizens monthly, and to­
gether identify crime problems, needs, and potential solutions. CAT members will be equipped with mobile phones and 
pagers so that they will be readily accessible to citizens. To further increase their accessibility, a mobile police facility will 
be available for CAT use.

To coordinate an overall community policing effort, a Citizen Involvement Group will be formed, consisting of three repre­
sentatives from each of the five geographic areas, one from the county prosecutor’s office, and one member appointed by 
the city manager representing city agencies. The group will meet quarterly with CAT members and police department repre­
sentatives to serve as a decision-making body to facilitate the implementation of solutions.

To complement this program, the KCPD will consider applying for crime bill funding available to police.

Yonkers (NY) Police Department—Due to the city’s recent budgetary constraints, the police department has been unable 
to adequately replace police officers who have retired or left the department. If the Yonkers Police Department received 
funding under the crime bill’s supplemental hiring program, the agency could hire 20 additional police officers, who would 
be put on the beat and would practice community policing throughout the city. Yonkers would deploy officers on foot pa­
trol in the commercial and densely populated areas, increasing visibility and leading to better community relations and po­
lice/citizen partnerships.

Buffalo (NY) Police Department—^If the crime bill passes the Senate and is signed into law by President Clinton, the Buf­
falo (NY) Police Department would be seeking fundmg to augment the community policing efforts currently underway 
there. Because the bill offers flexibility to police in how the money is spent, the department can implement programs and 
update its equipment and technology, thereby having a direct and dramatic impact on community policing in Buffalo. Some 
ways Buffalo would use the money follow:

• Adding computers in the department, which would aid in the development and implementation of a crime analysis 
strategy. Personal computers could also be used to replace the current system of record keeping and report writing, in 
which officers use time-consuming methods involving outdated typewriters—methods that take officers off the streets 
for long periods of time.

• The Buffalo Police Eiepartment would invest in mobile digital systems in patrol cars. Again, this would get officers out 
of the squad room and into the community.

• Because the department recently won the right to hire civilian technicians to take and file incident reports, this grant 
money could be used to hire non-swom personnel, which would put police officers back on the street performing 
community policing ftmctions that would result in the development of crime-fighting partnerships with the citizens of 
Buffalo.

The Police Executive Research Forum is an organization of progressive law enforcement chief executives and police prcfes- 
sionals serving more than 40 percent of the nation's population. It is dedicated to improving policing practices through na­
tional leadership, experimentation, and research.

For more information on the Police Executive Research Forum or its legislative positions, please contact Martha Plotkin or 
Rob Chapman at 202/466-7820.
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By RONALD BROWNSTEIN 
times political writer

WASHINGTON—Pat Buchanan 
says it. On the floor of the House, 
Republican congressmen say it. 
Empower America, a conservative 
think tank, says it. But is it true?

Those critics of the $33.2-billion 
crime bill try to paint it as soft on 
criminals by making a mantra of 
the claim that the legislation would 
fund two social workers for every 
police officer.

An examination of the facts 
however, shows that their calcula­
tion rests on a pyramid of question­
able or flatly improbable assump­
tions. To reach that conclusion, 
critics appear to underestimate the

number of police the bill could 
produce and wildly overestimate 
the number of social workers it 
would fund.

On the other hand, even some 
allies admit President Clinton’s 
signature claim that the bill would

NEWS ANALYSIS
fund 100,000 police officers prob­
ably oversutes its impact on local 
law enforcement. At best, that is a 
cumulaUve total; the bill aims to 
increase the naUon’s police force 
by 100,000 not immediately but 
over six years. MeeUng even that 
goal would require local govern­
ments to accept substantial finan­
cial commitments to supplement 
the federal assistance from the bill.

As Congress moves toward reconsidering the 
crime legislation as soon as this week “facts" 
are flying like arrows between both sides in the 
bitter debate. But. as in the case of the disputed 
^hce officers, the facts are often more complex 
than the sharp sound bites that slice the 
mwaves. The pitched struggle over the crime 
bill shows again that, in Washington, as in war, 
tr^ IS often the first casualty of conflict.

The argument that the bill would generate 
more social workers than police officers appears

bulletin” putSink t^J FoundaUon, a conservative

« bellow onfederal budgetary affairs at the foundaUon 
ar^es that the bill would only fund 20 000 
pohee annually-and 40,000 social workers ’

To reach the figure of 40,000 social workers, 
Hodge simply divides all the so-called crime 
prevenUon money in the bill-some 11.23 billion

But the legislation makes clear that not all of
^ socialworkers. For insunce, $1 billion of the preven­

tion money is designated for strengthening law biring policed pfose- 
women. involving violence against

Another $900 million goes to esublish after- 
troubled neighborhoods.Sn? go for the cost of

keepmg schwls open and paying teachers, notes
$40 Judicary Committee aide. Another
i*ea°gSes ^ midnight sports

Come programs in the bill, such as drug 
^ treatment for prisoners and grants to dis­
courage young people from participating in gangs, clearly would produce employmenf for 

“ impossible to esUmate in 
advance how many, said the Judiciary Commit­
tee aide, but the assumption that all the bill’s

go toward hiring social 
w^kers just doesn 't make any sense. ”
comSm.*^*^ “b seeking

20 ibat the bill only funds
annually, which Republi­cans have widely echoed, also rests on a series 

of quesuonable assumpUons. He estimates the 
cost of putUng “one new cop on the street for 

y?" in a high-crime area at between 
<70,000 to $80,000 per year." Based on that, he

wouldbT
to S

provides $8,845 billion in

It will only fully fund “at most just 20 000 
^miment cops on the street over the next’ six

But Justice Department officials said that the

Man^ement Assn, survey last year found the 
entry-level police officers was 

$^,546. Fnnp benefits might add another third

Those fi^es vary substantially from region 
to region, but even for high police-cost cities- 
wch as Beverly Hills, Detroit. San Diego and 

ashington, D.C.—the total of first-year bene­
fit and salary for a new police officer is more in 
the range of $50,000, according to Justice



Although Clinton hardly stresses 
the point, the bill would not mean 

that cities could put 100,000 more 
officers on the streets for each of 
the next six years. The process is 

cumulative, the federal 
government in effect providing 

cities seed money to cover most of 
the initial costs of adding about 

20,000 new officers per year 
through the year 2000.

Depariment surveys.
Using Hodge’s methodology, that would re­

duce the annual cost of 100,000 officers to about 
$3.1 billion, which means the federal govern­
ment could fully fund more than 40,000 new 
officers annually by his calculations.

But, in fact, those calculations are somewhat 
beside the point because the legislaUon general­
ly requires cities to pay for at least one-fourth of 
the cost of the new hires. That local contribution 
multiplies the federal dollars to produce more 
officers on the streets, proponents note.

Even so, to reach the 100,000 officers depends 
on another series of debatable assumptions.

The Administration reaches that total this 
way: of the $8.8 billion in the bill allocated to 
police programs, $7.34 billion is designated 
specifically for hiring new officers. The rest 
goes to training and other purposes.

The legislation authorizes the government to 
provide cities up to $75,000 toward the salary

and benefits of each new officer hired. Divided 
into $7.34 billion, that provides enough money to 
help hire 97,920 officers, the department esti­
mates.

Municipalities have already hired another 
2,080 officers with funds from a pilot program 
approved as pan of the budget deal last summer. 
Taken together, that raises the total to Clinton’s 
100,000 figure.

But that neat calculation omits imporuni 
qualifications. For one, if localities could not 
afford to put up their matching share, that 
would reduce the number of police hired.

Although Clinton hardly stresses the point,. 
the bill would not mean that cities could put
100.000 more officers on the streets for each of 
the next six years. The process is cumulative, 
the federal government in effect providing cities 
seed money to cover most of the initial costs of 
adding about 20,000 new officers per year 
through the year 2000. Once the program has 
been in place for three years, the Justice 
Department calculates, the federal government 
will be subsidizing about 60,000 police officers 
per year.
•^his is where the math gets tricky. The 
1 federal grants will generally last for three 

years. To reach the figure of 100,000 officers, the 
Administration assumes that, after the three- 
year subsidies expire, local governments will 
keep on their payrolls all the police officers they 
hired with Washington’s help.

So, for instance, in the program’s fourth year, 
when the government is subsidizing about
60.000 officers, another 15,000 originally hired 
with funds from the bill are supposed to move 
into permanent positions with locid money.

The Administration anticipates that process 
continuing unUl all the officers hired from the 
grants are absorbed into local police depart­
ments.

Will cities absorb all these officers when the 
federal grants run out? That is the greatest 
uncertainty in the debate over how many police 
the bill would add to the nation’s streets. It’s 
possible that cities would adjust their budgets to 
maintain the higher police staffing levels. But 
they may also lay off the new officers as soon as 
the federal money runs out, or pressure Wash­
ington to maintain the grants as a permanent 
subsidy.

Because the bill’s funding for the new officers^ 
is hot permanent and only partial critics have 
said that it amounts to a form of burdensome 
"unfunded mandate’’ on the cities. But the cities 
do not seem to view it that way.

The $150-million pilot program for hiring 
officers in the Justice Department created in last 
year’s budget deal has received more than 10 
applications for every one it was able to fund.
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SWORN
STATE

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

agencies POPULATION OFFICERS

297 4,121,000 8,481
28 568,000 873
93 3,774,000 7,521

186 2,396,000 3,786
454 27,844,000 60,325
230 3,331,000 7,979
100 2,815,000 7,151

42 527,000 1,583
1 589,000 4,424

352 13,220,000 31,093
582 6,602,000 18,222

5 1,160,000 2,714
101 1,059,000 2,014
711 11,591,000 29,518
241 5,596,000 9,168
224 2,800,000 4,376
338. 2,447,000 5,750
381 3,728,000 6,754
133 2,776,000 8,548
137 1,221,000 1,978
129 4,848,000 12,488
302 5,904,000 14,188
567 9,379,000 18,824
276 4,269,000 6,642
113 1,553,000 3,057
283 5,069,000 9,889
112 877,000 1,439
159 1,542,000 2,757

26 1,158,000 2,963
113 929,000 1,913
533 7,547,000 26,866

GREATEST ADDITIONAL PERCENT
allocation . OFFICERS INCREASE

IN EACH STATE § $75,000 # OFFICERS
ALLOCATION

METHOD

$111,382,234
$36,720,122
$98,774,412
$49,722,101

$792,257,197
$104,789,394
$93,915,147
$36,720,122
$58,101,050

$408,348,993
$239,312,236
$36,720,122
$36,720,122

$387,664,284
$120,404,708
$57,470,659
$75,515,605
$88,701,286

$112,262,155
$36,720>122

$164,006,761
$186,333,114
$247,218,392
$87,230,374
$40,148,036

$129,873,708
$36,720,122
$36,720,122
$38,913,520
$36,720,122

$352,835,174

1,485
490

1,317
663

10,563
1,397
1,252

490
775

5,445
3,191

490
490

5,169
1,605

766
1,007
1,183
1,497

490
2,187
2,484
3,296
1,163

535
1,732

490
490
519
490

17.5%
56.1%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
30.9%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
18.0%
24.3%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
24.8%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
34.0%
17.8%
17.5%
25.6%
17.5%

Equal Pet.
,5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet-
EqualPct-
■Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet-
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
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New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington ,
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

97 1,545,000 3,326
402 16,382,000 51,126
509 6,843,000 16,644

98 635,000 1,003
502 10,793,000 19,640
292 3,212,000 6,228
171 2,972,000 4,683
908 9,297,000 22,080

42 1,000,000 2,249
235 3,601,000 6,170

84 634,000 9V8
266 4,925,000 9,772
873 17,650,000 38,593
110 1,800,000 3,300

51 570,000 849
263 6,377,000 11,072
220 5,041,000 8,122
273 1,527,000 2,348
320 5,005,000 11,251

67 465,000 1,291

greatest
allocation

IN EACH STATE

additional PERCENT
OFFICERS INCREASE

0 $75,000 # OFFICERS
allocation

METHOD

TOTALS 13,032 241,514,000 544,009

$43,680,853
$671,445,362
$218,588,127
$36,720,122

$257,935,041
$81,793,250
$61,502,535

$289,979,924
$36,720,122
$81,031,528
$36,720,122

$128,337,129
$506,847,609
$43,339,391
$36,720,122

$145,410,223
$106,667,434
$36,720,122

$147,761,056
$36,720,122

582
8,953
2,915

490
3,439
1,091

820
3,866

490
1,080

490
1,711
6,758

578

17.5% 
17.5% 
17.5% 
48.8% 
17.5% 
17.5% 
17.5% 
17.5% 
21.8% 
17.5% 
50.1% 
17.5% 
17.5% 
17.5% 
57.7%

Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet:

.5% Minimum
E^al Pet.
EqUal'P^v
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
1,939 17.5% Equal Pet.
1,422 17.5% Equal:Pet.

490 20.9% .•5% Minimum
1,970 17. 5% Equalspet.

490 37.9% .5% Miilimum

97,914 18.0%$7,343,581,710
. hirino allocations from the .5% minimum method.

.otE: Hawaii, Idaho, Maine,
increase in ---

filename; cbKLAIN4.wkl
date; 8/16/94 -v.'



Background on the Crime Bill Policing Title:
The Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act

The Crime Bill is the primary vehicle, for implementing the President’s plan
to help put up to 100,000 additional officers oh the streets to better prevent
and control crime. [Approximately 2000 officers will be hired as a result of
the $150 million Police Hiring Supplement.]

Attached is a chart showing how utilizing the House bill allocation criteria and
funding limitations and the Senate bill authorization level of $8,995 billion will
can reach the 100,000 officer goal. [The chart is for internal discussion
purposes only and should not be distributed.]

Under this initiative, much like the Police Hiring Supplement, we will be
paying up to a total of $75,000 in multi-year grants toward the salary and
benefits of each officer hired or rehired. (Most grant awards will spread the
$75,(XX) maximum per officer over three years.)

The cost of starting salary and benefits varies among jurisdictions but the
national average is approximately $42,000 per year. Therefore, the crime bill
program will pay between 40-75% of communities’ actual salary and benefits
expenses for hires or rehires over three years. We anticinate the avprnpp
federal share being between 50-60%. [Both the House and Senate bills
include a mipjmtim matching requirement of 25% over the life of the grant and
a preference is given to those exceeding the minimal match.]

You wiU have the authority to waive the $75,000 cap and/or the 25%
minimum matching requirement, so you will have the flexibility to pay 100%
of the salary and benefit expenses in cases that warrant it. Obviously if we pay
more than an average of 50-60% of the costs we will not be able to meet the
100,000 cops goal.

Of course, we could waive the matching requirement, raise the per officer cap
and/or extend the term of grants beyond three years, if we are willing to
forego the portion of crime bill policing funds not restricted to hiring or
rehiring, but available for special projects, overtime and other purposes. As
the attached chart indicates we have iready assumed that approximately S500
million of the "other purposes' funds will be required to reach the 100,000
goal (e.g., @98,000 crime bill hires @2000 police hiring supplement hires i



HOUSE BILE ALLOCATION CRITERIA AND SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT O *75,000 per officer)
Specific As*;unipt i ons:
(1) *8,095,500,000 = Rcmnining Authorization (*8.995 Billion - 5X for Tech. Asst. - 5X for State Attain.)
(?) *3,440,587,500 = 50 X designated for jurisdictions above 100,000 population *.85 minimun for hiring/rehiring police
(3) *3,440,587,500 = 50 X designated for jurisdictions below 100,000 population *.85 mininon for hiring/rehirirrg police
(4) *1,214,325,000 = designated for "other purposes," which we assume INCLUDES *500,000,000 for hiring/rehiring police

(to be allocated among large and small jurisdictions equally at *250,000,000 each)

rile; CB100Rpo.wri 
Date: 3/30/94

Population 1 County Local Total Population Percent of Formula Avg. Grant |fIvg. Sworn Officers Total |Incr. in Percent

Category 1 Sheriffs P.O.s Juris. (Local POs only) Pop. Group Distribution Amount | Officers Per Grant Officers |Officers Irrcrease

1,000,000 14 41 32,448,359 36.8X *1,357,181,417 t33,101,986 1 5,341 441.4 102,887 1 18,096 17.6X

or more 1 1 1,052 1
999,999 to 29 91 20,118,977 22.8X *841,494,071 *9,247,188 1 1,254 123.3 58,394 1 11,220 19.2X

500,000 1 62 1 356 11...................

499,999 to 42 134 15,118,367 17.IX *632,339,119 *4,718,949 1 742 62.9 49,7?9
1
1 S,431 17. It

250,000 1 1 199 11................

249,999 to 137 407 20,551,217 23.3X *859,572,893 S2,111,973 1 273 28.2 62,385
1
1 11.461 18.4X

100,000 1 270 1 93 1
Large Subtotal 1 451 222 673 88,236,920 100.OX *3,690,587,500 *5,483,785 | 405 73.1 272,895 1 49,208 18.0X
crr==r==r======s 1

= ^ = = = = =s:====r=s====sss£srsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss=ssssssssss9^ 1ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 1SSSSSSBSSSSBSeSBSBC

99.999 to 344 718 23,653,956 23.2X *855,027,717 *1,190,846 1 118 15.9 58,649 1 11,400 19.4X
50,000 I 374 1...................... 1.

48 1
49,999 (0 702 1,296 24,410,886 23.9X *882,388,727 ' 1*680,855 1 58 9.1 53,733 1 11.765 21.9X
25,000 1 594 1...............................1.

23 1
24,999 to 1,672 2,627 26,461,184 25.9X *956,501,557 1*364,’104 1 29 4.9 59,612

1.................
1 12.753 21.4X

10,000 1 955 1
................ 1

13 11__________

9,999 and 9,348 10,067 27,572,412 27. OX *996,669,499 1*99,004 1 10 1.3 59,529 11 13.289 22.3X
Under 1 719 1 6

Small Subtotal 1 2,642 12,066 14,708 102,098,438 100.OX *3,690,587,500
............................ I‘

*250,924 1 16 3.3 231,523 1.........1 49,208 21.3X
=r=r====rs======rr====r===::rr==r===rrr===r =======sr=rr==rrrr===rs=r=r=r===rssrr==r=sss=rrsrsx: = srsss = s=ssss I ss = ss = = r£ = sr ==x; = sssssss = ssssss 1==r=r====r==r======

Grand Total 1 3,093 12,288 15,381 190,335,358 100X *7,381,175,000 *479,889 1 33 6.4 504,418 1 98,416 19.5X



(1)

(2)

(3)

(6)

(7)

COMMON ASSUMPTIONS FOR HOUSE BILL ALLOCATION CRITERIA
AND SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT § $75,000 PER OFFICER

ALL JURISDICTIONS ELIGIBLE to receive crime bill funding for hiring/rehiring police
officers WILL BE FUNDED. This includes 12,288 local police departments and 3,093
county sheriffs' departments, for a total of 15,381 jurisdictions that will receive
awards.

Senate bill funding amount equals $8,995 billion, of which $6,881 billion (76.5
percent) is allocated for hiring/rehiring sworn police officers. The remaining
funding amount is allocated for other purposes, including the following:

(a) 5 percent ($450 million) for technical assistance and training;
(b) 5 percent ($450 million) for administration; and
(c) 13.5 percent ($1,214 billion) for "other purposes" which "may" include

hiring/rehiring sworn police officers. (Of this $1,214 billion, we assume that
$500 million will be used for hiring/rehirina sworn police officers in addition
to the $6,881 billion expressly allocated for hirinq/rehirinq police.)

The actual amounts of crime bill funding estimated for each population category (nee
formula distribution column) is equal to the percentage of population within that
category out of the total population for its group (i.e., above 150,000 group or
below 150,000 group).

(4) The average grant amount is equal to the formula distribution divided by the number
of total jurisdictions in the population category.

(5) The average number of sworn officers per grant is equal to the average grant amount
divided by $75,000 per officer.

The average number of sworn officers for local police departments are shown in the
first row of data within each population category. (Comparable data for county
sheriffs' departments are shown in the second row within each population category.

The total officers within each population category, the subtotal for each population
group (i.e., above 150,000 group and below 150,000 group), and the percent increase
in sworn officers are cumulative numbers for both local police and county sheriffs'
departments.



(8) Additional assumptions that are specific to each scenario are listed as "ripecific 
Assumptions" at the top of each scenario.

SOURCES

(1) Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) data from the 1990 Law Enforcement Management and 
Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) reports for local police and sheriffs' departments. 
(See BJS Bulletins, A LEMAS Report: State and Local Police Departments, 1990" and "A
LEMAS report: Sheriffs' Departments 1990.")

NOTES

(1) Because the Senate bill divides the large and small jurisdiction groups at 150,000 
population (instead of at 100,000 as LEMAS does), BJS retabulated the LEMAS data to 
provide estimates for the number of departments, population, total sworn officers, 
and average sworn officers above and below 150,000. BJS also retabulated the LEMAS 
data to provide comparable information for jurisdictions above and below 200,000 
population for the estimates used in Alternative Four.

(2) "Local police departments" include both municipal and county police departments.

(3) The LEMAS population estimates include jurisdictions covered by local police 
departments only. (Populations for jurisdictions covered by sheriffs' departments 
are excluded.)



PUBLIC SAFETY PARTNERSHIP AND COMMUNITY POLICING GRANTS
Funding Allocation Mechanism

Both the House and Senate bills:

Allocate:
• Up to 5 % of authorization for Technical Assistance and Evaluation Activities; and

• Up to 5 % of authorization for Administrative costs to the States.

Of the remainder:

o At least 85 % must go to discretionary grants for hiring/rehiring sworn law
enforcement officers;
and
o Up to 15% may go to discretionary grants for hiring or other purposes, including
overtime, training, special projects, multidisciplinary teams, communications
technology, etc.

Include a waivable matching requirement that caps the federal share at 75 %.

The Senate bill:

• Authorizes $8.9 billion over five years.
• Allocates:

o 60% of grant funds to jurisdictions with populations of 150.000 or less: and
and
o 40% of grant funds to jurisdictions with populations over 150,000.

• Caps hiring grants at $50,000 per officer hired per annum, or $250,000 per officer over
5-years.

• Guarantees each state a minimum 0.6% of the grant funds.

The House bill:

• Authorizes $3.45 billion over 5 years.
• Allocates:

o 50% of grant funds to juridictions with populations of less than 100,000;
and
o 50% of grant funds to jurisdictions with populations of 100,000 or more.

• Caps hiring grants at $75,000 per officer hire over the life of the grant.

• Guarantees each state a minimum 0.25% of the grant funds.



ESTIMATED ALLOCATION OF OFFICERS BY POPULATION UNDER A FORMULA GRANT APPROACH

Assunption 1: Attorney General Option = 2,198 Officers
Assunption 2: Average 3 Year Federal Cost of $68,244
Note: Population data and dollar amounts are reported in thousands (x 1,000).

.n 1 -

=s=sssssss================================
REGION METROPOLITAN PERCENT GRANT POLICE

DIVISION POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS
STATE <x 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula)

=====k==================================
NONHETROPOLITAN PERCENT 

POPULATION OF U.S. 
(X 1,000) POP.

=======================
GRANT POLICE 

DOLLARS OFFICERS 
(formula) (formula)

:=============================================
TOTAL PERCENT GRANT POLICE

POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS
(X 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula)

UNITED STATES 192,726 77.5X $116,235 1,703 1 55,984 22.5X $33,765 495 1 248,710 100.OX $150,000 2,198

====================== -s=============================================================================================================

NORTHEAST REGION 44,791 18.OX $27,009 396 1 6,018 2.4X $3,629 53 1 50,809 20.4X $30,638 449

Northeast Div. 10,598 4.3X $6,391 94 1
1

2,609 1.0X $1,573 23 1
1

13,207 5.3X $7,964 117

Maine 441 0.2X $266
1

4 1 787 0.3X $475
1

7 1 1,228 0.5X $740 11
New Hampshire 622 0.3X $375 5 1 487 0.2X $294 4 1 1,109 0.4X $669 10

Vermont 131 0.1X $79 1 1 431 0.2X $260 4 1 562 0.2X $339 5
Massachusetts 5,438 2.2X $3,279 48 1 578 0.2X $349 ,5 1 6,016 2.4X $3,628 53
Rhode Island 928 0.4X $560 8 1 75 O.OX $45 1 1 1,003 0.4X $605 9
Connecticut 3,038 1.2X $1,832 27 1 250 0.1X $151 2 1 3,288 1.3X $1,983 29

Mid-Atlantic Div. 34,193 13.7X $20,618 302 1
1

3,409 1.4X $2,056 30 1
1

37,602 15.IX $22,674 332

New York 16,386 6.6X $9,881
1

145 1 1,605 0.6X $968
1

14 1 17,991 7.2X $10,849 159
New Jersey 7,730 3.IX $4,661 68 1 X O.OX 1 7,730 3.IX $4,661 68

Pennsylvania 10,077 4.IX $6,076 89 1 1,805 0.7X $1,088 16 1 11,882 4.8X $7,165 105

========== ===========--= ===-===== ========= ======= =========== = = ======================================== ========================================================



EST]HATEO ALLOCATION OF OFFICERS BY POPULATION UNDER A FORMULA GRANT APPROACH

Assunption 1: Attorney General Option = 2,198 Officers
Assumption 2: Average 3 Year Federal Cost of $68,244
Note: Population data and dollar amounts are reported in thousands (x 1,000).

REGION METROPOLITAN PERCENT
DIVISION POPULATION OF U.S.

STATE (X 1,000) POP.

UNITED STATES 192,726 77.5X

MIDWEST REGION
. M V A»«

42,689 17.2X

E. N. Central 32,557 13.IX

Ohio 8,567 3.4X
Indiana 3,796 1.5X

111inois 9,450 3.8X
Michigan 7,446 3.OX
Wisconsin 3,298 1.3X

W. N. Central Div. 10,132 4.1%

Minnesota 2,960 1.2X
Iowa 1,223 0.5X

Missouri 3,387 1.4X
North Dakota 257 0.1X
South Dakota 205 0.1X

Nebraska 766 0.3X
Kansas 1,333 0.5X

GRANT POLICE 
DOLLARS OFFICERS 

(formula) (formula)

NONMETROPOLITAN PERCENT GRANT POLICE 
POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS

TOTAL PERCENT GRANT
POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS

========
POLICE

OFFICERS
000) POP. (formula) (formula) | (X 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula)

55,984 22.5X $33,765 495 | 248,710
:=sssssssss=s==ss=sssssssss=ss=s==s=sssssssssssss=sss=s=

100.OX $150,000 2,198
=—=—==ss—sssssssssssssssssssssss

16,980 6.8X $10,239 150 1 59,669 24. ox $35,980 527

9,452 3.8X $5,700 84 1
1

42,009 16.9X $25,331 371

2,280 0.9X $1,375
1

20 1 10,847 4.4X $6,541 96
1,748 0.7X $1,054 15 1 5,544 2.2X $3,343 49
1,981 0.8X $1,195 18 1 11,431 4.6X $6,893 101
1,850 0.7X $1,116 16 1 9,296 3.7X $5,605 82
1,593 0.6X $961 14 1 4,891 2.OX $2,949 43

7,528 3.OX $4,539 67 1
1

17,660 7. IX $10,649 156

1,415 0.6X $853
1

13 1 4,375 1.8X $2,638 39
1,554 0.6X $937 14 I 2,777 1.1X $1,675 25
1,730 0.7X $1,043 15 1 5,117 2.IX $3,086 45

381 0.2% $230 3 1 638 0.3% $385 6
491 0.2X $296 4 1 696 0.3% $420 6
812 0.3X $490 7 1 1,578 0.6% $952 14

1,145 0.5X $690 10 1 2,478 1.0% $1,494 22
=s—sssss =====s==ssssss========ss

$5,166
$2,289
$5,698
$4,490
$1,989

$6,110

$1,785
$737

$2,042
$155
$124
$462
$804

288

76
34
83
66
29

26
11
30

2
2
7

12
=========================================================================



ESTIMATED ALLOCATION OF OFFICERS BY POPULATION UNDER A FORMULA GRANT APPROACH

Assumption 1: Attorney General Option = 2,198 Officers
Assuption 2: Average 3 Year Federal Cost of $68,244
Note: Population data and dollar amounts are reported in thousands (x 1,000).

========================================== ======================= =================================
REGION

DIVISION
STATE

METROPOLITAN 
POPULATION 

(X 1,000)

PERCENT 
OF U.S. 

POP.

GRANT POLICE 
DOLLARS OFFICERS 

(formula) (formula)

NONMETROPOLITAN PERCENT GRANT POLICE
POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS
(X 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula)

TOTAL PERCENT 
POPULATION OF U.S. 
(X 1,000) POP.

GRANT
DOLLARS

(formula)

POLICE
OFFICERS
(formula)

UNITED STATES 192,726 77.5X $1^6,235 1,703 1 55,984 22.5% $33,765 495 1
=SSSSSS===S3

248,710 100.0%
===========

$150,000 2,198
========:==========================

SOUTH REGION 60,588 24.4X $36,535 535 1 24,858 10.0% $14,989 220 1 85,446 34.4% $51,524 755

S. Atlantic Div. 32,461 13.IX $19,574 287 1
1

11,106 4.5% $6,697 98 1
1

43,567 17.5% $26,271 385

Delaware 443 0.2X $267
1

4 1 224 0.1% $135
1

2 1 667 0.3% $402 6

Maryland 4,439 1.8X $2,677 39 1 343 0.1% $207 3 1 4,782 1.9% $2,884 42

District of Col. 607 0.2X $366 5 1 X 0.0% 1 607 0.2% $366 5

Virginia 4,483 1.8X $2,703 40 1 1,704 0.7% $1,028 15 1 6,187 2.5% $3,731 55
West Virginia 653 0.3X $394 6 1 1,140 0.5% $687 10 1 1,793 0.7% $1,081 16

North Carolina 3,758 1.5X $2,266 33 1 2,871 1.2% $1,731 25 1 6,629 2.7% $3,997 59
South Carolina 2,113 0.8X $1,274 19 1 1,374 0.6% $829 12 1 3,487 1.4% $2,103 31

Georgia 4,212 1.7% $2,540 37 1 2,266 0.9% $1,366 20 1 6,478 2.6% $3,906 57
Florida 11,754 4.7% $7,088 104 1 1,184 0.5% $714 10 1

1
12,938 5.2% $7,802 114

E.S. Central Div. 8,513 3.4% $5,133
1

75 1
1

6,663 2.7% $4,018
1

59 1
1

15,176 6.1% $9,151 134

Kentucky 1,714 0.7% $1,034
1

15 1 1,971 0.8% $1,189
1

17 1 3,685 1.5% $2,222 33

T ennessee 3,300 1.3% $1,990 29 1 1,577 0.6% $951 14 1 4,877 2.0% $2,941 43
Alabama 2,723 1.1% $1,642 24 1 1,317 0.5% . $794 12 1 4,040 1.6% $2,436 36

Mississippi 776 0.3% $468 7 1
1

1,798 0.7% $1,084 16 1
1

2,574 1.0% $1,552 23

W.S. Central Div. 19,614 7.9% $11,827
1

173 1
1

7,089 2.9% $4,275 63 1
1

26,703 10.7% $16,102 236

Arkansas 943 0.4% $569
1

8 1 1,408 0.6% $849
1

12 1 2,351 0.9% $1,418 21
Louisiana 2,935 1.2% $1,770 26 1 1,285 0.5% $775 11 I 4,220 1.7% $2,545 37

Oklahoma 1,870 0.8% $1,128 17 1 1,276 0.5% $769 11 1 3,146 1.3% $1,897 28
Texas 13,867 5.6% $8,362 123 1 3,119 1.3% $1,881 28 1 16,986 6.8% $10,243 150

========= ========================= ====================== =============== ================= :============== =====================



ESTIMATED ALLOCATION OF OFFICERS BT POPULATION UNDER A FORMULA GRANT APPROACH

AssLinption 1: Attorney General Option = 2,198 Officers
Assumption 2: Average 3 Tear Federal Cost of $68,244
Note: Population data and dollar amounts are reported in thousands (x 1,000).

sssssssssss

REGION 
DIVISION

======r==================================s====^================================='
=================

METROPOLITAN PERCENT GRANT POLICE
POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS

NONMETROPOLITAN PERCENT GRANT POLICE
POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS

===============================================
TOTAL PERCENT GRANT POLICE

POPULATION OF U.S. DOLLARS OFFICERS
STATE (X 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula) 1 (X 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula) | (X 1,000) POP. (formula) (formula)

UNITED STATES 192,726 77.5X $1^16,235 1,703 1 55,984 22.5X $33,765 495 1 248,710 100.OX $150,000 2,198
SSS=SSSSSSSSSS==SSSS=====SSS===S=SSS==SSSrSS==SSSSSSSSS5=SSSSSSSS==

WEST REGION 44,658 18.0X $26,929 395 1 8,128 3.3%
==============================================

$4,901 72 1 52,786 21.2%
========================

$31,830 466

Mountain Div. 9,179 3.7X $5,535 81

1
4,480 1.8% $2,701 40 1

1
13,659 5.5% $8,236 121

Montana 191 0.1X $115 2 1 608 0.2% $367
1

5 1 799 0.3% $482 7

Idaho 206 O.U $124 2 1 801 0.3% $483 7 1 1,007 0.4% $607 9
Wyoming 134 0.1X $81 1 1 319 0.1% $192 3 1 453 0.2% $273 4

Colorado 2,686 1.U $1,620 24 1 608 0.2% $367 5 1 3,294 1.3% $1,986 29
New Mexico 733 0.3X $442 6 1 782 0.3% $472 7 1 1,515 0.6% $914 13

Arizona 2,896 1.2X $1,746 26 1 769 0.3% $464 7 1 3,665 1.5% $2,210 32
Utah 1,336 0.5X $806 12 1 387 0.2% $233 3 1 1,723 0.7% $1,039 15

Nevada 996 0.4X $601 9 11
206 0.1% $124 2 1

1
1,202 0.5X $725 11

Pacific Div. 35,479 14.3% $21,394 313
1
1
1

3,648 1.5% $2,200
1

32 1
1

39,127 15.7% $23,594 346

Washington 3,976 1.6% $2,398 35
1
1 891 0.4% $537

1
8 1 4,867 2.0% $2,935 43

Oregon 1,947 0.8% $1,174 17 1 895 0.4% $540 8 1 2,842 1.1% $1,714 25
California 28,493 11.5% $17,181 252 1 1,267 0.5% $764 11 1 29,760 12.0% $17,945 263

Alaska 226 0.1% $136 2 1 324 0.1% $195 3 1 550 0.2% $332 5
Hawaii 836 0.3% $504 7 1 272 0.1% $164 2 I 1,108 0.4% $668 10

========= =ss==ssssss II II II j| II II II II II

------------- -------------r---------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------= = - = r = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1993. U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASH IN GTON

July 27, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BRUCE REED 
JOSE CERDA

Keeping Your Pledge on 100.000 Cops

The conununity policing program has been preserved, even strengthened, in 
conference. The final crime bill is likely to authorize nearly $9 billion over 6 years - 
enough for you to credibly say that we will be able to put 100,000 more police on the 
street. We also made changes in conference that will give cities like Houston and New 
York more flexibility to try different ways to expand the number of police on the street.

I. MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE COMMUNITY POLICING PROGRAM

The final crime bill will authorize $8,995 billion over the next 6 years out of the 
Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund for community policing. That works out to almost an 
even swap - a reduction of 100,000 positions in the federal bureaucracy is enough to pay 
for 100,000 more police, which is exactly the promise you made in your acceptance speech 

at the Democratic Convention.

1. How the Program Works: The money will be divided equally among large and 
small cities: half goes for cities with populations over 150,000, the other half for cities and 
towns under 150,000. The bill provides $450 million for technical assistance and 
evaluation. As in our pilot program, the Administration v^ll award policing grants on a 
competitive basis. With $9 billion, we should be able to meet the full demand for new 

police.

The program will emphasize new hires, with some flexibility for cities that want to 
redeploy their current force. At least 85% of the grant fimds must go to hire, rehire, and 
train new police officers. Communities are encouraged to use these funds to hire former 
members of the Armed Forces to serve as community policing officers, particularly in areas 
where a military base has closed. At the Attorney General’s discretion, the remaining grant 
fimds - up to 15% - can be used to promote community policing in other ways: 
redeploying existing officers (through overtime, new equipment, etc.), developing new 
technologies, and offering specialized training to officers.



2. Added Flexibility: To give cities even more flexibility and make it easier for
them to put more police on the street faster, we added a provision that for the first three 
years of the program will allow cities to use some of the money from the 85% hiring pot 
for iimovative strategies to redeploy existing officers, so long as they can demonstrate that 
doing so will put more police on the street. New York City, which has already expanded 
its police force, will be able to purchase the technology for a paperless arrest system that 
will allow the department to increase its street presence by at least 300 to 400 officers. 
Houston, which used overtime to put the equivalent of 655 officers on the streets within 90 
days and cut crime by 22% in 2 years, will be able to expand that effort. To keep overtime 
from eating up the whole program (and make sure that we’re not accused of hiring 100,000 
secretaries instead of 100,000 cops), this provision expires after three years and is limited to 
a maximum of 20% of the grant money in FY95 and FY96 and 10% in FY97.

Mayors like Lanier and Giuliani are very happy with the added flexibility, as is 
Schumer, who pushed hardest for it. So, too, are police chiefs from major cities - such as 
New York’s Bill Bratton and Chicago’s Matt Rodriguez - who are committed to making 
your program work. Last week, the mayors who earlier expressed doubts about the 
community policing program - Lanier, Rendell, and Giuliani - sent us strong letters of 
support.

3. How We Can Reach 100,000: Policing grants will be awarded for three to five
years, with a declining federal match that will average between 50% and 75%, depending 
on a city’s size ^lnd salary levels. The federal shzire is limited to a total of $75,000 per 
officer over the life of the grant. Cities with higher costs or limited resources may apply 
for a waiver of the federal match. (In the pilot program, only 4 % of all applicants applied 
for such a waiver.) Per officer costs vary widely from city to city, but our best national 
estimate is that it costs on average about $42,000 per year in salary and benefits for each 
new officer.

Based on these formulas. Justice projects a total of at least 99,000 more police on
the street over the next 6 years: a minimum of 88,000 new hires and rehires; another 9,000
more police on the street through redeployment; and over 2,000 new hires and rehires from 
grants already awarded through the pilot program.

We actually have the potential to exceed 100,000. Justice will have the discretion to
use money from the "up to 15%" pot to provide grants for hiring as well as equipment and
redeployment — enough to hire or redeploy up to 17,000 more police. In addition, the 
conferees agreed to our original request of $125 million for the Police Corps (Walinsky 
wanted much more, but Brooks wouldn’t go any higher), which will provide another 3- 
5,000 new officers. We will also help communities put more police on the street by 
providing up to 25,000 public safety volunteers through National Service, expanding public 
housing police through the proposed COMPAC program, and giving schools money for 
police and security guards through Safe and Drug-Free Schools legislation.



II. MAKING SURE THE PROGRAM SUCCEEDS
The crime bill gives us the authority to put 100,000 cops on the street, but to 

actually achieve that goal, we will need to focus the Administration’s efforts in three key 

areas:

1. Appropriations: In theory, the crime bill is fully paid for — the Trust Fund 
authorizes the use of savings realized from the Federal Workforce Reduction Act. But 
crime bill expenditures are still subject to appropriation, and we can expect resistance from 
appropriators down the road if money remains tight. So far, we’ve done relatively well.
Last year we asked for $200 million and got $150 million. This year we asked for $1.7 
billion and both houses have given us over $1.3 billion. Community policing will need to 
remain one of your highest priority investments if we’re going to achieve 100,000 cops.

2. Cop Czar: Administering all the grant programs in the crime bill will be an 
enormous challenge for the Justice Department. With $30 billion to spend over the next 6 
years, the Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund will have a larger armual budget than two 
Cabinet agencies - Commerce and the State Department. The selection of someone to run 
the community policing program at Justice should be given the same careful attention as a 
Cabinet appointment, even though it doesn’t require Senate confirmation. The Justice 
Department is developing a list of candidates, including some chiefs who have been at the 
forefront of community policing. Your cop czar needs to be someone of unquestioned 
integrity who has the backbone to use this program not just to give away money, but to 
fundamentally change the way police forces around the coimtry do business.

3. President’s Council on Policing: If we’re going to bet $9 billion on a single 
idea - community policing - we’ve got to preserve and protect the integrity of the idea, 
and help ensure that it works. The success of this program, more than anything else we do, 
will affect whether crime goes up or down on your watch. It won’t do us any good to have 
put 100,000 cops on the street if crime doesn’t go down, if people’s sense of personal 
security doesn’t go up, and if departments dismiss community policing as just one more 
hoop they have to jump through to get money. We need to hold departments to high 
standards in return for our grants to ensure that they really do change, and when we find 
something that works in one community, we ought to help spread the word to others.

One way to make sure that happens, and to see that it gets the highest level of 
attention from the Administration, would be for you to meet periodically with a group of 
law enforcement leaders from around the country. This group could serve as a kind of 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for the war on crime, and allow you to work directly with those on the 
front lines to see that we’re doing all we can. At the same time, you might consider having 
periodic briefings on personal security with the Attorney General, the Drug Director, and 
the FBI Director. Restoring Americans’ sense of personal security will take the same 
determination and attention you devote to issues of national security.
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POLICE H7LE/CRJFE 81LI SCENARIOS; $1.3 Billion in FY IW ♦ "Front-Loaded" Allocations in FYs I996-1W7 and declining thereafter file: cbHhreql.wM
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AMMUAL
APPROPRIADOMS r FY 1995 FY 1996 FT 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000

1
1

TOTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

1 PERCENT OF
1 TOTAL APPR.

Policing Title (95X] $1,235,000,000 $1,827,562,500 $1,627,562,500 $1 ,462,050,000 $1,096,537,500 $1,096,537,500
r
1 $8,545,250,000

•| ..............
1 95.ox

TA/Eval/Adtnin (5X) $65,000,000 >96,167,500 $96,187,500 $76,950,000 $57,712,500 $57,712,500 1 $449,750,000 1 5.OX

Total Appropriations $1,300,000,000 $1,923,750,000 $1,923,750,000 $1 ,539,000,000 $1,154,250,000 $1,154,250,000
r
1 \7 $8,995,000,000

•| ..............
1 100.0X

SS susBSBSsssaEssesssss sssssssssssaasa BeEaasBss sssssssssssas ebsbessbebsss s S sbesssse ssbes s ssssbs BSSBSsssaEsssssse s i111
==-:

1 TOTAL TOTAL 1 PERCENT OF
BASELINE/CONFERENCE VERSION (85X / 15X split) 1

1
OFFICERS APPROPRIATIONS 1 POLICING APPR.

1

85X to hiring/rehirins “ $1,049,7^,000 $1,553,428,125 $1,553,428,125 $1 ,242,742,500 $932,056,875 $932,056,875
1
1 $7,263,462,500

1
1 65.OX

Total Officers S (7SK 13,997 20,712 20,712 16,570 12,427 12,427 1
1

96,646 1
1

I5X to otiter purposes = $165,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 >164,480,625
1
1 N/A $1,281,787,500

1
1 15.0X

1 TOTAL TOTAL
1..............................
1 PERCENT OF

OPTION ONE: ADOlTIOftAL “N0M-HIRIIIC» SUBHIACTED FR&i "SSX" = 20X IN fVW, lOX IN FV96, and OX thereafter 1 OFFICERS APPROPRIATIONS 1 POLICING APPR.
1

85X- to (liring/rehiring = $639,800,000 $1,398,065,313 $1,553,428,125 $1 ,242,742,500 $932,056,875 $932,056,875
1
1 $6,898,169,688

1
1 80.7X

INon-fiiring Amendnent) = $209,950,000 $155,342,813 $0 $0 $0 so 1 $365,292,813 1 4.3X
(Fewer "hires/rehires") = 2,799 2,071 0 0 0 0 1 4,871 1
Total "hires/rehires" > 11,197 18,641 20,712 16,570 12,427 12,427 1 91.976 1

15X to other purpoees = $185,250,000 1274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 $164,460,625 1 N/A 1,281,787,500
1
1 15. OX

r
1 TOTAL TOTAL 1 PERCENT OF

OPTION TWO; "NON-HIRING" SUBTRACTED FROM "85X" " 20X IN IY95, 10X IN FY96, 10X IN FY97, and OX thereafter 1 OFFICERS APPROPRIATIONS 1 POLICING APPR.
1

85X- to hirirg/rehiring = $839,800,000 $1,398,085,313 $1,398,065,313 $1 ,242,742,500 $932,056,875 $932,056,875
1
1 16,742,626,875

1
1 78.9X

(Non-hiring Asiendnent) = $209,950,000 $155,342,813 $155,342,813 $0 $0 $0 1 $520,635,625 1 6.IS
(Fewer "hires/rehires") = 2,799 2,071 2,071 0 0 0 1 6, 942 1
Total "hires/rehires" » 11,197 18,641 16,641 16,570 12,427 12,427 1 w.904 1

13X to other purposes ^ $185,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 $164,480,625 1 N/A 11 1,281,787,500
1
1 15,OX
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POLICE IITLE/CRIME BILL SCENARIOS: $1.3 Billion in FY I99S "Front-Loaded" Allocations in FYs 1996-1997 and declining thereafter file: cbuhreql .wlc1

ssssssssssssssssssssBcsssa
BBS S SSBSB S5SSS Ss •sss s^scs s =c=^_s sBBSSSSSBSSBBSSSCCSSSSSSSSSBSSSSSSSSSBSSSss=s:

=—= = ==SBSSS SSSSS

ANNUAL 1 TOTAL 1 PERCENT OF
APPROPRIAIIOHS FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY '998 FY 1999 FY 2000 1 1 APPRDPRlAIIONS j

TOTAL APPR.

Policing Title (95X)
1

$1,235,000,000 $1,627,562,500 $1,827,562,500 $1,462,050,000 $1,096,537,500 $1,096,537,500 | 1 $8,545,250,000 | 95.OX
FA/Eval/Adtrin (5X) $65,000,000 $96,187,500 $96,187,500 $76,950,000 $57,712,500 «7,712,500 1

■\ / 1 5449,750,000 j 5.OX

total Appropriations 51,300,000,000 $1,923,750,000 $1
1

,923,750,000 $1,539,000,000 $1,154,250,000 $1,154,250,000 |
j... 1...................... 1

1 $8,995,000,000 | 100.OX

1 TOTAL
C1 BSSSSeS S SBSZSS SB 1

1 TOTAL I PERCENT OF
3ASELINE/CQNFERENCE VERSION IBS!; / 15X split) 1

1
OFFICERS] APPROPRIATIONS |

1 1

POLICING APPR.

85X to hiring/rehiring = $1,049,750,000 $1,553,428,125 $1 ,553,428,125 $1,242,742,500 $932,056,875
1

$932,056,875 [
1 1
1 $7,263,462,500 | 65.OX

Total Officers 3 $75K 13,997 20,712 20,712 16,570 12,427 12,427 1
1

96,846 1 1
1 1

1SX to other purposes = $185,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625
1

$164,480,625 | N/A
1 1
1 $1,281,787,500 | 15.OX

................... r
1 TOTAL

•|......................1
1 TOTAL 1 PERCENT OF

OPTION THREE: ••HOH-HIRINC" SUBTRACTED FROM '^BSS" = 20X FY9S , 20X FY96, 10X FY97, 10X FY98, 5X FY99, and OX FY200D 1
1

OFFICERS] APPROPRIATIONS |
1 1

poll ClKG APPR.

S5X- to hiringyrehfring ^ $839,800,000 $1,242,742,500 $1 ,398,085,513 $1,118,468,250 $885,454,031
1

$932,056,875 |
1 1
1 $6,416,606,969 | 75.IX

(Hoo-iiiring AmencIlFent) = $209,950,000 $310,665,625 $155,342,613 $124,274,250 $46,602,844 $0 1 1 5846,655,531 j 9.9X
(Fewer "hires/rehires") " 2,799 4,142 2,071 1,657 621 0 1 II. 291 1 1
Total "hlres/rehlres“ ® 11,197 16.570 18,641 14,913 11,806 12,427 1 65, 555 1 1
15X to other purposes = $135,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 $164,480,625 | N/A

1
j 1,281,787,500 | 15.0%

...................I'
1 TOTAL

I''................. 1
1 TOTAL 1 PERCENT OF

OPTION FOUR: "NON-HIRING" SUBTRACTED FROM "fiSX" = 20X FY95, 20X FY96, 10X FY97, 10X FY98,, 5X FY99, and 5X FY2000 |
1

OFFICERS] APPROPRIAIICNS |
1 1

POLICING APPR.

8SX- to hfring/rehiring " $839,600,000 $1,242,742,500 $1 ,398,085,313 $1,118,468,250 $885,454,031
1

$885,454,031 |
1 1
1 $6,370,004,125 | 74.5%

(Non-hiring Ainendiiient) » $209,950,000 $310,665,625 $155,342,813 $124,274,250 $46,602,844 $46,602,844 | 1 $893,458,375 j 10.5%
(Fewer "hires/rehires") » 2,799 4,'.42 2,071 1,657 621 621 1 11. 913 1 1
Total "hires/rehires" «= 11,197 16,570 18,641 14,913 11,806 11,806 1 84,933 1 1

1

15X to other purposes = $165,250,000 $274,134,575 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 $164,480,625 | N/A
1

1 1,28':,787,500 | 15.0%
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POLICE TITLE/CDIHE BILL SCENARIOS: $1.3 Billion \n Ft 1995 *■ "Front-LoBOcd« Allocations in FYs 1996-1997 and declining thereafter file: cbHhreql.wkl

S?7SS5 5SBSS;SSSSSS5S6«SSS5 Ssssss c sssssss===s s == s ssssssss:: cs=:s3 s ssssscssrs sss=
ANNUAL

APPROPRIATIONS ‘ FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 199a FY 1999 FT 2000
TOTAL

APPROPRIATIONS

s sssss ssssssrs s ?===

PERCENT OF 
TOTAL APPR.

Policing Title (95H) 
TA/Eval/Adhiin <5X)

$1,233,000,000 $1,827,562,500 $1,827,562,500 $1,462,050,000 $1,096,537,500 $1,096,537,500 
$65,000,000 $96,187,500 $96,187,500 $76,950,000 $57,712,500 $57,712,500

$8,545,250,000
$449,750,000

95.OX 
5.OX

■V'
TOTAL

OFFICERS

96,846

N/AsoI

o
A

Total Appropriations
ssBssasss sssssssssee ss ssss ssss

$1,300,000,000 $1,923,^0,000 11,923,750,000 $1,539,000,000 $1,154,250,000 $1,154,250,000
sssssssss sssssssss

ss s s ccssB sssss c e

BASELINE/CONFERENCE VERSIOL' (65X / 15X split)

85X (0 hiring/rehiring = $1,049,750,000 11,553,428,125 $1,553,428,125 $1,242,742,500 $932,056,675 $932,056,875
lolal Officers a $75K 13,997 20,712 20,712 16,570 12,427 12,427

15X to other purposes $185,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 6164,480,625 $164,480,625

$8,995,000,000

3SS s sssss ==sce s:

TOTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

57,263,462,500

$1,281,787,500

100.OX

ssssscsss sssss==

PERCENT OF 
POL I Cl MG APPR.

65,OX

15.0%

CO
o
CO
QO

CM
O
CM

P

evi

»-
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OPTiON FIVE: "MCN-JIIRING" SU3TRACTE0 FROM “SSI!" = 20X FY95, 10X FY96, 10X FY97, ItW FY9B, 10X FY99, and OX FY2000

85X- to hiring/rehiring = $839,800,000 $1,398,085,313 $1,398,085,313 $1,118,466,250 $838,851,188 $932,056,875
(Mon-hiring Amendment) = $209,950,000 $155,342,815 $155,342,813 $124,274,250 $93,205,688 $0
(Fewer "hires/rehires") = 2,799 2,071 2,071 1,657 1,243 0
Total "hires/rehires" = 11,197 18,641 18,641 14,913 11,185 12,427

15X to other purposes = $185,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 $164,480,625

TOTAL
OFFICERS

9,842
87,005

M/A

TOTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

$6,525,346,938
$738,115,563

1,281,787,500

PERCENT OF 
POLICING APPR.

76.4X 
8.6X

15.or.

OPTION SIX: "NON-HIRING" SUBTRACTED FROM '‘85X" = 20X FY95, lOX FY96, 10X FY97, 10X FY98, 10X FY99, and 10X FY2000

85X- to hirlrg/rehiring = $839,800,000 $1,398,085,313 $1,398,085,313 $1,118,468,250 $838,851,188 $838,851,168
(Nen-hiring Amendbent) s $209,950,000 $155,342,613 $155,342,813 $124,274,250 $93,205,686 $93,205,688
(Fewer "hires/rehires") = 
Total “hires/rehires" «

2,799
11,197

2,071
18,641

2,071
18,641

1,657
14,913

1,243
11,165

1,243
11,185

15X to other purposes a $185,250,000 $274,134,375 $274,134,375 $219,307,500 $164,480,625 1164,480,625)

TOTAL
OFFICERS

11,084
85,762

M/A I

/K

TOTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

$6,432,141,250
$531,321,250

1,281,787,500

PERCENT OF 
POLICING APPR.

75-3X 
9.7X

15.OX
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« J?!™*”** American cities lo the 
IS^ of

»ipr»'SvS““
explosion of vio-

'0 nearly 2 million last year- 
because of the much slower 

of police forces, the 1960 
"’®™ revereed — to^nous crimes for every police-

I «v'^lSSj?pt«.‘;T;
public police are overwhelmed by 
crea^g private police forces. Jus­
tice ^partmem figures indicate 
that Ainerica now has 1.5 million 
private security guards. Growth is 
so rapid that the number uiU reach 
2oS)^**” to 5 million by the year

“The surge in private police is a 
market test of how much people feel 
the need of protection." says Mr. 
naiinsky. "The upper classes and 
increasingly, the middle class, will' 
be able to create enclaves for them­
selves in the form of malls, gated 
communities and private neighbor­
hood patrols. In between enclaves, 
on the public streets, we'll have a 
roi.d Warrior culture.”

A substantial percentage of new 
housing construction in Southern 
Cahfornia — some estimate, up to

America now has 1.5
million private security
guards. Growth is so
rapid that the number
will ^h 4 million to
5 million by the year
2000.

Inadequate police
power in crime bill?two-thirds — <« ____

dents can pay Si 00 a vciir .1.

wlsns'"Tb the extent that people feel 
safe beuuse they’ve bought their 
protection," Mr. U'alinsky says, 
^ey areni likely to spend the tax 

money necessary to adequately
'‘'here^r peyle live. Tb tte extent that

people don’t feel safe, they’ll buy^ns. And they will use them. TlS
« a recipe for a lost country."

Wa^ky doesn’t expect Con­
gress to fund 4 million additional 
pohce. but be does think it ought to

aw.SSti'SSJS
know where some of the manpower 
can come from ^ the 250,000 per- 

y*df forced to leave the US. 
armed forces each year because of

f«Qng more cops on the streets 
IS a proven way to fight crime — as 
success stories have shown in such
disparate locales as the New ybtli 
subway system, Houston, Ibcas, and 
East Palo Alto. Calif.

"Yot CM’t do anytiting to impiwe 
the life of people in the neighbor­
hoods unless you wrest control of 
the streets away from the thugs." 
says Mr. Walinsky. once a speech- 
writer for Robert F. Kennedy and 
author of the idea to create an 
ROTC-like Police Corps that Con­
gress is likely to approve.

Despite President Clinton^ cam­
paign premise to fund 100,000 addi­
tional cops over four years, the 
administration's initial legislative 
PrtJ^Ml contained money for only

««c t^ in confenmcT^^ **

the cost of new officers — frum 2S 
P^ni m the first year to 90 percent 
“ they can’t afford.

f^emore. Mr. Walinsky says 
neither Congress nor the Clinton 
Justice Departmem has made it 

money for copswill be amcentrated in high crime 
areas or distributed evenly across 
the Muntry. He favoie concentrat- 

intensely in 10 or 12 cities to

IntheHouselasiweek—asinthe
&nate last year — members have 
been vyuig with each other id show 
they are tough on crime by demand­
ing more prison construction and 
more death penaities. Not one mem- 
^tosuggested going higherthan 
100,000 cops or making aid to ifVAl 
“'jjenforcement permanenL 

"Tb think that this as anything 
atoken improvement 

wSil^ ® fmrr says Mr.

Morton Kondmcke is a senior edi­
tor for Roil Call and is a nationally 
syndicated columnist

z
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L. March 25, 1994

Kathleen Kennedy Townsend
Deputy Assistant Attorney General
Office of Justice Programs

From:

Subject:

Barbara B. Thawley
Special Assistant
Scenarios for crime Bill Implementation: Effect on
Personnel

BEBFOHSE8: From Discussions with Cynthia schwimer, DicX ward and
Gary Silver
Conclusion: The Crime Bill needs to be re-written to give AG
discretion as to how grant process will work.
General Kesponse: Everyone seems to agree that toe best
available option is the Arremav General Discretion Model. For 
jurisdictions under a certain population (100,000 or 150,000) the
money would be given to the States to distribute to the smaller
jurisdictions according to a plan and criteria set by OJP. Both
Cynthia Schwimer and Dick Ward advocate oiir pushing hard for this
option. No other alternative is considered realistically "do­
able." Whatever plan is adopted there will be personnel needs
both to review toe initial applications and to do follow-up
monitoring and evaluation both at BJA and at OC and other
components. Generally, it is estimated that 2/3 or 65% of the
personnel will be BJA personnel and the remaining 1/3 or 35% will
be for other offices, including a substantial number for toe
office of the Comptroller.

If OJP was required to review all applications under toe
total discretionary model (there are approximately 17,000
potential applicants) it would take at least twice as much
personnel, cost much more, and would be very difficult to
accomplish within the time frame needed. Even with 310 PTE's
Dick Ward says it may not be possible to do. Gary Silver and
Dick Ward indicate that it may not be possible to recruit and
hire that many qualified people within toe time needed.

Both Dick Ward and Cynthia Schwimer agree that contracting
the reviewing of applications or monitoring function out to non­
profit organizations is the worst alternative.

To a large extent these same issues were considered and
studied last summer when OJP considered how to proceed with the
Police Hiring Supplement (PHS). After considerable study and
discussion DOJ concluded that all review of applications and
monitoring should be done by DOJ personnel rather than
contracting it out. Those same considerations are true with
respect to toe proposed Crime Bill grants.
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APPLICATION PROCESS

Applica-bions - No one knows how many we would get. There are
approximately 17,000 eligible jurisdictions (Dick Ward).

ALTERNATIVES

I. FORMULA BLOCK GRANT MODEL
OCi 1st preference is a fully formula based block grant program.
Cheapest and simplest approach.

Drawbacks:
(1) Concern that the most deserving or neediest communities

will not get money or will not get right share of money.

(2) Concern over local politics - will those with most clout
get most money.
* (3) Big cities are opposed. They think they do not get
fair share. They don't want to go through the states, some
Congressmen oppose this approach.

(4) If states have discretion but then OJP has to review
and sign off this creates more problems. Just as much work for
OJP plus you may have to overrule state decisions.

Consensus: Congress will not agree to this approach.

II. AG DISCRETION MODEL t BEST ALTERNATIVE
Hybrid - part distributed to states to award to cities under
certain size and part OJP discretionary grant to larger
cities.

Block grants to states for cities under 100,000
OJP discretion for cities vmder 100,000

pros:
1. Administratively feasible.

Dick Ward says this will work as long as OJP specifies the
criteria states will use and as long as OJP is not required
to review and approve each grant.

Honey allocated to states according to crime rates per
state.

2. Cost: Much cheaper than total discretionary grant
alternative. To review and monitor 500-1,000 grants need
approximately additional 155 FTE's (versus 310 to 400).

Ig)003

I
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Administrative Cost: States would get 5% set aside for 
adainistration.

3. Program Reason: states know better than OJP which of
the smaller cities should get money and how much. Closer. 
Better local knowledge. In better position to make 
decisions.

4. Time: Can do faster and more efficiently under this 
approach. OJP can maintain control.

5. Quality; OJP better able to monitor and assure quality 
than if contracted out.

6. Coafideatiality: Better maintained if not contracted 
out.

QUERY: How many grants would that be - how many are under 100,000

Approximately 670 police jurisdictions with a population 
under 100,000. (Much better than 17,ooo or 10,000.)

Estimate that approximately 450 are over 200,000. Does not 
think 200,000 cut off can be sold on the Hill.

QUERYs How many staff hours would this entail; 155-160 the first 
year. Can hire that many in six months. May need more (up to 
200) .

III. TOTAL DISCRETIONARY GRANT MODEL - a la Police Hiring 
Supplement: In House OJP Hiring

Too expensive
Not administratively feasible

Pro's: Confidentiality, control.

310 New FTE's — at a Minimum. Probably closer to 400 needed 
for application review, monitoring and evaluation of Crime Bill 
grants as a full time job. Dick Ward - if would be a full time 
job; would not work as a part-time assignment.

Do not think OJP can hire that many qualified people in time 
Also, OJP not as familiar with local programs of 

smaller jurisdictions as the states.

IV. CONTRACT OUT THE HIRING TO NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS WITH OJP 
FINAL REVIEW OF THE PROCESS: WORST ALTERNATIVE

PROBLEMS:

1. Cost; Most expensive alternative.

3

@004
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OJP would likely still have expenses: Cost to train the
contractors, costs to review cmd monitor contractors.

2. OJP would still have to review the applications.
Duplicative and more expensive.

3. Time: Would take longer. OJP would not have as much
control. Contractors would not meet deadlines. Few sanctions.

4. Administration: Logistical nightmare - would require
moving massive amounts of information to and from the
contractors.

basis.
5. Difficulty finding people to do this on a contractual

6. Little quality control.

7. Confidentiality problems.
8. OJP would still have to hire staff to monitor the
grants. If states are not used, this would still require a
lot of OJP staff both at BJA, OC and other officers (e.g.
OCR) .
OJP would not benefit from previous training as it would if
everything done by OJP.

QUERY; How much would this cost ?

Previous estimate was $150.00/day per consultant -time only
- not overhead or materials; 2 reviewers per application. 2,000
applications would cost $1 million. 10,000 would cost $5
Million.

How quickly could this be set no ?

Not sure, would take longer than doing it in house.

Are there political promems ? Yes. Who would do it.

How does this compare with the Peer Review Process ?

TEMPORARY HIRING; OJP Hires additional people on a
limited/temporary basis.

How much would this cost ?
How quickly could this be set up ?
What problems ?

1. Need full time staff. Need training.
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2. Problems with temporary appointments; No benefits, no 
health coverage, lot of turnover, cost of retraining and 
turnover, difficulty moving them into permanent slot.

If you could move them into permanent slots from the term 
appointments it would work if you could attract applicants 
with sufficient qualifications.

I

3. Need approval from 0PM. 

PERSONNEL QUESTIONS:

Questions
QUERY: How Iona would it take to hire these people ?

Quickest OJP could hire is 6 months. Likely could not hire more 
than 155-160 people at the grade level and experience required. 
Doubt we could hire 310-400 people in six months. All would have 
to be trained. Would require space, equipment, support.

QUERY: What kind of people do we need ?

Assuming 155: 90-100 BJA (65%); 45 OC; 10 other

65% BJA (90-100 BJA) 35% other, including 45-50 OC 
10 other
Each application is reviewed by one to two BJA program 
specialists (grade 11/12) and by one financial
analyst/accountant. If BJA does a first cut of the applications, 
this may reduce the number of financial reviewers needed. If 
there is a first cut by BJA, the number of financial reviewers 
could be reduced possibly to one (BJA) to four (oc). Generally 
each review by either a BJA representative or by an OC employee 

takes 2-3 hours.
Needed: BJA - grant management specialists, program specialists 
(grade 11/12); program assistants 5/7/9; monitoring staff.

Also: BJA would need to increase staff state and local assistance 
and monitoring (an additional 20-30 people)
oc; Accountants (10/15) and grant management specialists to both 
review grants and to monitor, computer staff. At least an 
additional 45 OC people under the AG discretionary model, two to 
three times as many people needed by OC under the discretionary 
grant model.

support staff
other; budget staff, public information staff, civil rights
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Other: budget staff, public information staff, civil rights
staff, etc.

QUERYs How would that impact on the other work that must be done,
e.q. grant monitoring and technical assistance ?

Dick Ward sees the staff as responsible both for reviewing
applications and monitoring for BJA. OC estimates that to
monitor an additional asoo grants under the discretionary model
they would need an 26-40 people including accountants, analysts,
computer specialists, support staff. Right now oc only able to
monitor io% of all grants, under the A6 discretion model, oc
would need an additional 20-25 to monitor additional grants, if
the states do monitoring and submitted reports.

Lencfth of program; Dick Ward - Need a infrastructure for an 11
to 12 year program. Money could be granted in each of the first
5 years with each grant lasting up to 6 years.

A matrim a la marR Moore - so that grants for smaller cities have
fewer factors to review, grants which push the envelope have more
factors.

Dick ward thinks that some criteria could be developed so as not
to penalize larger cities.

oci says they would prefer one uniform standard be used. A
simpler standard is easier to implement. Otherwise, applicants
will tailor applications to the standard e.g,, might break up
Into smaller jurisdictions. Also causes confusion to applicants
and to OJP staff.

Scanning Information; Use computer scan systems for early review
of smaller grants ?

Dick Ward says it can be done for some information. Not sure if
it is a savings. Some material may be available and gathered
from existing sources. Could compose a pre-application list of
potential awardees based on crime rates, other factors.

QUERY: How much work is entailed before we could have an answer
to this ?

Are there other options ?

Just give the money to everybody. Use a simplified application.
Is there enough money ? oc would still be concerned about use of
money.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

297 4,121,000 8,481
28 568,000 873
93 3,774,000 7,521

186 2,396,000 3,786
454 27,844,000 60,325
230 3,331,000 7,979
100 2,815,000 7,151

42 527,000 1,583
1 589,000 4,424

352 13,220,000 31,093
582 6,602,000 18,222

5 1,160,000 2,714
101 1,059,000 2,014
711 11,591,000 29,518
241 V 5,596,000 9,168
224 2,800,000 4,376
338. 2,447,000 5,750
381 3,728,000 6,754
133 2,776,000 8,548
137 i,22i;ooo 1,978
129 4,848,000 12,488
302 5,904,000 14,188
567 9,379,000 18,824
276 4,269,000 6,642
113 1,553,000 3,057
283 5,069,000 9,889
112 877,000 1,439
159 1,542,000 2,757

26 1,158,000 2,963
113 929,000 1,913
533 7,547,000 26,866

GREATEST
ALLOCATION

IN EACH STATE

ADDITIONAL PERCENT 
OFFICERS INCREASE 

@ $75,000 /OFFICERS
ALLOCATION

METHOD

$111/
$36,
$98,
$49,

$792,
$104,
$93,
$36,
$58,

$408,
$239,

$36,
$36,

$387,
$120,
$57,
$75,
$88,

$112,
$36,

$164,
$186,
$247,
$87,
$40,

$129,
$36,
$36,
$38,
$36,

$352,

382,234
720,122
774,412
722,101
257,197
789,394
915,147
720,122
101,050
348,993
312,236
720,122
720,122
664,284
404.708
470,659
515,605
701,286
262,155
720,122
006,761
333,114
218,392
230,374
148,036
873.708
720,122
720,122
913,520
720,122
835,174

1,485
490

1,317
663

10,563
1,397
1,252

490
775

5,445
3,191

490
490

5,169
1,605

766
1,007
1,183
1,497

490
2,187
2,484
3,296
1,163

535
1,732

490
490
519
490

4,704

17.5%
56.1%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
30.9%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
18.0%
24.3%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17,5%
17.5%
17.5%
24.8%
17.5%
17,5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
34.0%
17.8%
17.5%
25.6%
17.5%

Equal Pet.
.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

. Equal Pet.
•Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Ecpial Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
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agencies population offices

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
OregonPennsylvania
Rhode Island
south Carolina
south Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington .
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTALS

97 1,545,000 3,326
402 16,382,000
509 6,843,000 16,644

98 635,000 1,003
502 10,793,000
292 3,212,000 6,228
171 2,972,000 4,683
908 9,297,000 22,080

42 1,000,000 2,249
235 3,601,000 6,170

84 634,000 978
266 4,925,000 9,772
873 17,650,000
110 1,800,000 3,300

51 570,000 849
263 6,377,000 11,072
220 5,041,000 8,122
273 1,527,000 2,348
320 5,005,000 11,251

67 465,000 1,291

13,032 241,514,000 544,009

GREATEST
allocation

IN EACH STATE

ADDITIONAL PERCENT
OFFICERS INCREASE

§ $75,000 # OFFICERS

$43,680,853
$671,445,362
$218,588,127
$36,720,122

$257,935,041
$81,793,250
$61,502,535

$289,979,924
$36,720,122
$81,031,528
$36,720,122

$128,337,129
$506,847,609
$43,339,391
$36,720,122

$145,410,223
$106,667,434
$36,720,122

$147,761,056
$36,720,122

582
8,953
2,915

490
3,439
1,091

820
3,866

490
1,080

490
1,711
6,758

578
490

1,939
1,422

490
1,970
. 490

$7,343,581,710 97,914

17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
48.8%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
21.8%
17.5%
50.1%
17.5%
17.5%
17.5%
57.7%
17.5%
17.5%
20.9%
17.5%
37.9%

18.0%

ALLOCATION
METHOD

Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

,5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.•5% Minimum
Equal Pet.

.5% Minimum
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1^
LOCAL INITWnvES SUPPORT CORPOFWTION 

183S K STREET, N.W., SUITE SOS 
WA8HINOION, OC 20008 

TEL; (202) 7S64020 
FAX; (202) 789-B030

March 37, 1994

Mr. Jose Cerda 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Domestic Policy Council 
Executive OfBc^of the President 
WashinKton.I>£ 20500

I want to thank you for taking the time to discuss how the Community Security 
Initiative, a program to build collaborative community security efforts by nonprofit 
community development corporations and Icxal police departments, might fit in the context 

of the crime bill.

As you suggested, I have enclosed some draft language that would permit programs 
operating in more than one state to receive support under Part Q. I have focused on the 
technical assistance provisions (Section 1701(f)) and the "other" provisions (Section 1701 (d)) 
I would appreciate your advice as to the most workable approach.

I will give you a call to follow-up. I'm glad we had a chance to meet.

Sincerely,

Mindy Leiterman 
Deputy Director for Publ : Policy
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Crime Bill

Modifications to Permit Community Security Partnerships

Section 1701 (a): Include nonprofits as eligible grant recipients.

Section 1701(d)(5): Modify to indicate that grants can support initiatives where members
of the community and nonprofit communitv-based or^aniTatinnx can assist with crime
prevention; cite community security partnerships as a possible approach, along with citizen
police academies.

Section 1701(f): Modify paragraph (1) to provide that the Attorney General may provide
technical assistance diirgcrfv. through contract, or cooperative a^eement. Add a new (4): The
technical assistance provide by the Attorney General may include support for the operation of
multi-city demonstration programs designed to foster collaborative programs between local law
enforcement agencies and nonprofit community-based development corporations to reduce crime
and fear in low-income ne^hborhoods. The programs may include training, and technical and
financial assistance for law enforcement agencies and their community organization partners,
research and evaluation activities to document best practices, and conferences and seminars to
disseminate research results.

Section 1703 (d): Add a new (3): Notwithstanding subsection (a), an applicant for a grant
under Section 1701(d) or (f) that is a nonprofit organization operating in more than one state
may submit an application directly to the Attorney general

Section 1710: A definition for Community Securify Partnership should be added:
Community security partnership means a multi-city program by private nonprofit organizations
to assist local law enforcement agencies and nonprofit community-based organizations, such as
community development corporations, to undertake collaborative strategies to reduce crime and
fear in low-income communities.
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PUBLIC SAFETY PARTNERSHIP AND COMMUNITY POLICING ACT OF 1993 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

SECTION 101
This section designates title I of the bill as the "Public Safety 
Partnership and Community Policing Act of 1993."

SECTION 102 — FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

This section sets out findings relevant to the proposal in 
title I, and identifies its purposes. The findings, in 
subsection (a), note the high incidence of violent crime in the 
United States, and the failure of the number of law enforcement 
officers to keep pace with recent increases in the violence- 
related workload of the police. The findings further note that 
community policing, which puts police "on the beat" in local 
neighborhoods and communities, can enhance public safety by 
preventing and controlling crime and violence.

Subsection (b) of section 102 sets out the general purposes 
of title I. These include increasing, by up to 100,000, the 
number of police in community policing; enhancing police training 
relating to interaction with the community; implementing 
innovative programs permitting members of the community to assist 
the police in crime prevention efforts, such as police 
participation in mutlidisciplinary early intervention teams; and 
developing new technologies to help reorient the emphasis of 
police work from reacting to crime to preventing crime.

SECTION 103 — COMMUNITY POLICING PROGRAM
This section adds a new part to the Omnibus Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The part would establish a 
program of grants and technical assistance (including training) 
to increase the overall number of police officers, and 
particularly to increase the number of police officers engaged in 
community-oriented policing, problem solving and crime prevention 
activities. The sections in the new part are as follows:

Section 1701 — Authority to make grants and to provide 
technical assistance. Subsection (a) of this section authorizes 
the Attorney General to make grants to units of state and local 
government, and to other public and private entities. The 
purposes of the grants would be to increase police presence, to 
enhance police-community cooperation in addressing crime and 
disorder, and otherwise to enhance public safety.

Subsection (b) of section 1701 identifies three specific 
types of projects or objectives that could receive support under 
the grant program authorized by subsection (a). These objectives



are measures that directly increase police resources or presence
— rehiring officers who have been laid off for budgetary reasons
for deployment in community-oriented policing, hiring additional
career law enforcement officers for deployment community-oriented
policing, and redeploying officers to community policing or
comparable crime control and prevention functions. Not less than
75 percent of the funds available in any fiscal year for grants
made under the authority of subsection (a) shall be used for
these activities.

Subsection (c) of section 1701 identifies other types of
projects or objectives that could receive funding under the grant
program authorized by subsection (a). These initiatives include
support of training for skills pertinent to police-community
interaction, efforts to increase police participation in
multidisciplinary early intervention teams, new technologies
facilitating an increased emphasis on crime prevention,
innovative programs permitting community members to assist police
in crime prevention, reducing the time police must be away from
the community while awaiting court appearances, innovative crime
control and prevention programs involving police and youth,
community-based crime prevention programs, and other innovations,
programs and activities that further the purposes of title I.

Subsection (d) of section 1701 provides that particular
consideration shall be given to applications for grants affecting
empowerment zones or enterprise communities under the proposed
Economic Empowerment Act of 1993.

Subsection (e) of section 1701 authorizes the Attorney
General to provide technical assistance to state and local
governments, and other public and private entities, in
furtherance of the purposes of title I. In addition to the
general grant of authority to provide technical assistance, two
specific types of appropriate technical assistance are
identified. First, paragraph (2) states that the technical
assistance may include the development of a model defining
community or problem-oriented policing and related strategies and
methodologies for implementation. Second, paragraph (3) states
that the technical assistance may include establishing or making
arrangements for the operation of training centers. The
functions of the centers would include training police trainers
and supervisors concerning community or problem-oriented
policing, and other reforms and improvements in police-community
interaction that further the purposes of title I.

Subsection (f) states that the Attorney General may utilize
any component or components of the Department of Justice in
carrying out title I.

Subsection (g) provides a minimum level of funding for each
state or jurisdiction that submits an application meeting the
requirements set forth by the Attorney General.



Section 1702 — Applications for grants. This section 
provides for the submission of applications for grants to the 
Attorney General. In addition to any other information required 
by the Attorney General, applications for grants shall include a 
long-term strategy and detailed implementation plan developed at 
the local level, demonstrate a specific public safety need, 
explain the localities inability to address the need without 
federal assistance. Identify related governmental and community 
initiatives which complement or will be coordinated with the 
policing proposal, certify that there has been appropriate 
coordination with all affected agencies, and outline the initial 
and ongoing level of community support for the proposal. The 
Attorney General has final authority to approve or disapprove an 
application.

Section 1703 — Alternative application routes for classes 
of potential grantees. This section establishes alternative 
application routes for certain applicants.

Subsection (a) provides that applicants generally are to 
submit their applications in the first instance to the state 
office that is responsible for applying for and administering 
formula grant funding under the Byrne Grant program.

Subsection (b) sets forth the initial application review 
procedures for applicants applying under subsection (a). Under 
this process, the state office would review the applications, 
prioritize them on the basis of their likelihood of achieving the 
purposes of title I, make any recommendations for giving special 
priority to particular applications, and forward the applications 
to the Attorney General. Section 104 of the bill allocates 60% 
of the grant funding for grants pursuant to applications under 
this subsection.

Subsection (c) allows municipalities whose population 
exceeds 150,000 to submit applications directly to the Attorney 
General. The purpose of this option is to enable larger 
municipalities to deal directly with the federal government in 
making applications. This avoids the potential delay involved in 
routing applications through a central state office, and in 
receiving funds that are likely to be passed through the central 
state office on the way to municipalities or other grantees under 
a centralized state application process. Section 104 of the bill 
allocates 40% of the grant funding for grants pursuant to 
applications under this subsection.

Section 1704 — Renewal of grants. This section states 
that, except for grants made for hiring and rehiring career law 
enforcement officers, a grant may be renewed for up to two 
additional years. Grants for hiring and rehiring career law 
enforcement officers may be renewed for up to four years.

Section 1705 — Limitations on use of funds. This section 
states that grants to state and local governments are to be used



to supplement, and not to supplant, state and local funds. No
more than 5% of any grant may be used for the costs of
administration and evaluation. In addition, states and units of
local government may use cash or property received under the
Assets Forfeiture equitable sharing program to cover the cost of
the non-federal portion of programs funded under this part.
Grants awarded under this part for hiring or rehiring police
officers may not exceed $125,000 per officer for salary and
benefits for the life of the grant, including all renewals.

Section 1706 — Performance evaluations. This section
states that each funded program must include an evaluation
component, and that the performance of each grant recipient is to
be periodically reviewed by the Attorney General.

Section 1707 — Revocation or suspension of funding. This
section states that the Attorney General may revoke or suspend
funding of a grant if the recipient is not in compliance with the
terms and requirements of the grant application.

Section 1708 — Access to documents. This section gives the
Attorney General and the General Accounting Office access to
pertinent books, documents, papers, and records for purposes of
audits and examinations.

Section 1709 — Regulations. This section authorizes the
Attorney General to promulgate regulations to carry out title I.

Section 1710 — Definition and technical amendment. This
section provides a definition of "career law enforcement officer."
and makes a technical amendment to the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act which adds a table of sections for the new part.

SECTION 104 — AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
This section of the bill contains authorization language and

provisions concerning the allocation of funding under the
proposed Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act of
1993 (title I of the bill). One billion dollars would be
authorized for each of the next five fiscal years. Of the funds
authorized and appropriated, up to [5%] could be used for
technical assistance pursuant to section 1701(e) in the proposal.
Of the remaining funds, 60% would be used for grants pursuant to
applications channeled through the central state office under
section 1703(a), and 40% would be used for grants pursuant to
applications submitted directly to the Attorney General by
municipalities under section 1703(c). At least 75% of the
funding to grantees in each category would be used for the
purposes specified in section 1701(b), which directly increase
police resources or presence in the community.
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A BILL
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 

the United States of America in Congress assembled.
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "Violent Crime Control and Law 

Enforcement Act of 1993".
TITLE I - PUBLIC SAFETY AND POLICING 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the "Public Safety Partnership 

And Community Policing Act of 1993".
SEC. 102. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) Findings. — The Congress finds that —

(1) National Crime Survey figures indicate that nearly 

5,000,000 households in the United States had at least one member 
who had been a victim of violent crime during 1991;

(2) these victims of violence experienced more than 6.4 

million crimes of which about half were reported to local law 

enforcement authorities;

(3) between 1987 and 1991, the nation's law enforcement 
agencies reported a 29% increase in their violence-related 

workload, while the number of sworn law enforcement officers 

increased by 11.5%;
(4) community-oriented policing ("cops on the beat") 

enhances communication and cooperation between law enforcement



and members of the community; and
(5) such communication and cooperation between law

enforcement and members of the community significantly assists in
preventing and controlling crime and violence, thus enhancing
public safety.

(b) Purposes. — The purposes of this Act are to —
(1) substantially increase, by up to 100,000, the number of

law enforcement officers interacting directly with members of the
community ("cops on the beat");

(2) provide additional and more effective training to law
enforcement officers to enhance their problem solving, service,
and other slcills needed in interacting with members of the
community;

(3) encourage the development and implementation of
innovative programs to permit members of the community to assist
State and local law enforcement agencies in the prevention of
crime in the community;

(3) Encourage the oatabliohmcnt of docontraliBod police
oubotationo to faoilitato interaction and cooperation between the
publio and law onforoomont pcroonnol to addrooo problomg of crime
and-dioordor a-fe--tho local lovo-1- and to support community oriontod
polieing ("oopa oft the boat")i and

(4) encourage the development of new technologies to assist
State and local law enforcement agencies in reorienting the
emphasis of their activities from reacting to crime to preventing

crime.

SEC. 103. COMMUNITY POLICING; "COPS ON THE BEAT"



(a) In general. — Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 

Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3711 et seq.) is amended 

by —
(1) redesignating Part Q as Part R;
(2) redesignating section 1701 as section 1801; and
(3) inserting after Part P the following new Part:
"PART Q — PUBLIC SAFETY AND COMMUNITY POLICING; 'COPS ON 

THE BEAT'
"SEC. 1701. AUTHORITY TO MAKE PUBLIC SAFETY AND COMMUNITY 

POLICING GRANTS.
"(a) Grant authorization. — The Attorney General is 

authorized to make grants to units of State and local government, 
and to other public and private entities, to increase police 

presence, to expand and improve cooperative efforts between law 

enforcement agencies and members of the community to address 

crime and disorder problems, and otherwise to enhance public 

safety.
"(b) ReUiifiag hiring drant projects. —

7S percent of ^tvelleble In env fIsoei veer for orants made
under the authority of subsection (a) of-thia section may |iii|

"(1) rehire law enforcement officers who have been laid 

off as a result of State and local budget reductions |§|

"(2) hire new, additional career law enforcement officers 

for deployment in communit||i||iii|i||ili||^^ across the 

Nation; and



"(3) redeploy law enforcement officers to activities that
are focused on interaction with members of the community on
proactive crime control and prevention.

"(1) provide specialized training to law enforcement
officers to enhance their conflict resolution, mediation, problem
solving, service, and other skills needed to-,vpmPm

interacting with members of the community;
"(2) increase police participation in multidisciplinary

early intervention teams;
"(3) develop new technologies to assist State and local law

enforcement agencies in reorienting the emphasis of their
activities from reacting to crime to preventing crime;

"(4) develop and implement innovative programs to permit
members of the community to assist State and local law
enforcement agencies in the prevention of crime in the community;

"(5) Gotablioh doGontraliaod polioo oubotationa in those
eowHHm-itieg where it io nocogaary to-improvo- crime- control and
prevenfeionf and will- gignificantly improve- eommunity-oriented
policing aotivity>

"(6) establish innovative programs to reduce, and keep to a
minimum, the amount of time that law enforcement officers must be

away from the community while awaiting court appearances;
"(6) establish and implement innovative programs to

increase and enhance proactive crime control and prevention



programs involving law enforcement officers and young persons in 

the community; ||||

"(7) GOtabliah and-implomont innovative- oommunity-baood 

crime prevention programs/—ouch ao senior oitiBon safety 

awarencoo programa> and other community anti-crime groups and 

organigationo^ and-
"(0) establish and implement any crime prevention project 

programs or undertake any activities that.-in the 

judgment of the Attorney- General; would further the purposes of 

the Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act of 1993.

"(d) Empowerment zone and enterprise community grants.
In awarding grants under this part, the Attorney General shall 
give particular consideration to applications for grants 

affecting areas designated as empowerment zones or enterprise 

communities pursuant to the Economic Empowerment Act of 1993.
"(e) Technical assistance. — (1) The Attorney General 

may provide technical assistance to units of State and local 
government, and to other public and private entities, in 

furtherance of the purposes of the Public Safety Partnership and 

Community Policing Act of 1993.
"(2) The technical assistance provided by the Attorney 

General may include the development of a model that will define 

for State and local governments, and others public and private 

entities, definitions and strategies associated with community or 

problem-oriented policing and methodologies for its



implementation. In developing such a model, the Attorney General
is encouraged to consult with experts in public safety and the
criminal justice system.

"(3) The technical assistance provided by the Attorney
General may include the establishment and operation of training
centers or facilities, either directly or by contracting or
cooperative arrangements. The functions of the centers or
facilities established under this paragraph may include
instruction and seminars for police trainers and supervisors
concerning community or problem-oriented policing and other
reforms and improvements in police-community interaction and
cooperation that further the purposes of the Public Safety
Partnership and Community Policing Act of 1993.

"(f) Utilization of components. — The Attorney General may
utilize any component or components of the Department of Justice
in carrying out this part.

...............
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"SEC. 1702. APPLICATIONS.
"(a) In general. — No grant may be made under this part



unless an application has been submitted to, and approved by, the 

Attorney General.
"(b) Form and content of application. — An application for 

a grant under this part shall be submitted in such form, and 

contain such information, as the Attorney General may prescribe 

by regulation or guidelines.
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"(d) Decision of the Attorney General final. — Any 

decision of the Attorney General to approve or disapprove, in 

whole or in part, an application for a grant under this part is



final and is not subject to judicial review.
"SEC. 1703. REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS BY STATE OFFICE.

"(a) In general. — Except as provided in subsection (c),
an applicant for a grant under this part shall submit an
application to the State office designated under section 507 of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3757) in the State in which the applicant is located for initial
review.

"(b) Initial review of application. — (1) The State
office referred to in subsection (a) of this section shall review
applications for grants under this part submitted to it, based
upon criteria specified by the Attorney General by regulation.

"(2) Upon completion of the reviews required by paragraph
(1) of this subsection, the State office referred to in
subsection (a) shall determine which, if any, of the applications
for grants under this part are most likely to be successful in
achieving the purposes of the Public Safety Partnership and
Community Policing Act of 1993.

"(3)(A) Based upon the determinations made under paragraph
(2K» the State office referred to in subsection (a) shall list
the applications for grants under this part in order of their
likelihood to achieve the purposes of the Public Safety
Partnership and Community Policing Act of 1993 and shall submit
the list along with all grant applications and supporting

materials received to the Attorney General.
"(B) In making the submission to the Attorney

General required by subparagraph (A), the State office



referred to in subsection (a) may recommend that a 

particular application or applications should receive 

special priority and provide supporting reasons for the 

recommendation.
"(c) Direct application to the Attorney General. — 

Notwithstanding subsection (a), the government of a municipality 

whose population exceeds 150,000 may submit an application for a 

grant under this part directly to the Attorney General.
"SEC. 1704. RENEWAL OF GRANTS.

"(a) In general. — Except for grants made for hiring 

additional career law enforcement officers, a grant under this 

part may be renewed for up to throe t^q additional years after 

the first fiscal year during which a recipient receives its 

initial grant, if the Attorney General determines that the funds 

made available to the recipient during the previous year were 

used in a manner required under an approved application and if 

the recipient can demonstrate significant progress in achieving 

the objectives of the initial application.
"(b) Grants for hiring. — Grants made for hiring ||||

additional career law enforcement officers may be
renewed yqagg, subject to the requirements of
subsection (a), but noWltlistandlng are- net. .gubjoct to the 

limitation in that subsection concerning the number of years for 

which grants may be renewed.

"SEC. 1705. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.
"(a) Non-supplanting requirement. — Funds made available 

under this part to State or local governments shall not be used



to supplant State or local funds, but will be used to increase
the amount of funds that would, in the absence of Federal funds,
be made available from State or local sources.

"(b) Administrative and evaluation costs. — No more than 5%
of a grant under this part may be used for the costs of
administration and evaluation.

"SEC. 1706. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION.
"(a) Evaluation components. — Each program funded under

this part shall contain an evaluation component, developed
pursuant to guidelines established by the Attorney General.

, "(b) Periodic review and reports. — The Attorney General
shall review the performance of each grant recipient under this

part. The Attorney General may require a grant recipient to
submit to the Attorney General the results of the evaluations
required under subsection (a) and such other data and information

as the Attorney General deems reasonably necessary to carry out
the responsibilities under this subsection.

"SEC. 1707. REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION OF FUNDING.



"If the Attorney General determines, as a result of the 

reviews required by section 1706, or otherwise, that a grant 
recipient under this part is not in substantial compliance with 

the terms and requirements of an approved grant application 

submitted under section 1702, the Attorney General may revoke or 

suspend funding of that grant, in whole or in part.
"SEC. 1708. ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS.

"(a) By the Attorney General. — The Attorney General 
shall have access for the purpose of audit and examination to any 

pertinent books, documents, papers, or records of a grant 
recipient under this part, as well as the pertinent books, 
documents, papers, or records of State and local governments, 
persons, businesses, and other entities that are involved in 

programs or projects for which assistance is provided under this 

part.
"(b) By the Comptroller General. — The provisions of 

subsection (a) shall also apply with respect to audits and 

examinations conducted by the Comptroller General of the United 

States or by an authorized representative of the Comptroller

General.\

"SEC. 1709. GENERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.
"The Attorney General is authorized to promulgate 

regulations to carry out this part.

"SEC. 1710. DEFINITION.
"For purposes of this part, the term 'career law enforcement 

officer' means a person hired on a permanent basis and directly 

serving a State or local public agency in an official capacity.



with compensation, involved in crime control or prevention or
enforcement of the criminal laws.".

(b) Technical amendment.-- The table of contents of title I
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U.S.C. 3711, et seq.) is amended by striking the material
relating to Part Q and inserting the following:

"Part Q — PUBLIC SAFETY AND COMMUNITY POLICING; 'COPS ON
THE BEAT'

"Sec. 1701. Authority to make public safety and community
policing grants.
"Sec. 1702. Applications.
"Sec. 1703. Review of applications by State office.
"Sec. 1704. Renewal of grants.
"Sec. 1705. Limitation on use of funds.
"Sec. 1706. Performance evaluation.
"Sec. 1707. Revocation or suspension of funding.
"Sec. 1708. Access to documents.
"Sec. 1709. General regulatory authority.
"Sec. 1710. Definition.



SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 1001(a) of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 

Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3793) is amended —
(1) in paragraph (3) by inserting "P, and Q"; and
(2) by adding at the end the following new paragraph:
"(11) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out

Part Q $1,000,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 
1996, 1997, and 1998. Of funds authorized and appropriated under 

this paragraph, up to [5%] may be used for technical assistance 

under section 1701(e). Of the remaining funds, 60% shall be 

allocated for grants pursuant to applications submitted as 

provided in section 1703(a), and 40% shall be allocated for 

grants pursuant to applications submitted as provided in section 

1703(c). Of the funds available in relation to grants pursuant 
to applications submitted as provided in section 1703(a), at 

least 75% shall be applied to grants for the purposes specified 

in auboeet-ion (b)(1);—(2), and - (3 >- of section 1701(l>|, and up to 

25% may be applied to grants for other purposes. Of the funds
available in relation to grants pursuant to applications

\
submitted as provided in section 1703(c), at least 75% shall be 

applied to grants for the purposes specified in oubooetion 

(b)(1)I (2)/ and (3>■■ of section 1701|1|, and up to 25% may be 

applied to grants for other purposes.".



WO«PB: ADDIglOW- OP RBLBASB LANGUAGB SOCCESTED BY WH would ercafec
oofious CJS-offgefc-problcMfl/$500 ■illion in PY1093 funda aloo in
Eaipowe«enfe billi

mm
m- .•••. . ...... . .V::

3Q , L nnA frirrythr^r rairr^nnm* /rnhl f i

1117- in nmrnilrif hi_r Ai^rtinn^ xxov ox > uiui:nac;u oy aaaing

M>c Iffnlr^ntr <*^nnf*rnT nhfl t> ^t.

mmmmm
j:::::;::^:iv:::v|v;w 5>:;>:::::::v:

::x::-X;X-::X-:-:-:<’X’X;:’:’X;;;;::::y;:>x-:’:?SIS::::::::::x-:->x-x-;-:-x:::;:;|x;::xy:;xy:-:.x-::x-:-:;::;;::x:;.::x;::.'i#i:::::;:;^.:.!;:Xv;i.;.:.:Xv.:;v

" * IttG Con fc: yo 111 I ifliiml! | ^tltif ii^niiia P uriTiif^n n 1 ~ j * i
!••.•:•• x> .■ >•. >x x-:x : ::': :-x :-.': x‘.-:*xx*xv •: i;:-;v:-: ' ••.•.• •: • •:•:•;••: :••:•• •■-. ••. • •.•■;•■: •: • .■; . ' **

:^;;-;-x-;'X'X*;-:y>:;f^X;;;X;t‘x:':':

i^n,3f

a€^eie^
;-::-x-x-:::::x:;x:-:;|^;X:>^ ::x>:x:x:::x:x:x:::x:x>y:y^-:-:>^:W::::!:v:::x::::;±Xv;:x::-::i;:X

. ..-. .• •;:• .• •;•.. x :•!•:•.•: .OiC •;•; ••.•.•: .•:-:-.-.-. :-: :-x-''iv::::x-.-xv. • . •;•:••■.. :••• :•. • ■. •• ... • • ■:

•;-'v: ;,-.>:.-;xv. ;:0 , • -x::-.-. . Xv:-.-.. xOx ••:• •• •• •: • :• •:•: :x::;X;:y::::::::x-x-X::<;x%::;:?::;::::;;;i;;;;:;:>;:;-;::>::::::-:;:-::X-:-X;;;;|>;;;:X;>>X;;;x:;:;:;;:;::;:;-;;;;::-ili:::;;:i::;;;>;;::;.;.;<.:.>x.:.;;;:i.^;.;;v.;;;;;:iX;;.;.^

WmM



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Chris Edley
Jose Cerda ^

.Cs>^
Ken Schwartz and Chris Brown

Cost Estimates for Cops Proposals

Pursuant to the discussions at last night's meeting with the 
Department of Justice, we have developed two cost estimates for 
funding 50,000 new cops by 1998. Both scenarios (Attached) use the 
DOJ draft "cops'' title as the basis for the estimations. However, the 
0MB Option assumes a declining Federal matching share while the DOJ 
option assiimes a static Federal matching share.

Please note that under the Department of Justice alternative, 
resources required to fund 50,000 cops by 1998 are twice those of the 
0MB alternative. Similarly, the cost over five years is almost $3 
billion greater.

^ o fLi c ('^ f... ^ ./

fWUil '"yJUiti\x.A jltc.; p 1 -i c

Attachment ,



Required Resources for "COPS" Tnitiative
Declining Federal Matching Share 

OMB Option

Assumptions:

7 5% Percent of Total Resources Mist Be Allocated for Hiring of New Cops (Based on draft DOJ Bill) 

Full Cost of an OflBcer $50,000 (Includes training, capital equipment, salary and benefits)

Federal Share (Match) 1st year2nd year3rd year4th year
0.75 0.25

5th year

# of New Cops 
Funded Each Year 

(50,000 by 1998)
10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Calculations:

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

Class #A - BA Required 375,000,000 
#ofCopsfundW 10,000

Class #B - BA Required
# of Cops funded

Class #C - BA Required
# of Cops funded

Class #D • BA Required
# of Cops funded

Class #E - BA Required
# of Cops funded

250.000. 000 
10,000

375.000. 000 
10,000

125.000. 000 
10,000

250.000. 000 
10,000

375.000. 000 
10,000

0
10,000

125.000. 000 
10,000

250.000. 000 
10,000

375.000. 000 
10,000

0
10,000

0
10,000

125.000. 000 
10,000

250.000. 000 
10,000

375.000. 000 
10,000

TOTAL COPS
FUNDED-> 50,000 s

"COPS"
Resources Required $375,000,000

TOTAL ImpUed
Appropriations Required $500,000,000

$625,000,000 $750,000,000 $750,000,000 $750,000,000

Total oyer 5 years —> $3,250,000,000

$833,333,333 $1,000,000,000

Total oyer 5 years —

$1,000,000,000 $1.000.000.000

:;;ri’- $4.333.333.333



Required Resources for "COPS” Initiatiye
Static Federal Matching Share 

DOJ Option

Assumptions:

75% Percent of Total Resources Must Be Allocated for Hiring of New Cops (Based on draft DOJ Bill) 

Full Cost of an Officer $50,000 (Includes training, capital equipment, salary nnd benefits)

Federal Share (Match) 1st year 2nd year 3rd year 4th year
0.75 0.75 0.75

* Note: Assumes four year funding life/cycle for each giant. (Based on IXU draft bill)

# of New Cops 
Funded Each Year 

(50,000 by 1998)
10,000 10,000 10,000

0.75

10,000

5th year
0*

10,000

Calculations:
1994____________ 1995_____________ 1996_____________ 1^7 1998

Class #A - BA Required 375,000,000
# of Cops fiind^ 10,000

Class #B - BA Required
# of Cops fiind«i

Class #C - BA Required
# of Cops fiindol

Class #D - BA Required
# of Cops funded

Class ME - BA Required
# of Cops funded

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

0
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

375,000,000
10,000

TOTAL COPS 
FUNDED-> 50,000

"COPS"
Resources Required $375,000,000

TOTAL ImpUed
Appropriations Required $500,000,(XX)

$750,000,000 $1,125,000,000 $1,500,000,000 $1,500,000,000

Total oyer 5 years —> $5,250,000,000

Total oyer 5 years —>

1 ll?

:5; $7.000.000.000 •••:
............. .... .



Total Funding Available for Hires 200.000.000
(Note: Uiing Steal* Authoriutton Lavtb)

1994

(F

650,00< 

1995

inditig in Actual $)

1,000 650,000,000 650,000,000 650,000,000 650,000,000

NewOfBcerain 1994 
Available BA
# of Cops funded

New Officera in 1995 
Available BA
# of Cops Ainded

New Officers in 1996 
Available BA
# of Cops funded

NewOfficersinl997 
Available BA
# of Cops funded

New Officers in 1998 
Available BA 
#ofCopsflmded

New Officers in 1998 
Available BA 
#ofCopsfonded

Aaiumptloni:

200,000,000
5,333

133,333

516,666,667 344,444,444 172,222,222 ! 0
13.778 I

i
238,888,889 159,259,259 ;79,629,630 

6.370

318,518,519 212,345,679 106,172,840 
8.494

Seen

Total Spent Per Officer (by Fed) $50,000

Yearl

Urb
Rui

Y

m:"
al:-

!ar2

XXX
XXX

Yeira Year4 Years
% of Full Cost Funded Federally 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0

Ave. Annual Fed. Subsidy/Office $37,500 $25 ,000 $12,500 $0 $0

12:01 PM

1996 1997 ; 1998 1999 Total Officers

.333 66,666,667

358,024,691 238,683,128
9,547

305,144,033

irlo: EsL Using Senate Crime Bill Auth. Levels

5,333

13,778

6,370

8,494

9,547

4.069

p
■. ;

Sum of Fed. 
Cost Per Cod 

$75,000

Assumes end of program in FYl 999. No additional Amding F Y2000 and beyond. Full $75,000 cost per cop is taken out of F Y1999 funding.



mding in Actuals)
Total Funding AvaUabk for Hint 200,000.000 6SO,00(j,000 650,000,000 650,000,000 ^50,000,000 

(Note: Uiing Semte Authoriution Leveb)
1994 199j

New Officers in 1994 
Available BA
# of Cops funded

New Officers in 1995 
Available BA 
4 of Cops funded

New Officers in 1996 
Available BA 
4ofCops&nded

New Officers in 1997 
Available BA
# of Cops funded

New Officers in 1998 
Available BA 
4ofCopsfiinded

New Officers in 1998 
Available BA 
#ofCopsfiinded

Assumptions:
Total Spent Per Officer (by Fed)

% of FuU Cost Funded Federally 

Ave. Annual Fed. Subsitty/Office

200,000,000 133,333 
5,333

• VS a«»«i fttwa I V

1996 1997 1998

12:09 PM

650,000,000

1999 Total Officers

I
,333 66,666,667

516,66< .667 344,444,444 172,222,222
13 .778

238,888,889 159,259,259 
6,370

79,629,630

318,518,519 ^12,345,679 106,172,840 
8,494

Seen irlo: Est. Using Senate Ciime Bill Aiith. Levels

$50,000 Urb^n: - 
al:“

Yearl
0.75

$37,500

Assumes continuation of program beyond F Y1999. Funding t rauld be required for remainder of commitment to officers hired in F Yl 998 and F Y

58,024,691
9,547

238,683,128

305,144,033
8.137*

5,333

13,778

6,370

8,494

9,547

8,137

0.5

,000

XXX
XXX

Xeatl
0.25

$12,500

Year 4 
0

Year 5 
0

$0

51,6601

Sum of Fed. 
Cost Per Cod 

- $75,000
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file: Cbsplit2.
date: 11/5/93

COMPARISON OF INDEX CRIME RATES PER
FOR JURISDICTIONS ABOVE AND BELOW 100,000

JURISDICTIONS ABOVE 100,000 POPUIATI6n

INDEX CRIME INDEX CRIME

POPULATION CATEGORY NUMBER POPULATION total RATE

Cities 100,000 190 64,409,000 5,828,200 90.5

and Over

Suburban Counties 111 28,868,000 1,361,694 47.2

100,000 or more

SUBTOTAL 301 93,277,000 7,189,894 77.1

JURISDICTIONS ABOVE 100,000 POPULATION

INDEX CRIME INDEX CRIME

POPULATION CATEGORY number POPULATION TOTAL RATE

8,472 90,854,000 4,873,120

552,5951,156 19,679,000

510,8112,463 24,619,000

12,091 135,152,000 5,936,526
SUBTOTAL

12,392 228,429,000 13,126,420

Cities Below 100,000
Population

suburban Counties
Below 100,000 Pop.

Rural Counties (all
under 25,000)

GRAND TOTAL
all JURISDICTIONS

53.6

28.1

20.7

43.9

57.5

notes:1) THIS TABLE INCLUDES DATA FOR AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN THE FBI S
UNIFORM CRIME REPORT PROGRAM ONLY.
2) INDEX CRIME RATES ARE CALCULATED PER 1,000 RESIDENTS.

SOURCE: FBI'S UNIFORM CRIME REPORT FOR 1992.

202 514 8639 11-08-93 12;26PM P004 «31
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fils! cbsplit3.
date: 11/5/93

1993 CRIME BILL

JURISDICTIONS ABOVE 100,000 POPULATi6n

I POPULATION CATEGORY

Cities 100,000
and Over

Suburban Counties
100,000 or more

NUMBER POPULATION

VIOLENT
INDEX CRIME

total

VIOLENT
INDEX CRIME

RATE

190 64,409,000 1,015,909 15.8

111 28,868,000 163,213 5.7

301 93,277,000 1,179,122 12.6

JURISDICTIONS ABOVE 100,000 POPULATION

POPULATION CATEGORY
I Cities Below 100,000

population

suburban Counties
Below 100,000 Pop.

Rural counties (all
Under 25,000)

SUBTOTAL

VIOLENT
INDEX CRIME

number POPULATION TOTAL

8,472 90,854,000

1,156 19,679,000

2,463 24,619,000

12,091 135,152,000

482,138

56,515

52,435

591,088

VIOLENT
INDEX CRIME

RATE

5.3

2.9

2.1

4.4

GRAND TOTAL
all jurisdictions

12,392 228,429,000 1,770,210 7,7

NOTES:

MD AGGRAVATED ASSAULT.

2) INDEX CRIME RATES ARE CALCULATED PER 1,000 RESIDENTS.

SOURCE: FBI'S UNIFORM CRIME REPORT FOR 1992.

202 514 8639 11-08-93 12:26PM P003 «31
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Two-thirdB of all violent crimes occur in jurisdictions over
100,000.
The violent crime rate in cities over 100,000 is triple that
of jurisdictions below 100,000.
Fifty-five (55) percent of all crime index offenses occur In
jurisdictions of aore than 100,000.
crime rates lor cities over 100,000 are four times as high
as in rural counties.

Cities, regardless of site, t®d to have highsr crime rates
than suburban and rural counties.
Hatlonal Crime Victimisation Surveys support ^s conol«i“

°iSsr»d”rop«S"o??ml. than^ars auhurhan and rural

residents.

i Jurisdictions Inolud^oitias (cities, towns, boroughs,
villages) and suburban and rural counties.

202 514 8639 11-08-93 12:26PM P002 «31
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(9 COMNOINITY POLTCCs'G HIRING SUPPLEMENT 

DISPLAY OF reCERAL/GRANTEE SPLIT

SALARY AND BENEFITS j h’EDERAL SHARE CRA.NTEE COST

Annual Salary 
and Bendlls (SB)

3 Year Cost 
(3SB)

75% 75%/S7S,00(l AG Proposal \VH
Proposal

50%

25% 75% / $75,000 AG EVoposal VVIl
Proposal

50%

20,000 60,000 45 003 45,000 (75%) 45,000 (75%) 30,000 15,000 S 15.000 (25%) $15,000 (25%) 30,000

25.COO 75,000 56,250 56,250 (75%) 56,250 (75%) 37,500 18,750 S 18,750 (25%) $18,750 (25%) 37,500

30,000 90,000 67,500 67,500 (75%) 67,500 (75%) 45,000 22,500 $ 22,500 (25%) $22,500 (25%) 45,000

33.333 100,000 75,000 75,000 (75%) 75,000 (75%) 50,000 25,000 $ 25,000(25%) $25,000 (25%) 50,000

35,0a3 105,000 1 78.750 75,000(71%) 75,000 (71%) 52,5CO 26,250 $ 30,000 (29%) $30,000 (29%) 52,500

40,000 120,000 90,000 75.000 (63%) 75,000 (63%) 60,000 30,0130 $ 45,000 (38%) $45,000(38%) 60,000

50.000 150,000 112,000 75,000 (50%) 75,000 (50%) 75,000 37,500 $75,000(50%) $75,000 (50%) 75,000

54,200* 162,600 121,950 75,000 (46%) 81,300 (50%) 81,300 40,650 $ 86,600 (.54%) $81,300(50%) 81,300

55,000 165,000 123,750 75,000 (45%) 82,500 (50%) 82,500 41,250 S 90,000 (55%) S82.500 (50%) 82,500

60,000 180,000 11 135,000 75,000 (42%) 90,000 (50%) 90,000 45,000 SI05.000 (58%) S90.000 (50%) 90.000

£
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Tt*
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O
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1. 75% O-SU)
2. 75% up to $75,000
3. AG Pioposal; Maximum of 75% (3SB) up lo 575,000 or 50% (3SB)
4. White House Proposal: 50% (3SB)

• Los Angeles Aclual Costs
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COMMUNlIt POLICE HIRING SUPPLEMENTAL
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF POLICE OFFICER POSmOHS CREATED

DRAFT

Q
O.
O

1

o
a

Assuopt) QA3:

(1) *75,000,000 to jurisdictions above 150,000 popolalton.
175,000,000 to jurisdictions with under 150,000 population.

(2) Option 1 >= 75 percent Federal funding of salary and benefits per officer.
<3> Option 2 = *75,000 Federal funding maxirnuiD of salary ond benefits per officer.
(4) Option 3 = 50 percent federal funding of salary and benefits per officer.
(5) (piion 4 = 75 percent federal funding of salary and benefits per officer, up to $75,000 or 

50 percent Federal funding of salary and benefits per officer, whichever is greater.
(6) Average annual salary & benefits (40X) cost per officer equals 36,730 for cities above 150,000 pop.

Average three-year salary t, benefits cost per officer is *110,217 • 55t avg. inflation = *115,728;
75 X Federal share » $86,796; 50 X federal share = $57,864.

(6) Average annual salary & benefits <MX) cost per officer is $33,657 for cities below 150,000 pop.
Average three-year salary & benefit cost per officer is $100,971 - 5X avg. inflaticn = *106,020;
75 X federal share = $75,515; 50 X Federal share = $53,010.

Source: These cost estimates are based on a random saiiple of 307 cities (60 above 150,000 pop. and 247 below 150,000 pop.J
from data published by the Inlernatianal City Management Association (ICMA) in "The Municipal yearbook, 1993." These data

are current as of Jan. 1, 1992.

file;whnunb1.wk1

date: 8/3/93
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OPTION 1 
75 % FEDEPAT.

(a) Above 150,000
(b) Below 150,000
(c) Total

OPTION 2 
$75,000 FEDERAL

(a) Above 150,000
(b) Below 150,000
(c) Total

OPTION 3 
50 % FEDERAL

Estimated 
3 Yr. Cost 

Per Officer

$115,728
$106,020

$115,728
$106,020

Federal 
Share 
@ 75 %

$86,796
$79,515

Percent
Cities

Included

Total Funds 
Available

$75,000
$75;ooo

100% $75,000,000 
100% $75,000,000 

$150,000,000

100% $75,000,000 
100% $75,000,000 

$150,000,000

Number of 
Officers

864
943

1,807

1000
1000

2,000

(a) Above 150,000
(b) Below 150,000
(c) Total

$115,728
$106,020

$57,864
$53,010

100% $75,000,000 
100% $75,000,000 

$150,000,000

1,296
1,415
2,711

OPTION 4
ATTORNEY GENERAL

(a) Above 150,000

(b) Below 150,000

$115,728

$106,020

$86,796
$75,000
$57,864

$79,515 
$75,000 
$53,OIQ

47% $75,000,000 
47%

7%

52% $75,000,000 
43%

5%

957

990

(C) Total $150,000,000 1,947
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Policy Development

Ofnce of the Director Washington, D.C. 20530

June 3, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

FROM: Erik Reid
Grace Mastalli

SUBJECT: Per-Officer Costs in Selected Cities

Per your request, we are providing you with a list of the
average per-officer costs in 1993 in selected cities.. The figures
include salaries and wages, retirement and other benefits, and
capital outlays. They do not include administrative and payroll
costs.

Cities Over 1.000.000 Per-Officer Cost in 1993

Dallas, TX
San Diego, CA

Cities Between 500.000 - 1.000,000

$72,814
$86,699

Baltimore, MD $96,210
Cleveland, OH $74,152
Denver, CO $74,929
Phoenix, AZ $78,555

Cities Between 250.000 - 500.000

Atlanta, GA $59,056
Buffalo, NY $56,911
Long Beach, CA $139,586
Oklahoma City, OK $52,477

Cities Between 100.000 - 250.000

Allentown, PA $50,869
Cedar Rapids, lA $63,031
Grand Rapids, MI $83,927
Spokane, WA $35,780
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

October 19, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO : Billy Webster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Secretary

FROM : Jartfe^. Thomas, Jr.

SUBJECT: Full Law Enforcement Authority for OIG Investigators

On August 11, 1993, President Clinton announced an anti-crime package which included
a provision for placing an additional 100,000 police officers on the street. That
provision, entitled the Police Hiring Supplement Program, will provide $150 million in
Federal grant funds to law enforcement jurisdictions to hire and/or rehire sworn law
enforcement officers as part of an overall plan to address crime and related problems.
Congress allocated the funds on July 2, 1993, as part of the Edward Byrne Memorial
State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Discretionary Grants
Program.

The goals of the program are to increase the number of sworn law enforcement officers
where they are needed most, improve the long-term ability of law enforcement agencies
to engage in community policing, and improve public safety. The goals are
commendable. The problems of crime and resulting impact on individuals, communities,
and the taxpayers have been recognized and documented. Recently, the FBI targeted
violent street crime as an investigative priority.

An additional initiative would also support the Administration’s efforts to bolster law
enforcement resources in the fight against crime. There are approximately 2000 Federal
special agents in the Offices of Inspectors General who are charged with the responsibility
for conducting criminal investigations of individuals and entities involved in Federal
programs and operations. Most of the OIG agents are expected to conduct these
investigations without the authority to carry firearms, make arrests, execute search

400 MARYLAND AVE.. S.W. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202-1510
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warrants, or swear out affidavits for warrants. These functions are vital to carrying out 
successful criminal investigations. Yet, OIG agents lack the ability to conduct their 
investigations independently when law enforcement authority is necessary without 
engaging the assistance of other, full law enforcement agencies or undergoing a 
burdensome, case-by-case deputation process with Department of Justice in order to 
proceed in a timely, effective manner. This, of course, draws the resources of those law 
enforcement entities which could otherwise be used more productivity in fighting crime.

In short, the failure to confer full law enforcement authority on the Inspectors General 
impact on two major areas. First, it has caused full law enforcement authorities to 
engage in IG im'estigative efforts when their own efforts and limited resources are needed 
in other areas. Second, it has impeded the ability of the Inspectors General to conduct 
timely, effective investigations.

The IG agents meet the same requirements as those for other agents including firearms 
training and qualification, self defense tactics, search warrant affidavit development and 
warrant execution, and arrest procedures. Therefore, conferring full law enforcement 
authority on them would not require additional training monies and they could exercise 

that authority immediately.

Full law enforcement authority for the Inspectors General is in keeping with the 
Administration’s efforts to make government more effective and responsive. 
Additionally, it would contribute to the Administration’s efforts to meet the needs of 
citizens and communities in fighting crime. We recommend that the Administration 
consider supporting full law enforcement authority for those Federal agents who routinely 
are conducting dangerous investigations concurrent with the development of a new 
program to add additional law enforcement officers to the communities. Both initiatives 
would contribute to our efforts to fight crime and protect citizens.
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DRAFT 2/23/94

Analysis of Crime Bill Allocation Criteria
According to Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) studies

conducted in 1990, there are 15,381 local law enforcement
agencies exercising police powers in the United States. Of
these, nearly 80 percent (12,288) are police departments and the
remaining 20 percent (3,093) are sheriffs' departments. These
agencies employ a total of 504,418 sworn officers. The Police
Hiring Task Force (PHTF) estimates that the Senate crime bill
would fund approximately 68,812 additional law enforcement
officers at a cost of $100,000 per officer. This would increase
the nation's local police forces by about 13.6 percent.

Both the Senate and House bills would cause disproportionate
allocations of additional officers in favor of small rather than
large jurisdictions. Such allocations, however, are contrary to
the distribution of major crimes among small and large
jurisdictions in the United States. According to the FBI's 1992
Uniform Crime Report, cities above 100,000 population and
suburban counties above 100,000 population reported roughly 55
percent of all index crimes and about 67 percent of all "violent"
index crimes.^ Consequently, if the mission of the additional
police officers funded by the crime bill is to prevent crime, the
new officers need to be allocated disproportionately in favor of
large jurisdictions.

The following discussion analyzes the allocation criteria of
the Senate and House crime bills, assuming funding at the Senate
amount of $8,995 billion. In addition, four alternative
proposals that would allocate slightly higher numbers of officers
to large jurisdictions are presented. (Projections illustrating
specific effects of the Senate, House, and the alternative
allocation scenarios, are provided for jurisdictions of various
populations in the spreadsheets attached to this summary.)

Senate Bill
The Senate bill would allocate a total authorization of

$8,995 billion as follows: 40 percent ($2,752 billion) to 419
jurisdictions with populations greater than 150,000 and 60
percent ($4,128 billion) to 14,956 jurisdictions with populations
less than 150,000. According to PHTF estimates, approximately 48
percentf (241,703) of local sworn law enforcement officers serve
jurisdictions above 150,000 population. The Senate's allocation
would result in 27,525 officers being added to departments
serving these large jurisdictions, an increase of approximately
11.4 percent.

^See Table 12, p. 190. Of all jurisdictions that reported
actual data, large cities and suburban counties reported 7,189,894
of 13,126,420 index crimes, and 1,179,122 of 1,770,210 violent
index crimes.
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For small jurisdictions, the PHTF estimates that 

approximately 52 percent (262,716) of local sworn law enforcement 
officers serve jurisdictions of less than 150,000 population.
The Senate's allocation would add 41,287 officers to departments 
serving these areas, an increase of roughly 15.7 percent.

In short, to enact "uniform" increases in new officers 
allocated among local law enforcement agencies, the "split" in 
the Senate bill would need to be 48/52 rather than 40/60.

House Bill
The House bill, funded at the Senate bill's authorization, 

would allocate $8,995 billion as follows: 5(5 percent ($3,441 
billion) to 673 jurisdictions with populations greater than 
100,000 and 50 percent ($3,441 billion) to 14,708 jurisdictions 
with populations less than 100,000. According to BJS studies of 
local police and sheriffs' departments, approximately 54 percent 
(272,895) of local sworn officers serve jurisdictions above 
100,000 population. The House's allocation would add 34,406 
officers to departments serving these large jurisdictions, an 
increase of approximately 12.6 percent.

For small jurisdictions, BJS reports that approximately 46 
percent (231,523) of local sworn law enforcement officers serve 
jurisdictions of less than 100,000 population. The House's 
allocation would also add 34,406 officers to departments serving 
these areas, an increase of roughly 14.8 percent.

Therefore, the House bill also would allocate a 
disproportionate share of new officers to smaller departments.
In contrast, to enact "uniform" increases in new officers 
allocated to local police departments, the "split" in the House 
bill would need to be 54/46 rather than 50/50.

Alternative One: 60/40 at 150.000

This proposal would provide 60 percent of the Senate 
authorization ($4,129 billion) to jurisdictions above 150,000 
population and 40 percent ($2,752 billion) to jurisdictions with 
less than 150,000 population. It would increase the number of 
sworn o'fficers in large local departments by 17.1 percent and the 
number of sworn officers in small local departments by 10.5 
percent. Therefore, this alternative would effectively address 
the higher crime and violent crime rates experienced in larger 
jurisdictions by allocating to them a larger share, while still 
providing small jurisdictions substantial increases in additional 
sworn officers.
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Alternative Two; 50/50 at 150,000

This proposal would provide one half of the Senate
authorization ($3,441 billion) to jurisdictions above 150,000
population and the other half to jurisdictions with less than
150,000 population. It would increase the number of sworn
officers in large local departments by 14.2 percent and the
number of sworn officers in small local departments by 13.1
percent. In summary, this alternative would fund slightly more
officers in large jurisdictions than in the small jurisdictions.

Alternative Three: 40/40/20 at 150.000
This proposal is unique in that it earmarks 20 percent of

available funding ($ 1.376 billion) for allocation at the
Attorney General's discretion. It would guarantee 40 percent of
all funding and officers are allocated to both large and small
jurisdictions. This would increase the number of sworn officers
in large jurisdictions by 11.4 percent and by 10.5 percent among
small jurisdictions. The Attorney General would then distribute
the remaining 20 percent, among all jurisdictions, at her
discretion. This would give the Department the flexibility to
determine the application rates among jurisdictions, which varied
considerably in accordance to population size in the Police
Hiring Program.

The rate at which eligible jurisdictions applied to the
Police Hiring Program was highest among jurisdictions above 2
million or more (55%), meaning six of 11 eleven eligible local
departments applied to the program. The application rate ranged
from 55 to 45 percent among local departments between 2 million
and 50,000 population. At the 49,999 to 25,000 population
category, 37 percent of all eligible jurisdictions applied; at
24,999 to 10,000, 28 percent applied; and in the under 10,000
group, 6 percent applied (609 out of 10,067 eligible).

If the application rate for crime bill funding among the
smallest jurisdictions is similar to that experienced in the
Police Hiring Program, it will be impossible to spend either the
60 percent (Senate bill) or 50 percent (House bill) without
making astronomical increases in sworn officers added to those
small departments that apply for funding. Many small
jurisdictions may not apply for a variety of reasons: disinterest
in community policing; antipathy toward federal requirements;
perceived lack of grant or management skills; concerns about
retention and audits; etc. State administration of grants to
smaller jurisdictions could alleviate this problem somewhat.

In short, if too much money is earmarked exclusively for
small jurisdictions, it may remain unspent. Consequently, this
option would "build in" the flexibility to allow the Attorney
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General to implement the best policy options based on actual 
experience with the program.

Alternative Four; 50/50 @ 200.000

This scenario would provide one half of the Senate 
authorization ($3,441 billion) to jurisdictions above 200,000 
population and the other half to jurisdictions with less than 
200,000 population. It would increase the number of sworn 
officers in large local departments by 15.6 percent and the 
number of sworn officers in small local departments by 12.1 
percent.

Like the 60/40 @ 150,000 option (alternative one), this 
option would fund substantially more officers in large 
jurisdictions than in small jurisdictions. For this reason, it 
would be more effective in allocating additional sworn officers 
to jurisdictions with the most violent crime than either the 
Senate or House options. It may not, however, do this as 
effectively as the 60/40 @ 150,000 option.

Alternative four would include 316 jurisdictions in the 
large pool of potential applicants, 103 fewer (38 cities and 65 
counties) than the 60/40 @ 150,000 option. These 103 
jurisdictions between 150,000 and 200,000 population would end up 
with a considerably smaller increase in officers under 
alternative four (11 per grant or +5.8 percent compared to +47 
per grant or +12.7 percent). Furthermore, alternative four 
would result in smaller average increases in additional officers 
among jurisdictions above 200,000 population (+15.6 percent) than 
under alternative one (+17.1 percent). This occurs because the 
earmark for large jurisdictions is 50 percent ($3,441 billion) 
instead of 60 percent ($4,128 billion).
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ALLOCATION OF SWORN OFFICERS AT 100,000 SPLIT (BJS/LEMAS)

NUMBER OF SWORN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS

POPULATION CATEGORY

1,000,000 or more
999.999 to 500,000
499.999 to 250,000
249.999 to 100,000

Large Subtotal

99.999 to 50,000
49.999 to 25,000
24.999 to 10,000
10,000 and Under

Small Subtotal

Grand Total

SHERIFFS POLICE TOTAL PERCENT

28,112 74,775 102,887 20.4%
22,231 36,163 58,394 11.6%
18,367 30,862 49,229 9.8%
25,055 37,330 62,385 12.4%

93,765 179,130 272,895 54.1%

17,998 40,651^ 58,649 11.6%
13,391 40,342 53,733 10.7%
11,972 47,640 59,612 11.8%
4,292 55,237 59,529 11.8%

47,653 183,870 231,523 45.9%

141,418 363,000 504,418 100.0%

ALLOCATION OF SWORN OFFICERS AT 150,000 SPLIT (ESTIMATED BY PHTF)

NUMBER OF SWORN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS

PULATION CATEGORY SHERIFFS POLICE TOTAL PERCENT

000,000 or more 28,112 74,775 102,887 20.4%
999,999 to 500,000 22,231 36,163 58,394 11.6%
499,999 to 250,000 18,367 30,862 49,229 9.8%
249,999 to 150,000 * 12,528 18,665 31,193 6.2%

Large Subtotal 81,238 160,465 241,703 47.9%

149,999 to 100,000 * 12,528 18,665 31,193 6.2%
99,999 to 50,000 17,998 40,651 58,649 11.6%
49,999 to 25,000 13,391 40,342 53,733 10.7%
24,999 to 10,000 11,972 47,640 59,612 11.8%
10,000 and Under 4,292 55,237 59,529 11.8%

Small Subtotal 60,181 202,535 262,716 52.1%

Grand Total 141,418 363,000 504,418 100.0%

*Note: The number of sworn officers in 249,999 to 100,000 category is
split equally into the 249,999 to 150,000 and 149,999 to
100,000 categories.

Sources: Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletins, "State and Local
Police Departments, 1990," and "Sheriffs' Departments, 1990."

file: cbsplits.wkl date: 2/18/94
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ALLOCATION OF SWORN OFFICERS AT 200,000 SPLIT (ESTIMATED BY PHTF)

NUMBER OF SWORN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS

POPULATION CATEGORY

1,000,000 or more
999.999 to 500,000
499.999 to 250,000
249.999 to 200,000 *

Large Subtotal

199.999 to 100,000 *
99.999 to 50,000
49.999 to 25,000
24.999 to 10,000 
10,000 and Under

Small Subtotal

Grand Total

*Notes The number of sworn officers in the 249,999 to 200,000 and 
199,999 to 100,000 categories are estimated by the Police 
Hiring Task Force.

Sources: Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletins, "State and Local
Police Departments, 1990," and "Sheriffs' Departments, 1990."

SHERIFFS POLICE TOTAL PERCENT

28,112 74,775 102,887 20.4%
22,231 36,163 58,394 11.6%
18,367 30,862 49,229 9.8%
5,016 5,160 10,176 2.0%

73,726 146,960 220,686 43.8%

20,039 32,170^ 52,209 10.4%
17,998 40,651 58,649 11.6%
13,391 40,342 53,733 10.7%
11,972 47,640 59,612 11.8%
4,292 55,237 59,529 11.8%

67,692 216,040 283,732 56.2%

141,418 363,000 504,418 100.0%

file; cbsplits.wkl date; 2/23/94
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(1)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

COMMON ASSUMPTIONS FOR ALLOCATION SCENARIO ESTIMATES

All jurisdictions eligible to receive crime bill funding for hiring/rehiring police
officers will be funded. This includes 12,282 city (or local) police departments and
3,093 county Sheriffs' departments, for a total of 15,375 jurisdictions that will
receive awards.
Senate bill funding amount of $8,995 billion, of which $6,881 billion (76.5 percent)
is allocated for hiring/rehiring sworn police officers. The remaining funding amount
is allocated for other purposes, including the following;

(a) 5 percent ($450 million) for technical assistance and training;
(b) 5 percent ($450 million) for administration; and
(c) 13.5 percent ($1,214 billion) for "other purposes" which "may" include

hiring/rehiring sworn police officers.

The actual amounts of crime bill funding allocated to each population category (see
formula distribution column) is equal to the percentage of population within that
category out of the total population for its group (i.e., above 150,000 group or
below 150,000 group).
The average grant amount is equal to the formula distribution divided by the number
of total jurisdictions in the population category.

The average number of sworn officers per grant is equal to the average grant amount
divided by $100,000 per officer.
The average number of sworn officers and percent increase in sworn officers for
"cities" (local police departments) are shown in the first row of data within each
population category. Comparable data for "counties" (sheriffs' departments) are
shown in the second row within each population category.

The average number of sworn officers and percent increase in sworn officers in the
"subtotal" rows for each population group (i.e., above 150,000 group and below
150,000 group), are cumulative averages for both city police and county sheriffs
departments within the population group.
Additional assumptions that are specific to each scenario are listed as "Specific
Assumptions" at the top of each spreadsheet.
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SOURCES
(1) Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) data from the 1990 Law Enforcement Management and
^ Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) reports for local police and sheriffs

However, because the Senate bill divides the large and small jurisdiction g^^onps at
150,000 population (instead of at 100,000 as LEMAS does), toForce used Census Bureau data to determine that 50 pities fall within the 100,000 to
149 999 category (38 percent) and that 81 cities fall within the 150,000 to 250,000
cat4gory (62 percent). The number of counties within each category was assumed to
equal the distribution determined for cities.

(2) For the 100,000 to 149,999 and 150,000 to 250,000 categories (marked by asterisk^,
the average number of sworn officers was estimated by dividing one-half of the LEMAS
2?ima?ro? ?otal sworn officers in the 100,000 to 250,000 category by the number of
cities (or counties) within each population category.
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SENATE BILL ALLOCATION CRITERIA AND SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT (3 tlOO.OOO per officer)

Specific Assiiiptions:
(1) $8,095,500,000 = Remaining Authorization ($8,995 Billion • 5X for Tech. Asst. - 5X for State A($nin.)
<2) $2]t52,470,000 » 40X designated f«r jurisdictions above 150,000 population *.85 (or 85X) tnininue designated for hiring/rehiring police
(3) $4*12ai705,000 = 60X designated for jurisdictions below 150,000 population *.85 (or 85X) niniiiMn designated for hiring/rehiring police

File: CBLEHSBS.WX1 
Date; 2/22/94

Population 
Category

1,000,000 
or more

999,999 to
500.000

A99,999 to
250.000

*249,999 to
150.000

Large Subtotal

*149,999 to
100.000

99.999 to
50.000

49.999 to
25.000

24.999 to
10.000

9.999 and 
Under

Counties Cities Total Population Percent of Formula Avg. Grant
Juris. (Cities only) Pop. Croup Distribution Amount

Avg. Sworn Officers Percent 
Officers Per Grant Increase

20,000,000

10,100,000 18.BX

14,200,000

9,400,000

37.2X $1,025,128,492 $25,003,134

$517,689,888 $5,688,900

$727,841,229 $5,431,651

$481,810,391 $3,149,088

lOO.OX $2,752,470,000 $6,569,141

26.4X

17.5X

284 135 419 53,700,000
.========«===========================»=========='==========*'=============="="“==

81 248 9,700,000 9.8X $402,901,796 $1,624,604

21,200,000

702 1,296 20,000,000

1,672 2,627 20,300,000

9,348 10,067 28,200,000

21.3X $880,568,873 $1,226,419

20.IX $830,725,352 $640,992

20.4X $843,186,232 1320,969

28.4X $1,171,322,746 $116,353

Small Subtotal | 2.809 12,147 14,956 99.400,000 100.OX $4,128,705,000 $276,057

Grand Total | 3.093 12,282 15,375 153.100,000 100X $6,881,175,000 $447,556

Total Pet. Jur. 
Officers Funded

5,341 250.0 4.7X
1,052 23.8X

1,254
356

56.9 4.5X
16. OX

742
199

54.3 7.3X
27.3X

373
122

31.5 8.4X
25.8X

577 65.7 11.4X
SS=SSS = BSS=SS = = SSHSSS=SS

230 16.2 7.1X
75 21.7X

118
48

12.3 10.4X
25.6X

SB
23

6.4 11.IX
27.9X

29
13

3.2 11.IX
24.7X

10
6

1.2 11.6X
19.4X

2.8 15.7X
SS===SSSSttS==S

4.5 13.6X

10,251 100.0X

5,177 100.0X

7,278 100.OX

4,818 100.0X

27,525 100.0X

4,029 100.0X

8,806 100.0X

8,307 100.0X

8,432 100.0X

11,713 100.0X

41,287 100.0X
BKSSSSSSSBSBSSSSSS

68,812 lOOaOX
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HOUSE BILL ALLOCATIOH CRITERIA AM) SENATE FUNDING ANOUNT (3 $100,000 per officer)

Specific Assunnptions:
(1) $8,095,500,000 = Remaining Authorization ($8,995 Billion - 5X for Tech. Asst. - 5X for State Attain.)
(2) $3,440,587,500 = 50 X designated Tor jurisdictions above 100,000 population *.85 niniimm for hiring/rehiring police
(3) $3,440,587,500 = 50 X designated for jurisdictions below 100,000 population *.85 minimum for hiring/rchiring police

File: CBLHHRS2.WK1 
Date: 2/22/94

oro
\ro
\<D

Population
Category

Counties Cities Total
Juris.

Population 
(Cities only)

Percent of
Pop. Group

Formula
Distribution

Avg. Grant |Avg. Sworn 
Amount | Officers

Officers

Per Grant
Percent | Total 

Increase jofficers
Pet. Jur.

Funded roo
ro

1,000,000

or more 27
14 41 20,000,000 31.5X $1,085,358,833 $26,472,167 |

1
5,341
1,052

264.7 5.OX 1 
25.2X 1

10,854 100.0X
Cl

00
O)

999,999 to 
500,000 62

29 91 10,100,000 15.9X $548,106,211 $6,023,145 1

1
1,254

356
60.2 4.8X 1 

16.9X 1
5.481 100.0X

CO

499,999 to 
250,000 92

42 134 14,200,000 22.4X $770,604,771 $5,750,782 1

1
742
199

57.5 7.8X 1 
28.9X 1

7,706 100.0X

249,999 to 
100,000 270

137 407 19,100,000 30. IX $1,036,517,685 $2,546,726 |

1
273

93
25.5 9.3X 1 

27.4X 1
10,365 100.0X

D
O

J-O
Pl

.................. 1 ................................................
Large Subtotal | 451 222 673 63,400,000
s~~K»==s=====»==========“““============"===“®”“=““

99,999 to 1 344 718 21,200,000
50,000 1 374

100.OX $3,440,587,500 $5,112,314 \ 405
==-«E====rs=E=»==========«=== ================= 1 ==========

23.6X $813,160,033 $1,132,535 \ 118

...... ........... 1....

51.1 12.6X i 34,406 100.0X

==HE=======»B======= 1

11.3 9.6X 1 8,132 lOO.OX
23.6X 1

49,999 to 
25,000 594

702 1,296 20,000,000 22.3X $767,132,107 $591,923 j

1
58
23

5.9 10.2X j 

25.7X 1
7,671 100.OX

24,999 to 
10,000 955

1,672 2,627 20,300,000 22.6% $778,639,089 $296,399 1 29
13

3.0 10.2X 1 
22.8X 1

7,786 100.0X

9,999 and 
Under 719

9,348 10,067 28,200,000 31.4X $1,081,656,271 $107,446 1

1
10
6

1.1 10.7X 1 
17.9X 1

10,817 100.0X

Small Subtotal 2,642 12,066 14,708 89,700,000 100.OX $3,440,587,500 $233,926 1 16 2.3 14.9X I 34,406 100.0X
iRlISSSSSZBisssssxascBSi S —B 1

Grand Total 1 3,093 12,288

_____________ j

15,381 153,100,000 100X $6,881,175,000 $447,382 i 33 4.5 13.6X 1 68,812 100.ox oK-
ro
O



DRAFT

Specific Assumptions:
(1) $8,095,500,000
(2) $4,128,705,000
(3) $2,752,470,000

ALTERMATIVE ONE: 60/40 3 150,000 AND SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT (3 $100,000 per officer)

. Reaeining Authorization ($8,995 Billion - 5X for Tech. Asst. - 5X for State Achiin.)
= 60X designated for jurisdictions above 150,000 population *.B5 (or 85X) minimun designated for hiring/rehiring police 
B 40X designated for jurisdictions belou 150,000 population *.85 (or 85X) Biiniimjm designated for hiring/rehiring police

File: CBLMSBSr.WKI 
Date; 2/22/94

oro
ro

Population
Category

Counties Cities Total
Juris.

Population 
(Cities only)

Percent of
Pop. Group

Formula
Distribution

Avg. Grant |Avg. Suom 
Amount 1 Officers

Officers

Per Grant 1

Percent | Total 
Increase [officers

Pet. Jur.
Funded

«
ro
oto

1,000,000

or more 27
14 41 20,000,000 37.2X $1,537,692,737 $37,504,701 1

1
5,341
1,052

375.0 7.0X i 

35.7X 1
15,377 100.OX cnh-

ooa>

999,999 to 
500,000 62

29 91 10.100,000 18.8X $776,534,832 $8,533,350 1

1
1,254

356
85.3 6.8X 1 

24.0X 1
7,765 100.0X

Ca>
CD

499,999 to 
250,000 92

42 134 14,200,000 26.4X $1,091,761,844 $8,147,476 1

1
742
199

81.5 11.OX 1 
40.9X 1

10,918 100.0X

*249,999 to
150,000 103

50 153 9,400,000 17.5X $722,715,587 $4,723,631 1

1
373
122

47.2 12.7X 1 
38.7X 1

7.227 100.0X o0
c-i

1
o

Large Subtotal
ssssBBSSsssssaBS

*149,999 to
100,000

284 135
SSBBBSSSSSSSSSSSB

81
167

419 53,700,000 100.OX

248 9,700,000 9.8X

$4,128,705,000 $9,853,711 | 577 98.5 17.1X j 41,287 100.OX

= ==C=== = = = *. = = = ==========B=== = ==== 1 C========*B======«M======S*== 1 = ===*= ======== = « =
$268,601,197 $1,083,069 | 230 10.8 4.7X | 2,686 100.OX

1 75 14.4X 1

99,999 to 
50,000 374

344 718 21,200,000 21.3X $587,045,915 $817,613 1

1
118
48

8.2 6.9X i 

17.0X 1
5,870 100.0X

49,999 to 
25,000 594

702 1,296 20,000,000 20. IX $553,816,901 U27.328 1

1
58
23

4.3 7.4X 1 
18.6X 1

5,538 100.0X

24,999 to 
10,000 955

1,672 2,627 20,300.000 20.4X $562,124,155 $213,980 1

1
29
13

2.1 7.4X 1 
16.5X 1

5,621 100.0X

9,999 and 
Under 719

9,348 10,067 28,200,000 28.4X $780,881,831 $77,568 1
1

10
6

0.8 7.8X 1 
12.9X 1

7,809 100.0X

@
o

.................  1 .........
Small Subtotal | 2.809
sssBsrsssaBBBSsaaaBBSSsuB

Grand Total | 3,093

12,147 14,956 99,400.000 100.0X
BSSSBBnSSSSSBBBBBBSSaaBaBaSSBSSBBBSSBSBBBBSS

12,282 15,375 153,100,000 100X

$2,752,470,000 $184,038 | 18 1.8 10.5X |
==SBBBS==BSBBB==BBBBS==BXBBEB=SS=BIB=BSS===B»BSS=SSBB««E====BB»*e |-

$6,881,175,000 $AA7,556 | 33 4.5 13.6X |

27.525 100.0X
:»BBSSSSBBBS===5BS

68,812 100.0X

h-

\oH-
O)



DRAFT
ALTERNATIVE TWO: 50/50 8150,000 WITH SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT (8 $100,000 per officer) File: CBS08150.WIC1

Specific Assinptions: 2/22/94

(1) $6,881,175,000 » $8,995 Billion - 5X for Tech. Asst. - 5X for State AAiin. *.85 (or 85X) minimum designated for hiring/rehiring police
(2) $3,440,587,500 « SOX designated fOr jurisdictions above 150,000 population <27,525 officers)
(3) $3,440,587,500 = SOX designated for jurisdictions below 150,000 population (27,525 officers)

Population 
' Categories

Counties Cities Total
Juris.

Population 
(Cities only)

Percent of
Pop. Group

Formula
Distribution

Avg. Grant ]Avg. Sworn 
Amount j Officers

Officers
Per Grant

Percent | Total 
Increase |offlcers

Pet. Jur.
Funded

C§
ho
oro

1,000,000 or more
27

14 41 20,000,000 37.2X $1,281,410,615 $31,253,917 1

1
5,341
1,052

312.5 5.9X 1 
29.7X 1

12,814 100.OX cnh-

00

o>
999,999 to 500,000

62
29 91 10,100,000 18.SX $647,112,360 $7,111,125 1

1
1,254

356
71.1 5.7X 1 

20.0X 1
6,471 100.0X c*>CD

499,999 to 250,000
92

42 134 14,200,000 26.4X $909,801,536 $6,789,564 |

1
742
199

67.9 9.2X 1 
34.IX 1

9,098 100.0X

*249,999 to 150,000
103

50 153 9,400,000 17.5X $602,262,989 $3,936,359 |

1
373
122

39.4 10.6X 1 
32.3X 1

6,023 100.0X O
0C-.

1
o

Large Subtotal 8 SOX 284 135 419 53,700,000 100.0X $3,440,587,500 $8,211,426 1
IsSB

577
SSSSSSS!

82.1
BSSSSBBSSXZ

14.2X 1
iSSSSSSSSS 1X

34,406
:xB.aaaxa:

100.0X
ssaaaaasaa

3
SSSSttSSSSSSaSSBUKSS

*149,999 to 100,000
ssssssssassx3ssBaBs=sasssssssss====sssBB3BE=ssss=ss?Bs

81 248 9,700,000 9.8X
167

$335,751,496
AVV I

$1,353,837 1

1
230

75
13.5 5.9X 1 

18.IX 1
3,358 100.0X

99,999 to 50,000
374

344 718 21,200,000 21.3X $733,807,394 $1,022,016 1

1
118
48

10.2 8.7X 1 
21.3X 1

7,338 100.0X

49,999 to 25,000
594

702 1,296 20,000,000 20.IX $692,271,127 $534,160 1

1
58
23

5.3 9.2X 1 
23.2X 1

6,923 100.0X

24,999 to 10,000
955

1,672 2,627 20,300,000 20.4X $702,655,194 $267,474 1

1
29
13

2.7 9.2X 1 
20.6X 1

7,027 100.0X

9,999 and Under
719

9,348 10,067 28,200,000 28.4X $976,102,289 $96,961 1

1
10
6

1.0 9.7X 1 
16.2X 1

9,761 100.0X

o
Small Subtotal 8 SOX 2,809 12,147 14,956 99,400,000 100.0X $3,440,587,500

BSBSSxsxsssssssssssss:

$230,047 1
iBBXxrssssssss1ss=

18 2.3 13.IX 1
ssxaxBXXxa Is

34,406
issaaaaaa

100.0X
h-

oBBSSSSSBBBBSSSSSSSSS

Grand Total 3,093 12,282 15,375 153,100,000 100X $6,881,175,000 $447,556 1 33 4.5
1

13.6X 1 68,812 100.0X O)

oro
ho

tn



DRAFT
ALTERNATIVE THREE: AO/40/20 3 150,000 WITH SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT <3 $100,000 per officer)

Specific Assurptions:
(1) $2,752,470,000 = 40X designated for jurisdictions above 150,000 population <27,525 officers)
(2) $2,752,470,000 » 40X designated f6r jurisdictions beloa 150,000 population (27,525 officers)
(3) $li376|235,000 = 20X designated for police hires/rehires at Attorney General's discretion <13,762 officers)

File: CB404020.UK1 
Date: 2/22/94

o
N5

ro

CO

Cl

Population | Counties Cities
Categories j

Total
Juris.

Population 
(Cities only)

Percent of
Pop. Group

Formula
Distribution

Avg. Grant |Avg. Sworn 
Amount 1 Officers

Officers
Per Grant 1

Percent | Total 
Increase |0fficers

Pet. Jur.
Funded hd

ols»

....................  11,000,000 or more |

1 27
14 41 20,000,000 37.2X $1,025,128,492 $25,003,134 1

1
5,341
1,052

250.0
4.7X i 

23.8X 1
10,251 100.0X Cl

H*

00

----* * 1999,999 to 500,000 |

1 62
29 91 10,100,000 18.8X $517,689,888 $5,688,900 1

1
1,254

356
56.9 4.5X 1 

16.0X 1
5,177 100.0X CO

499,999 to 250,000 |

1 92
42 134 14,200,000 26.4X $727,841,229 $5,431,651 1

1
742
199

54.3 7.3X 1 
27.3X 1

7,278 100.OX

....................  1*249,999 to 150,000 |

1 103
50 153 9.400,000 17.5X $481,810,391 $3,149,088 1

1
373
122

31.5 8.4X 1 
25.8X 1

4,818 100.OX O
0
Cd

1
o

Large Subtotal 3 40X | 2B4 135 419 53,700,000 100.0X $2,752,470,000
issssbxbsszsssssbssss:

$6,569,141 1
:ss===ss=E==s=1===

577 65-7
ssbbsssbssb

11.4X 1 27,525 100.0X
-»*====x !======.»»*====»»«=

o

BSSSSS5Br«S8S=SBBSr= 1

*149,999 to 100,000 |

1

Bsssssss:

167

BBSSSXBXBSSSSXXB

81 248 9,700.000 9.8X $268,601,197 $1,083,069 1 230
75

10.8 4.7X i 
14.4X 1

2,686 100.0X

....................  199,999 to 50,000 |

1 374
344 718 21,200,000 21.3X $587,045,915 $817,613 1

1
118
48

8.2 6.9X 1 
17.0X 1

5,870 100.0X

....................  149,999 to 25,000 |
I 594

702 1,296 20,000,000 20. IX $553,816,901 $427,328 1

1
58
23

4.3 7.4X 1 
18.6X 1

5,538 100.OX

....................  124,999 to 10,000 |

1 955
1,672 2,627 20,300,000 20.4X $562,124,155 $213,980 1

1
29
13

2.1 7.4X 1 
16.5X 1

5,621 100.OX

....................  19,999 and Under |

1 719
9,348 10.067 28,200,000 28.4X $780,881,831 $77,568 1

1
10
6

0.8 7.8X 1 
12.9X 1

7,809 100.0X

o
....................  1Small Subtotal 3 40X |
=SBBBBSSSSXaBBSS8SSB 1

2,809
ssssasss

12,147 14.956 99,400,000
;-S8BSX==SBESSSSSSBBSSSS=SSSBBSS

100.OX $2,752,470,000
aSSSSSBBBSSSS-BBSSSS-'

1184,038 i 18 1.8
BBSSSSXBBXSSSXISaaBBSSBSSSBBBSBSBBBI

10.5X 1
WSBSBSSSS 13

27,525 lOO.OX
BBSSSBBBBBSSSXBBBBB

h-
Cl
\oM

Grand Total | 3,093 12.282 15,375 153.100.000 100X $6,881,175,000 $447,556 1 33 4.5 13.6X 1 68,811 lOOaOX o>



„,E.».T.VE EOUE: 50/50 0 200.000 m SEO.IE EO.I.O «OU«I <> 5100.000 p.r .fflc.r)

DRAFT
File: CBSOaZOO.UKI 
Date: Z/23/94

53.E50.5.7.500 = 505 .................... p.>.„
, 53.«o;5.2;500 . 50X .or ioHrfIc.i.n. bolo. 200.000 popol.tloo

po^i.^.o I cc-xioo ou,o. ^Toto, i?::'.!"!...:::^.-

........................ H............41......... ZO’OOO'.OOO 4Z.6X »1.465.108.480 S35.734.353 1 5.341 357.3 6.7X |

1.000.000 
or more

999.999 to
500.000

499.999 to 
Z50.000

*249,999 to
200.000

Large Subtotal 
=======*==«==»==

1.052
I

34.OX I

29 91 10,100,000

42 134 14,200,000

21-5X 5755..79.70 «..m.557 | 1.« «1.5 7,399 100.0X

............;;;;;227;o2, .7.7E2.».| 7« 77.5 ,0.^11«.«7

■I-
2,667,000 5.7X

38

219 97 316 46,967.000 100.OX

======================*======'==*
125 357 16.433,000

iSSBSSSSSSSSSSSBSSBSSB:

55.W.«4| «0 59.1 ^9.15 I '“■«

........

257 14.9 5.8X | 5.327 100.0X
86 17.4X I

;-------S-S===S=sSS=:SSSSSSBBSSSI=======*-

15.5X S532.720.025 S1.49Z.213

oN3
\N5

\CO

Oi

rooN5

Cl
H*

00
Oi

CO

o0
1
o
O

• ' * r ’ ' '100,000

99.999 to 
50,000

344 718 21,200.000 20. OX S687,255,189 $957,180 1

1
118
48 19.9X 1

6,873 100.OX

49,999 to 
25,000

702 1.296 20,000,000 18.8X S648,353,952 $500,273 1

1 23 21.8X 1
100.ox

24,999 to 
10,000

1,672 2,627 20,300,000 19.IX S658,079.261 $250,506 1

1
29
13 19.3X 1

6,581 100.ox

9,999 and 
Under

9,348 10.067 28,200,000 26.6X $914,179,072 $90,809 1

1 6 15.IX 1
9,142 100.ox

oM

Small Subtotal 1 2,874 12,191 15.065 106,133,000 100.OX $3,440,587,500 $228,383 1
ISS9E==S==B==B1 ====»==»======■SSBBSS:BSSBSBSSa |:

34,406
SCBBSSSBSB

100.ox
KSaBXSSBK

4f\n nv

Oi

\0
01

Grand Total 1 3.093 12.288 15.381 153,100.000 100X $6,881,175,000 $447,382 1 33 4.5 13.6X 1 68,812 lOOaUX
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Background on the Crime Bill Policing Title:
The Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act

This legislative initiative is the primary, but not sole vehicle, for implementing
the President’s plan to help put up to 100,000 additional officers on the streets
to better prevent and control crime. [For example, approximately 2000
officers will be hired as a result of the $150 million Police Hiring
Supplement.]

The Administration supported crime bill hiring and rehiring provisions (much
like the Police Hiring Supplement program), are designed to provide an
incentive to localities to "fortify the thin blue line" in a way that will have
truly lasting impact on crime and disorder -- by simultaneously increasing
police presence and implementing community policing.

The Administration’s initiative has never been represented as providing (and
was never intended to provide) full funding in perpetuity of an additional
100,(X)0 state and local police officers but rather as a federal effort to forge a
genuine partnership with communities to help put up to 100,000 officers on the
streets through hiring, rehiring, and deployment for community policing.

The Administration’s position going into conference is generally to prefer the
House bill’s formulation that includes a waivable $75,000 per officer hired cap
on federal assistance for salary and benefits and the Senate bill’s authorization
level of $8,995 billion.

Both House and Senate bills include a minimum matching requirement of 25%
over the life of the grant. However, a preference is given to those exceeding
the minimal match and we anticipate a majority of the grants will reflect
closer to a 50-50 split of salary and benefit expenses over the term of the
grant. The matching requirement may be waived wholly or in part under
certain circumstances.

Under the House formulation it does not matter whether the multi-year grants
are for 2, 3, 4 or 5 years because the dollar amount per officer hired is limited
to $75,000 over the life of the grant, however, we anticipate the majority of
the awards being for three years to allow a pliasing out of federal assistance.
[Note, there is a critical difference in the Senate bill which includes an annual
cap of $50,000 per officer or $250,000 per officer if grants were allowed to
extend for five years.]
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Under the current formulations of both the House and Senate bills only 76.5 
percent is allocated exclusively to hiring and rehiring sworn police officers. 
The remaining funds (assuming Senate authorization levels) are allocated for;

■ "other purposes” ($1,214 billion / 13.5%) which may include 
hiring/rehiring sworn officers or other personnel, training, overtime, 
technology, special projects, etc.;

■ technical assistance and training ($450 million / 5%);

■ administrative costs ($450 million / 5%).
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oo
CM
oo HYPOTHETICAL ALLOCATION OF CRIME BILL POLICE HIRING FUNDS BASED ON THE GREATER OF 

,4 PERCENT MINIMUM ALLOCATION PER STATE OR (2) EQUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN NEW OFFICERS

STATE AGENCIES
SWORN

POPULATION OFFICERS

APu
OI
•-D
OA

o»
QD
oe

CM
O
CM

o»
o

o»

00
o

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire 
New Jersey

297
28
93

186
454
230
100

42
1

352
582

5
101
711
241
224
338
381
133
137
129
302
567
276
113
283
112
159

26
113
533

4.121.000
568.000

3.774.000
2.396.000

27.844.000
3.331.000
2.815.000

527.000
589.000

13.220.000
6.602.000 
1,160,000
1.059.000 

11,5^1,000
5.596.000
2.800.000
2.447.000
3.728.000
2.776.000
1.221.000
4.848.000
5.904.000
9.379.000
4.269.000
1.553.000
5.069.000

877.000
1.542.000
1.158.000

929.000
7.547.000

8,481
873

7,521
3,786

60,325
7,979
7,151
1,583
4,424

31,093
18,222
2,714
2,014

29,518
9,168
4,376
5,750
6,754
8,548
1,978

12,488
14,188
18,824
6,642
3,057
9,889
1,439
2,757
2,963
1,913

26,866

GREATEST 
ALLOCATION 

IN EACH STATE

ADDITIONAL 
OFFICERS 

e $75,000

PERCENT 
INCREASE 

# OFFICERS
ALLOCATION

METHOD

$123,
$32,

$109,
$55,

$878,
$116,
$104,
$32,
$64,

$453,
$265,
$39,
$32,

$430,
$133,
$63,
$83,
$98,

$124,
$32,

$181,
$206,
$274,
$96,
$44,

$144,
$32,
$40,
$43,
$32,

$391,

573,655
182,000
585,834
164,469
974,266
259,191
194,695
182,000
460,541
045,120
506,325
544,735
182,000
096,351
583,690
761,150
781,219
410,148
549,889
182,000
958,237
728,336
277,855
778,236
542,467
089,126
182,000
171,273
172,826
182,000
454,996

5
1

,648 
429 

,461 
736 

,720 
,550 
,389 
429 
859 

,041 
,540 
527 
429 

,735 
,781 
850 

1,117 
1,312 
1,661 

429 
2,426 
2,756 
3,657 
1,290 

594 
1,921 

429 
536 
576 
429 

5,219

19.4% Equal Pet. 
49.2% .4% Minimum 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
27.1% .4% Minimum 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4%. Equal Pet. 
21.3% .4% Minimum 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
21.7% .4% Minimum 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
29.8% .4% Minimum 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
19.4% Equal Pet. 
22.4% .4% Minimum 
19.4% Equal Pet.
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«oo HYPOTHETICAL ALLOCATION OF CRIME BILL POLICE HIRING FUNDS BASED ON THE GREATER OF

.4 PERCENT MINIMUM ALLOCATION PER STATE OR (2) EQUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN NEW OFFICERS

SWORN
STATE AGENCIES POPULATION OFFICERS

s
oA

ro
eo

lO

CN4
oCM

O

n

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTALS

97
402
509

98
502
292
171
908

42
235

84
266
873
110
51

263
220
273
320

67

1.545.000
16.382.000
6.843.000

635.000
10.793.000
3.212.000
2.972.000
9.297.000
1,000,000
3.601.000

634.000
4.925.000

17.650.000
1.800.000

570.000
6.377.000
5.041.000
1.527.000
5.005.000

465.000

,326
,126

16,644
1,003

19,640
6,228
4,683

22,080
2,249

, 6,170
978
772
593
300
849

11,072
8,122
2,348

11,251
1,291

38
3

13,032 241,514,000 544,009

GREATEST
ALLOCATION

IN EACH STATE

ADDITIONAL
OFFICERS

6 $75,000

PERCENT
INCREASE

# OFFICERS
ALLOCATION

METHOD

$48,
$744,
$242,
$32,

$286,
$90,
$68,

$321,
$32,
$89,
$32,

$142,
$562,

$48,
$32,

$161,
$118,
$34,

$163,
$32,

461,971
938,886
513,845
182,000
167,502
745,988
234,339
719,880
769,385
900,891
182,000
384,360
324,970
083,134
182,000
326,201
342,793
211,879
934,347
182,000

646
9,933
3,234

429
3,816
1,210

910
4,290

437
1,199

429
1,898
7,498

641
429

2,151
1,578

456
2,186

429

19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
42.8%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
43.9%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
50.5%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
19.4%
33.2%

$8,045,545,000 107,274 19.7%

Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.4% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.4% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.4% Minimum
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.
Equal Pet.

.4% Hinimun

NOTE: Ten states would receive a greater allocation of police hiring funds from the .4% minimum meth<
These states are Alaska, Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming. The remaining 40 states would receive greater allocations from
the equal percentage increase in new officers method.
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ASSUMPTIONS FOR HYPOTHETICAL ALLOCATIOK Of CRIME BILL POLICE HIRIMG FDNDS
(1) ALL LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES ELIGIBLE to receive crime bill funding for 

hiring/rehiring police officers WILL BE FUNDED.
(2) The Senate bill funding level is assumed. Senate bill funding amount equals $8,995 

billion, of which $8,045 billion is assumed to be allocated for hiring/rehiring sworn 
police officers. (Currently, the Senate bill prescribes that 85% of these funds be 
used for hiring police and that 15% be used for "other purposes'* which may include 
hiring police. We assume that all 15% will be used for hiring police.)

The remaining $950 million is earmarked for the following purposes:

(a) 5 percent ($450 million) for technical assistance and training;
(b) 5 percent ($450 million) for administration; and
(c) $50 million for Byrne formula grants to state and local governments.

(3) The federal share per officer hired is $75,000 for three-year grants.
(4) The federal plus grantee cost per officer is $100,000 for three years, or $33,333 

annually.
(5) Each state's allocation of police hiring funds is estimated by one of two methods, 

depending on which method provides the greatest allocation for that state:

Method 1: .4 Percent Minimum Allocation Per State
Step 1: .4% or .004 x $8,045 billion equals a minimum allocation of $32,182,000 per

state.
Step 2: $32,182,000 divided by $75,000 per officer equals a minimum of 429

officers.
Step 3: The percentage increase in sworn officers equals 429 divided by a given

state’s current number of sworn officers.

Example: In 1992, Alaska had 28 local law enforcement agencies that employed 873
sworn officers. The .4% minimum method would allocate to Alaska an 
additional 429 sworn officers, which would be a 49 percent increase.
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Method 2; Equal Percentage Increases In New Officers Per State

step 1: $8,045 billion divided by $75,000 per officer equals 107,274 new officers.

Step 2; 107,273 new officers divided by 544,009 total officers nationwide equals
19.7%. Therefore, the average "equal" percentage increase in new officers
per state would be slightly under 20%.

Example: In 1992, Alaska had 28 local law enforcement agencies that employed 873
sworn officers. If Alaska received a police hiring allocation that would
provide >it an "equal percentage increase" in new officers to the average
increase in officers nationwide, Alaska would receive 172 new officers.
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Ten states would receive a greater allocation of police hiring funds from the .4%
minimum method (method l). These states are Alaska, Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Montana,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming. These ten states
would receive a total of $321,820,000 to help pay to hire 4,291 new officers. The
percentage increase in officers within each state would range from a low of 21.3% in
Idaho to a high of 50.5% in Vermont.
The remaining 40 states would receive greater allocations from the equal percentage
increases method (method 2). These states would receive a total of $7,723,680,000 to
help pay to hire 102,982 new officers. Each state would receive an allocation that
would provide an increase in officers equal to the nationwide average increase of
19.4%. (This is slightly less than the actual average of 19.7% because ten states
received larger percentage increases based on the .4% minimum method.) While the
percentage increases in officers among these 40 states would be equal, the actual
grant allocations would vary from a low of $32,769,385 to help pay for 437 new
officers in Rhode Island, to a high of $878,974,266 to help pay for 11,720 new
officers in California.
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SOURCE: Data on the number of local law enforcement agencies and sworn officers is from
the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Crime in the United States 1992; Uniform
Crime Reports. Table 77, pp. 295-296.

CO

00
O •

NOTE; THE TOTAL NUMBERS OF OFFICERS MIRED AND ALLOCATIONS OF POLICE HIRING
EXPENDITURES PER STATE ARE ESTIMATES FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY.
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Background on the Crime Bill Policing Title:
The Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act

The Crime Bill is the primary vehicle, for implementing the President’s plan
to help put up to 100,000 additional officers oh the streets to better prevent
and control crime. [Approximately 2000 officers will be hired as a result of
the $150 million Police Hiring Supplement.]

Attached is a chart showing how utilizing the House bill allocation criteria and
funding limitations and the Senate bill authorization level of $8,995 billion will
can reach the 100,000 officer goal. [The chart is for internal discussion
purposes only and should not be distributed.]

Under this initiative, much like the Police Hiring Supplement, we will be
paying up to a total of $75,000 in multi-year grants toward the salary and
benefits of each officer hired or rehired. (Most grant awards will spread the
$75,000 maximum per officer over three years.)

The cost of starting salary and benefits varies among jurisdictions but the
national average is approximately $42,000 per year. Therefore, the crime bill
program will pay between 40-75% of communities’ actual salary and benefits
expenses for hires or rehires over three years. We anticipate the average
federal share being between 50-60%. [Both the House and Senate bills
include a minimum matching requirement of 25% over the life of the grant and
a preference is given to those exceeding the minimal match.]

You will have the authority to waive the $75,000 cap and/or the 25%
minimum matching requirement, so you will have the flexibility to pay 100%
of the salary and benefit expenses in cases that warrant it. Obviously if we pay
more than an average of 50-60% of the costs we will not be able to meet the
100,000 cops goal.

Of course, we could waive the matching requirement, raise the per officer cap
and/or extend the term of grants beyond three years, if we are willing to
forego the portion of crime bill policing funds not restricted to hiring or
rehiring, but available for specif projects, overtime and other purposes. As
the attached chart indicates we have ^ready assumed that approximately $500
million of the "other purposes" funds will be required to reach the 100,000
goal (e.g., @98,000 crime bill hires + @2000 police hiring supplement hires.)
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SI HCXJSE BILL ALLOCATIOW CHlTtRIA ANO SENATE FUNDIRG AMOUWf <3 $75,000 per officer)

Specific Assunprions;
(O 5.6,095,500,000 = fiemaining Authorization ($6,995 Billion - 5X for lech. Asst. - 5X (or Slate Admin.)
(2) $3,440,567,500 = 50 X designated for Jurisdictions above 100,000 population ".BS miniraum (or hi ring/rehiring police
(3) $3,440,567,500 = 50 X designated (or jurisdictions belou 100,000 population ».85 minitmin (or hi ring/rehiring police
(4) $1,214,325,000 = designated (or "other purposes," uhich we assume INCLUDES $500,000,000 for hlring/rehiring police

(to be allocated among large end small jurisdictions equally at $250,000,000 each)

File: CBlOOKpo.UKI 
Date: 3/30/94

Population County local lolal Population Percent o( fomjla Avg. Grant |Avg.. Sworn Officers Total Incr. in Percent

Category Sheriffs P.O.s Juris. <Local PDs only) Pop. Group Distribution Amount 1 Officers Per Grant Officers Officers Increase

1,000,000 14 41 32,448,359 36.8X $1,357,181,417 $33,101,986 1 5,341 441.4 102.687 18,096 I7.6X

or more 27 1 1,052

999.999 to 29 91 20,118,977 22.ex $841,494,071 $9,247,188 1 1,254 123.3 58,394 11,220 19.2X

s 500,000 62 1 356

o1

499,999 to 42 134 15,118,367 17.1X 1632,339,119 $4,716,949 1 742 62.9 49,229 8,431 17.1X
Q 250,000 92 1 199

249,999 to 137 407 20,551,217 23.3X $859,572,893 $2,111,973 1 273 26.2 62,385 11,461 18.4X

100,000 270 1 93

o>
Large Subtotal 451 222 673 88,236,920 100.0X $3,690,587,500 $5,483,785 | 405 73.1 272,895 49,208 18.0X

oCD
CO 99,999 to 1 344 716 23,653,956 23.2X

b ^ M M AM A AAAAA A A AA^

$655,027,717
----------------------------------- 1---------

$1,190,6^6 1 118 15.9 58,649 11,400 19.4X

■A

50,000 374 1 48
■iv

o 49,999 to 702 1,296 24,410,886 23.9X $662,388,727 $680,655 1 58 9.1 53,733 11,765 21.9X
CM

P 25,000 594 1 23

24,999 to 1,672 2,627 26,461,184 25.9X $956,501,557 $364,104 1 29 4.9 59,612 12,753 21.4X
06
ro

10,000 955 1 13

06
rH 9,999 and 9,348 10,067 27,572,412 27.0X $996,669,499 $99,004 1 10 1.3 59,529 13,289 22.3X

Under 719 1 6

06

o • o
Small Subtotal 2,642 12,066 14,708 102,098,438 10D.OX $3,690,587,500 1250,924 1 16 3.3 231,523 49,208 21.3X

AAAAAAA

«-6
O Grand lolal | 3,093 12,288 15,381 190,335,358 10OX $7,381,175,000 1479,889 1 33 6.4 504,418 98,416 19.5X
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iS> COMMON ASSUMPTIONS FOR HOUSE BILL ALLOCATION CRITERIA

AND SENATE FUNDING AMOUNT % $75,000 PER OFFICER

(1) ALL JURISDICTIONS ELIGIBLE to receive crime bill funding for hiring/rehiring police
officers WILL BE FUNDED. This includes 12,288 local police departments and 3,093
county sheriffs’ departments, for a total of 15,381 jurisdictions that will receive
awards.
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(2) Senate bill funding amount equals $8,995 billion, of which $6,881 billion p6.5
percent) is allocated for hiring/rehiring sworn police officers. The remaining
funding amount is allocated for other purposes, including the following:

(a) 5 percent ($450 million) for technical assistance and training;
(b) 5 percent ($450 million) for administration; and
(c) 13.5 percent ($1,214 billion) for ’’other purposes" which "may" include

hiring/rehiring sworn police officers. (Of this $1,214 billion, we assume that
$500 million will be used for hirina/rehirina sworn police officers in addition
to the $6,881 billion expressly allocated for hiring/rehiring police.)

(3) The actual amounts of crime bill funding estimated for each population category (see
formula distribution column) is equal to the percentage of population within that
category out of the total population for its group (i.e., above 150,000 group or
below 150,000 group).

(4) The average grant amount is equal to the formula distribution divided by the number
of total jurisdictions in the population category.

(5) The average number of sworn officers per grant is equal to the average grant amount
divided by $75,000 per officer.

(6) The average number of sworn officers for local police departments are shown in the
first row of data within each population category. Comparable data for county
sheriffs' departments are shown in the second row within each population category.

(7) The total officers within each population category, the subtotal for each population
group (i.e., above 150,000 group and below 150,000 group), and the percent increase
in sworn officers are cumulative numbers for both local police and county sheriffs’
departments.
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(8) Additional assumptions that are specific to each scenario are listed as "Specific 
Assumptions^* at the top of each scenario.
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(1) Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) data from the 1990 Law Enforcement Management and 
Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) reports for local police and sheriffs* departments, 
(See BJS Bulletins, A LEMAS Report: State and Local Police Departments, 1990” and "A
LEMAS report: Sheriffs' Departments 1990.")

NOTES

(1) Because the Senate bill divides the large and small jurisdiction groups at 150,000 
population (instead of at 100,000 as LEMAS does), BJS retabulated the LEMAS data to 
provide estimates for the number of departments, population, total sworn officers, 
and average sworn officers above and below 150,000. BJS also retabulated the LEMAS 
data to provide comparable information for jurisdictions above and below 200,000 
population for the estimates used in Alternative Four.

(2) "Local police departments" include both municipal and county police departments.

(3) The LEMAS population estimates include jurisdictions covered by local police 
departments only. (Populations for jurisdictions covered by sheriffs' departments 
are excluded.)
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PftMMTTTBB ftBPQRT FOR H.ft. 3S55! COMMUNITY 
PQI.TgIMC? ^COPS OM THE BEAT^

SUMMARY AND PURPOSE
The purpose of H.R. 3355 is to encourage the use of conanunity

policing through assistance to States and local governments to
increase by up to so,ooo additional police officers the number of
officers walking our nation's police beats over the next six years,
as well as to facilitate non-hiring community policing objectives.
A key element of President Clinton's anti-crime program, H.R. 3355
provides S3.4S billion in grants to States and local governments
for use in hiring officers to engage in implementing community
policing.

BACKGROUND

The newest development in law enforcement techniques is also
one of the oldest— police officers walking a beat become familiar
with the strengths and problems of the f>eighborhoods they protect,
preventing crime with their presence and involvement rather than
simply responding to crimes after the fact.

Decades ago, community policing was the norm. With the
technological advances of roving, radio-based patrol ears and 911
systems, the links between the police and the community
deteriorated. Police officers are no longer able to anticipate and
prevent crime by use of community-oriented, problem solving
techniques. Instead, they are forced to speed from one crime scene
to another, taking reports long after the offender has gone. o
much time is spent filing forms and not enough time is spent on the
streets preventing and fighting crime-

The rate of violent crime in the United States has doubled in
the past two decades. In 1970, according to the Uniform Crime
Reports compiled by tne Federal Bureau of investigation,
every 275 Americans was the victim of a violent crime. By 1992,
one in every 132 Americans was victimized. Significantly, these
figures include only crimes reported to the police, with the actual
number of violent crimes believed to be much higher.

The Committee notes that this ever-increasing violence has
caused a steady and corrosive deterioration in the quality of life
across the Nation — in our neighborhoods, small towns,
suburbs, and rural areas. public attitude surveys
report that fear of violence imposes pervasive and severereltrictions on Americans' daily activities. The is
particularly harsh in poorer communities, ^
literally bping destroyed by violence, while fear of crime iinj ne^ghbo« and businesses from participating in the rebuilding
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of conmunities.
Ii\ recent, years, some police departments have pioneered a

^return to preventive community policing techniques. These efforts
strengthen the relationship between the police and the people they
serve, fostering trust and increasing accountability.

At a nearing on October 21, 1993, held before the Subcommittee
on Crime and Criminal Justice on selected aspects of H.R. 3^1,
which included the program for support of community policing,
Deputy Attorney General Philip B. Heymann testified that the cops- 
on-the-beat program in H.R. 3131 was "the cornerstone of the
President's plan to put more police on the street-" The Deputy
Attorney General testified:

’•Basically, community policing involves compn;txitY epqaq^mgnt
and problem solving. These two component parts are integrally
linked and ideally should exist in tandem in a department
doing community policing< community engagement just for the
sake of improving the police relationship to the community is
community relations, not much more- Also, a problem-oriented
approach that does not focus on the crime and disorder
problems that communities care about risks misdirecting scarce
police resources and undermines police accountability to the
public. Police departments which only rely on co^unity
engagement limit their effectiveness in tackling crime and
disorder problems. . .
"Community policing may also require police agencies to change
how they recruit, train, deploy, supervise, evaluate,
transfer, and promote personnel. Under community policing,
officers will be analyzing crime and disorder problems,
working with the community on a search for alternative
solutions, implementing solutions, and evaluating their
effectiveness in between responding to calls for police
service. - .
"In sum, community policing is all about tailoring solutions,
based on thoughtful, in-depth analysis, to unique neighborhood
crime and disorder problems — not applying generic models
from other communities and overlaying them to the problems of
another community. Enactment of [this program] will go a long
way towards implementing effective community policing and
crime prevention throughout America's many diverse
neighborhoods."
Despite the achievements and benefits of community policing,

many rtnanciaUy strapped police departments ”
implement it. Community policing requires approaches and training
different from those practiced by most police
developing these initiatives requires more investment than many
localities have available.

The Committee believes community policing is an integral part
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coiMRuni-ty policing programs.

rRTEP EXPIANATTQK of H.R. 33,£5.
H.R. 3355 is designed to assist States and local governments

seeking to Hire new officers for co^unity “
implement community policing programs. It authorizes $200 
in^fiecal year 1994 and $650 million in fiscal years 1995 through
1999 for grants to States and localities for these purposes.

Eighty-five percent of the grant funds are earmarked for
hiring and training police officers to be deployed
policing programs; the remaining 15 percent is be avail^le for
training, community-relations, and other costs associated wi
implementation of community policing.

Each gualifying State, together with grantees within the
State, is entitled to 0.25 percent of the total amount
for this grant program. Beyond that, grants will be dis-kributed
based on criteria established by the Attorney General or
established under this bill.

The bill earmarks 60 percent of the grants for local
governments with a population of 100,000 or i-== who apply through
the States. The remaining 40 percent of grant funds
for local governments exceeding 100,000 in population and applying
directly to the Attorney General.

H.R. 3355 also requires that grant funds
funding, and that grant recipients will be
least 25 percent of any activity for which grants are awarded. The
bill further provides that the Federal share of the funding tor any
multi-year police hiring grant shall decrease over time, so that?he State L locality will eventually be able to continue the
activity without Federal support.

The bill further provides that the Federal share
funding for any activity funded over a multi-year
decrease over time, so that the state or locality will Y
be able to continue the activity without Federal support when the
grant program expires after six years.

lD2d congress
Extensive study of this grant progran ‘’•9*"

Conaress On July 10, 1991, the Subcommittee on crime and CriminalSuSinf hew a "bearing on co.muMr.y policing Based UPon the
testimony at this hearing, and upon other evidence amassed by tne
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Subcoraiitt.e, a program to support pommunity
included in a comprehensive anti-crime bill, H.R. 3371. That

the Crime Conference Report prior to adjournment of the I02d
Congress sine die.

103d Congress
H.R. 3131, the Violent Crime Control »d Law Enforcement Act

of 1993, included an expanded community policing program developed
in close consultation with the Clinton Administration. The program
cubQcguently was introduced separately as H.R. 3355.

committee Action
On October 26, 1993, Chairman Brooks and Representative

schumer introduced the community Policing grant program as a
separate bill, H.R. 3355. On October 28, 1993, the CommUree on
the Judiciary met to consider H.R. 3354. Three amendments were
adopted to the bill.

An amendment offered by Rep. Reed and adopted by voice vote
directs the states to order, according to criteria Attorney General, the local government grant applications submitted
through the States. This amendment was adopted by voice vote.

An amendment offered by Rep. Becerra provided that police
departments receiving funding from thiR program “'^st make efforts
to ensure that woman and minorities are given toicl
recruited as police officers. This amendment was adopted by voice
vote.

An amendment offered by Mr. Schumer clarified that
intended Cor the purpose of hiring additional officers can 
for training those officers and for paying the salaries of police
cadets during the period when they are still in training 
not yet begun active duty. This amendment was adopted by oice
vote.

A reporting quorum being present, the Committee by a roll call
vote of 34-1 agreed to motions to approve H.R. 3355 ®^ amended and
to report it to the House with a recommendation that By unanimous consent, H.R. 3355 was favorably reported an amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

gF.rTTON-BY-SECTlON AHALVSI5,

SFrTTOW 3 01 -- COMMUNITY POLICING; ^OR THE BEAT^

Thl* cction adds a naw part 0 - Public Saf.ty PollclnSi 'COPS on the Beat- - to the oonibus Crime Control and
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safe Streets Act of 1968.

increase the overall number of police officers engaged in community
policing. The sections in the new part are as follows!

gaffi-inn 1701 — AuthorlTiv to maKc grants and to provide
t«»ght\ieal assistance. Subsection (a) of this section authorizes
the Attorney General to make grants to states and local
governments, and to other public and private entities. The
purposes of the grants would be to increase police presence, to
enhance police-community cooperation in addressing crime and
disorder, and otherwise to enhance public safety.

subsection (b) of section 170l identifies two specific funding
objectives that directly increase police resources — hiring and
training new, additional career law enforcement officers (including
cadets and trainees) for deployment in community-oriented policing,
and rehiring officers who have been laid off for budgetary reasons
for deployment in community-oriented policing. At least 85 percent
of the grant money available under the title must be utilized for
these purposes.

In establishing funding levels and selection criteria for
these grants, the Attorney General is expected into accost
local needs, costs, and other factors. It is contemplated by the
committee that the Attorney General will consider a wide range of
relevant oriteria, including -- amongof areas with high crime rates, low officer to population ratios,
understaffing of law enforcement agencies in relation to the size
of the geographic areas they are responsible for, high unemploymentMfl . Jno»lc dUloction rates that say contribots to increased
crime problems, and other relevant trends.

SUbeeetion (c) of section 1701 sets out funding objectives of
the remaining 15 percent of grant funds- These includa increasing
the number of officers involved in community policing or comparabl
crime control and prevention functions through redeployment,
support of training for skills pertinent to police-eoamunityintLaction; increased police participation in
early intervention teams; new technologies
increased emphasis on crime prevention;
permitting community members to assist police in crime prevention,
reducing the time police must be awey from the community while
awaiting court appearances; innovative crime control
programs involving police and young ofadministrative and managerial systems to facilitate the adoption of
community policing as an organization-wide
better address the comprehensive needs of :coordination of community policing with other existing Federal
programe serving that community.

The Committee notes that, in appropriate circumstances, the
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SS.mediation, problem solving, service, and other slcilIs needed to
work in partnership with members of the community. This could
include provision of such specialized training on an overtime
basis, so »s to avoid disruption of normal work routines.
take advantage of training opportunities that are scheduled during
off-hours.

subsection (d) provides that preferential consideration may be
given to applications for grants for police h^ing terceS
that involve a non-Federal contribution exceeding 25 percent.

Subsection (e) of section 1701 authorizes the Attorney General
to provide technical assistance to States
and other public and private entities, in
purposes of this grant program, m addition to fof authority to provide technical assistance, two specific types of
appropriate technical assistance are identified.

First, paragraph (2) states that the technical assistance
under subsection (e) may include the development ®
model defining community or problem-oriented
related strategies and methodologies for implementation, it
is contemplated that the Attorney ”®’^^t«1na^iustice
appropriate experts in public safety and the criminal justice
system in developing such a model.

second, paragraph (3) states that the technical
afisistance may include establishing or making arrangements for
the operation of training centers or facilities. The
Junctions of these centers or Jaeilities
training police executives, managers, ° e,
supervisors concerning community orand improvements in police-community interaction that furt
the purposes of this grant program.
Subsection (f) of section 1701 states that the Attorney

General may utilize any office or service of the Department of
Justice in carrying out this new grant program.

subsection (g) of section 1701 entitles 
toaether with grantees within the state, to a minimum of at least0 fr ceri^Lnt ?f «ie grant funding available under pis grant
prolra^ ?n elch f isc!l ^year. -QuaiiVing f ^'In'ShtSX
State which has submitted an application for a grant, neet*^
an eligible entity has submitted such an application, that meets"e re^ire-ents prescribed by the ettorney Oenerel and the
conditions set out in the grant program.

Subsection (h) of section 1701 specifies the f!
requirement for the grant program, a non Federal con n
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at least 25 percent would be required, subject to possible waiver 

by the Attorney General.
Even in the absence of a waiver, in certain circumstances the 

general 25 percent match requirement would not necessarily

the Federal contribution could Avceed 75 percent in the first year, 
but be progressively lower in subsequent years of the grant, 
producing a net Federal contribution over the life of the grant 

Which is below 75 percent.
In relation to multi-year grants for hiring and rehiring 

career law enforcement officers, subsection (h) explicitly requires 
a sliding-scale approach. For example, the duration of a grant of ty?; b. »t thr« years, with a i?”
to hiring costs ot 75 percent in the first y«r< 
second year, and 25 percent in the third and final 
Applicants for hiring and rehiring grants be required to
propose a plan for the eventual assumption by the grantee of the 
full cost of increased hires following a limited period of Federal assistance. Specifically, proposed section 1702(c)(8)(A) requires 

applicants for such grants to provide "plans for
the grantee of a progressively larger share of the oost in the course of time, looking towards the continuation of ®f
hiring level using State or local sources of funding following the 

conclusion of Federal support."
Subsection (i) of section 1701 cross-references a later 

provision governing the allocation of available funding under 
title for different purposes and classes of grantees.

Subsection (j) of section i?01 terminates the authority to 
make grants for hiring or rehiring additional 
enforcement officers after oix years, with a report prior to that 
termination from the Attorney General concerning the experience 
with and effects such grants have had.

s«»r,r,ton 1707 — Applications for—grapt-s• - This section
provides for the submission of applications for grants to the
Attorney General. Applications .^tailed
specified information, including a long-term strategy and detailed
iSpleraentation plan reflecting consultation with 

and appropriate public and private agencies;specif^ic public safety need; demonstration of need for Federal 
assistance; information concerning coordination with ®ther 
governmental and community efforts and community support and
involvement; and. plans for obtaining thecontinuing the proposed program or activity following the
conclusion of Federal support.

For grant applications for hiring or rehiring additional 
career law enforcement officers, the applications 
plans for assumption of a progressively larger share of the o
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over time, looking towards the continuation of
level with State of local sources of funding; assess .
the increase in community policing resoaroes on
the criminal justice system; explain how the grant will be

funds are sought is less than in the general population qualified
for such employment in such jurisdiction.

Sftntipn l7n-< — Alternative application routes for Slagses of
pnt-enttal grantees. This section establishes alternative
application routes for certain applicants.

Subsections (a) and (b) provide that ^Stlte
to submit their applications in the administerinooffice that is responsible for applying for and administering
formula grant funding under the Byrne T. basis
office would review the applications, prioritize th^ «rant
of their likelihood of achieving the purposes of
program, make any recommendations for givingparticular applications, and forward the applications to the
!?toiney Lneral. Section 102 of the bill allocates 60 percent of
the grant funding for grants pursuantsubsection (together with grants pursuant to applications under
subsection (d), discussed below).

subsection (c) allows municipalities whose population exceeds
100,000 to submit applications directly to the toThe purpose of this option is to enable larger municipalities to
deal directly with the Federal government in making applications- tioids the potential delay involved in routing applications 

through a central State office, and in receiving
likely to be passed through the central State Stateiunicioalities or other grantees under a centralized State
application process. Section 102 of the bill allocates 40 percent
of^the grant ^funding for grants pursuant to applications under
subsection.

subsection (d) allows applicants in a State to
applications directly to the Attorney General fn
not to carry out the centralized application process described
subsection (b).

g^rtion 1704 -- Renewal of grants. This section limits themaximL deration of grants (me^tn^^diLioni^TlTr^Vll^
except that grants for hirinc and additional «reer^ia
enforcement officers could be made for up to six years i y
renewals).

fieetion 1705 — Limit?iti on?^ or| ysg of .states thargrants to State and local governments are to be used to
Supplement, and not to supplant, State and local fund-. It also
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states that no more than 5 percent of available funds nay be used

forfeiture program to cover the non-Fedcral portion of programs 

funded under the title.
A further limitation under section 1705 is that the amount 

provided for hiring or rehlrlng a particular career law enforcement 
officer could not exceed $75,000. unless the J
oranted a waiver. This sets a presumptive limit on fundir^ of 
hiring costs per officer, while providing flexibility to adpust the 
amount to achieve equitable effects among areas with different 
costs. In an area with low hiring costs the amount provided might 
be substantially below the $75.0000 ceiling, while the Attorney 
General may grant a waiver to provide in excess of $75,000 in an 
area with unusually high hiring costs.

Seetien 1706 — Performance evaluatio.rLS. This section states 
that each funded program must include an evaluation component, 
including outcome measures, developed pursuant to guidelines 
establlehed by the Attorney General, that, can be used to determine 
the effectiveness of the funded programs, project, activities, as 
well as a description of the geographic dispersion, and facial, 
etnnic, and gender diversity of rehired andmeasures may include crime and victimization indicators, quality of 
life measures, community perceptions, and police perceptions 
their own work. Further, the performance or each grant recipient 
is to be reviewed periodically by the Attorney General.

Section 1707 — Revocation or suspension gf funding. This

o? \nraSrin‘‘'-botr:rr?substantial compliance with the terms and requirements of the grant 

application.
Section t7qh — Access to documents. For purposes of audits 

and examinations, this section gives theGeneral Accounting office access to any ®roi^ts
papers, and records of all persons or entities involved in project
funded under this grant program.

1709 __RMulations. This section authorizes theAttorgg^GeSerVl to preJiiitiTTguUtiohs and guidelines to carry 

out title I.
1710 — nafinltion. This section

enforcement officer*' as a person hired on a permanent basis who is aS?ho?i«S by law or by a state or local public .agency engage in 
or supervise the prevention. detection, or investigation of 
violations of criminal laws.
Subsection (b) of section loi makes a technical amendment to the 

cont?^ ard s.fe str.sts Act which adds a table of 

sections for the new part created in this grant progr .
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gortiion — AUTHORIZATION QF APPROPRTATXQWS
of th« bill authorizBs for appropriation $200

lor“ viA «nd $«60 .illion for oach of FYISSS through 99.

Of the funds authorized and ®/ion
can ba used for technical assistance pureuant ?I5I7IT il tne pAposal or for .valuations or studies carried cut

=:H‘EHS:ssSr:bS »“i=iMlKi.. ™d.r section 1709(c).. At least 85 percent of
toe ISnIiSI to grant... nust be used for to. P^P®”® 'P=V toe
seltion 1701(b) , which directly increase police resources. toe
riStoto, is% »ay u. applied i" furtherance of the purpeo of this

grant prograjn.
gOMMITTEF OVERSIGHT FINDIMGS

In compliance with clause 2(1) (3) (Ai 
of the House of Representatives, the committee re]^r .findings and recoimendatlons of the cocnitto^^ ^.TlfSoSe
:?^:p^.«nt“l?“ell «e" In'cJJpJrlled in toe descriptive portions of

this report.

r»f>MMTTTgg QW fyiVP.'RWMEW'r QpFPATTQMS QVERSICTT FIHPXyOS

Ko findings or reconn.ndations of the co.mi«ee on^vernnent
nnaratlons were received as referred to in Clause *
rule XT of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

Ifrw BTinGET MITHORITV AND TA^ PYUTP^pjTURES

Clause 2(1) (3) (B) of House Rule XI is l"»PPll“|>J:* ‘51®“”
this uglsletion d«i not provide n.w budgetary authority or

increased tax expenditure.

gftWCPF.SifilOWaT. BUDGET OFfTf^>: COST ESTXMj^TE
In =oepli«»=. Vito clause ”‘\*t\%%Jto,*S4to

Of the House of '^3^55 the following estimate and
respect to the ‘ Director of the Congressional Budget
S^SSeJ'lS^^olTf ?ir«toressional Budget Act of 197.=

(Insert C80 estimate]



11/01/93 20:10 0202 514 8639 DOJ-OPD
11-01-93 05:45PM FROM HOUSE JUDICIARY CMTE TO 95148639 rur^

@012

|MVTATIQNAPV impact ST&I^jEMT

Pursuant to clause 2{l)W of rule of the Mies of the 

the national economy.
r^uf,«r-pg TW EXISTING LAW MAOK BV ThE BTT,T,, AS REPP.SI£D 

[IIISERT HATERIAXi from LEO COUNSEL]



100,000 Police Oftlcers/Cornmnnity Policing

♦ We need a stronger police presence, not just to enforce the law and
cntch crimi^s but to prevent crime. We must "foitily the thin blue line* In
manner designed to have truly lasting impact on crime and disorder in our
nation. The AdminisintUon's Policing initiative will help more police
dej^ents ft^e truly effective partnerships with their communities to control
and prevent enme.

♦ Community policing is a strategy which combines increased police
presence with the development of partnerships with communities to create
safer neighborhoods. Correctly implemented community policing not only
reduces crime but also improves the quality of life for residents. Therefore,
the availability of new federal poUcing resources will be linked to need and
communities’ commitment to actively building pubUc safety partnerships with
the public and private agencies to address the underlying conditions related to
crime and disorder.

♦ The Crime Bill Policing and PubHc Safety Initiative to put 100,000
additional officers on the streets engaged in community policing will provide
assistance to states and louiliiies to;

► Hire, rehiie, and redeploy police officers to implement community-oriented
policing as part of locally-designed public safety programs;

► Assist communities and police departments in developing integrated, proactive,
and comprehensive crime prevention programs; and

► Enhance technical assistance and training to ensure police officers and law
enforcement agencies have the necessary community and problem solving
oriented skills to meet the challenges they fecc.

♦ Hghty-five percent of the funds awarded under the Crime Bill Policing
and Public Safety Initiative will be used to hire, rehire, and redeploy police
officers; fifteen percent will be used for crime prevention programs, training
and related activities. Multi-year grants to hire, rehire, and redeploy police
officers may be made for up to five-years. Federal assistance will decrease
over this period as localities assume a larger role. Localities will have
significant flexibiUty in mei^ing the requirements of the initiative. Localities
will also be able to submit joint grant applications to the Department.



♦ We have already made a downpayment on the promise of 100,000 new 
offtceia with the first two rounds of grant awards under the Police Hiring 
Supplement. This program is designed to increase the number of sworn law 
enforcement officers serving areas where they are needed the most, to improve 
the long-term ability of law enforcement to engage in community policing and 
ultimately to improve public safely. Under the first two rounds ^ lliis 
program, we have awarded $76 million to 108 jurisdictions to help pay for the 
hire or rehiie of 1,022 additional law enforcement officers. We will soon
announce the awards under the third and final nmind.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Community Policing Grants Crime Bill Working Groups

FROM:

SUBJECT: Recommendations for Addressing Major Crime Bill Issues

T^fHi;;kgrQund

grantfS ““rlng^lidSeSut^'lln^rto^cSSnlty

^ - wnT esrinlinary crime prevent ion/intervent ion
teams, and other purposes
ni.r.i.no orani. luiium uy ooou-i-u.

DOLu ^ ^
. ^_______ — ornaTlor

^ -Cc

coiiuiiua ities j.. c.. / V.150,000 or larger and 60» to those less than ^50,000 while the
House allocates 50% each to communities above '
guarantee a minimum aggregate award amount to qualifying States

,?4'JeSS'te'^now 1IS1 io|;4r annumJer

requirement and decrease in the federal share ^
the grant. (Please see Attachment A for a more 5®^®^^®*^*
comparison and Attachment B for allocation spreadsheets.)

It should be noted that both bills/ for the most part, are
substantially consistent with the Administration s ^f^^uage.
Many of the issues discussed below therefore, reflect s?eL?ng from our experience with the Police Hiring Supplement or
otherwise recently identified problems and would requ
amendment of the Administration's own core ;^.™®®
concerns are politically sensitive and should be treated
accordingly.
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Stabemepi- f>f Maior Issues
Our working group recoininends that any changes in the

Policing and Public Safety program must be considered in the
light of three objectives: (1) expanding and enhancing community
policing, (2) being responsive to pressing needs, particularly 
Violent crime, and (3) flexibility necessary to being manageable
at the federal level.

ISSUE HOW TIED TO COMMUNITY POLICING MUST THE POLICING TITLE
EXPENDITURES BE?

Statement of the Issue:
Must all the expenditures, including the 15% discretionary
residual controlled by the Attorney General, be pledged to
furthering community policing objectives?

No change is recommended.

Analysis:
Both the general purposes of the title and the activities
designated for the 15% discretionary funding by the Attorney
General are closely linked to community-oriented policing.
Expenditures to target other concerns (e.g., a co^unity
plagued by high crime rates, but unwilling to implement a 
viable community policing program) would not qualify under
the language of the current versions.

ISSUE #2 HOW SHOULD THE POLICING TITLE MONIES BE ALLOCATED?

Statement of the Issue:
Which jurisdictions should receive the bulk of the 
resources? Should we propose or endorse any set asides to
meet this objective, or reject such proposals for fear of
multiple set-asides by Congressional authorizers, which will
liTTiit thp Rttornev General's flexibility, our ultimate aim?

As approved by the Senate, jurisdictions with less than
150,000 residents would receive 60% of the hiring/rehiring
and other purposes grants as provided in 1703(a)&(d). The
House version splits the resources evenly between localities
above and below 100,000. The Minimum Amounts provision of
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the Senate Bill (1701(h)') prescribes thatreceive a minimum of .6 percent (or .006 billion

T•^ Wr\ii!co Hill, jiice the
l<s ^

receive a minimum of .25 percent.

Options and Recommendations;
(1) Support the Senate Version;
(2) Support the House version;
(3) Endorse reversal of the 60%-40% split in the Senate Billr

which would give the jurisdictions with populations over
150,000 a substantially larger piece of the monies; or

(4) Consider any set asides that meet our three objectives: (1)
expand and enhance community policing, (2) be responsive to
pressing needs, and (3) be manageable at the federal level.

(5) Publicly support the core Administration bill but work
quietly with the White House and Congressional leadership to
achieve a compromise embodying as close to (3) and (4) as
possible, including elimination of any link between
jurisdictional size and award of the 15% other purposes
r , ,,,

Analysis:
Because the White House correctly wants to increase the
share of the policing title resources to high crime urban
jurisdictions, neither option 1, nor option 2 is optimal. 
Both fail to meet the "pressing needs" objective. According
to 1992 FBI data, two-thirds of all violent crimes occur in
jurisdictions over 100,000. Moreover, we should keep the
"minimum amounts" provision, as low as possible, opposing
the Senate 0.6% level. It is somewhat difficult to imagine
how Wyoming could use nearly $54 million in policing monies
proposed by the Senate bill.^ On the other hand, it may be
prudent to consider caps for the largest jurisdictions to

'"Each qualifying State, together with grantees within the
State, shall receive in each fiscal year pursuant to subsecpon (a) 
not less than 0.6 percent of the total amount appropriated in the
fiscal year for grants pursuant to that subsection."

^For small states, oerhaps there will be no need to a

demand. In
amouiiL to lit ^
to community policing

facL, one possioiliLy
^ j---- O u.. ♦ ^ TT> M 1 c K = r
0^4. WJ ---------------- -

DC lor wi.e yGcj: diiLeeu
on ■ and not be tied
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help ensure a more equitable distribution of funds within 
this group.
Set asides present a slippery slope, because support for 
them causes us to deviate from our long-standing priority to 
maximize flexibility for the Attorney General. However, if 
the conferees are otherwise positively disposed to the 60-40 
split, only 36% is guaranteed to urban areas. This is not 
an optimal outcome and might cause us to support a narrowly 
crafted set-aside, especially one that does not violate

One such possibility is the President's Empowerment Zones 
and Enterprise Communities initiative. By aligning policing 
resources with the tax credits and Title XX grants available 
to EZ/ECs, the community policing dollars would fit nicely 
with a broader comprehensive strategy. In order to apply 
for this competitive program, localities must address public 
safety plans, including community policing. This approach 
should maximize the flow of resources to urban centers 
because more than two-thirds of the EZ/ECs will be cities.

Recommendation:
Option 5, work with the White House and Congressional 
leadership to achieve a compromise embodying as close to (3) 
and (4) as possible. Propose that jurisdictions with more 
than 150,000 citizens receive 60% of the grant money for new 
hires and rehires. Reject the House version which would 
provide even more resources for non-urban areas. Consider 
narrowly crafted set-asides for urban areas if currently 
formulas soandout formulas hold in conference. Increase the

ISSUE #3 HOW SHOULD THE PROGRAM BE DESIGNED?

Statement of the Issue:
An optimal distribution of resources requires balance 
between efficiency and control. A formula program, with 
considerable state control over assessment of applications 
and grantmaking, would simplify the distribution of funds 
but might complicate oversight of the process and ultimate 
outcomes.

Senate/House Versions:
The Senate version requires localities with more than 
150,000 residents to apply to the Department of Justice 
directly. The House version requires communities of more 
than 100,000 to do the same. With some 700 cities populated
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by more than 100,000, this would be a substantial, but
manageable, burden for the Department of Justice.
Both the Senate and House bills reserve an evaluation role
for state administrative offices (SAOs) for localities below
the population threshold (150,000 in the Senate bill/100,000
in the House bill). SAOs are required to submit both their
rankings and the jurisdictions' applications to DOJ.

Options/Recommendations:

Options:
• Competitive Processes in the States for Smaller

.Tiiri fid lotions. Using the same program guidelines as OJP
imposes on large jurisdictions, SAOs would be required to
conduct competitive reviews and make awards. Although DOJ
would oversee the process, it would have no role in the
rj ~ ^ 0-r i p for sTnslIer I'jrisdictl on s . Th i s
option a.Liows lo cuhlioj. -lie L>C O i. I A-/ C. X « .

. h-red on
their knowledge of local circumstances, to maKe awaras.
Total Fedgrallv Run Competition. This option, modelled
after the Police Hiring Supplement process, has the benefit
of not requiring DOJ to second guess SAG rankings. In
addition, it assures a high degree of Federal control over
program priorities and management. On the other hand,
managing a program of that size and complexity from
Washington would require a substantial, and politically
undesirable, expansion of DOJ personnel.
Pure Formula. Although a population-based, pure formula
grant program is more simple to administer, it shifts
effective control over expenditures to the states. Also,
because of the variable pass through feature, it tends to
aggravate tensions between more rural-oriented state
capitals and large urban centers.
Complete Federal Discretion. This option would allow the
Department to award grants on a purely competitive basis or
in part by competition and in part by a needs based formula
or in part to the states for state run competitions among
smaller jur isdiccions or any varialioi. or
above.

coitLO 1 i 1 a L. 1 o11 of the

Recommendations:
Our best strategy is to maintain maximum flexibility for the
Attorney General in a discretionary program while trying to
(1) minimize the amount of resources available competitively
to the smallest communities, which drive up the application
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review burden and have relatively minor violent crime 
burdens, and (2) retain oversight over the SAOs rankings 
which would permit federal intervention only when necessary, 
for example when quality control reviews or other objective 
indicators suggest a particular ranking is askew.

Analysis:
With regard to the SAO rankings, the Department can neither 
"rubber stamp" nor ignore these SAO rankings. Moreover, 
when DOJ scores an applicant significantly higher or lower 
than the SAO, the prospects increase for difficult and time- 
consuming challenges. In some cases, SAO familiarity with 
the applicant will result in a better choice than a DOJ 
review; in other cases, local political considerations will 
compromise impartial rankings. Some argue that the federal 
government would need to review all applications forwarded 
by SAOs.

ISSUE #4 WHAT CAN BE FUNDED UNDER THE POLICING TITLE?

Does either the Senate or the House Version allow the 
Attorney General to fund programs or personnel for 
activities other than community-oriented policing and 
related activities?

Purposes of the Senate and House Bills include:
• Substantially increase the number of officers interacting 

with citizens; Grants to hire officers, [the Senate 
specifically includes rehires and the "Troops to Cops" 
participants] who must be deployed in community-oriented 
policing activities, (85% of grant funds are earmarked for 
police hiring/rehiring);

• Other authorized purposes for up to 15% of the grant funds 
include to:
o Provide technical assistance and training to enhance or 

implement problem-solving, interaction skills,
managerial systems, and community crime prevention 
initiatives;

0 Encourage the development of new technologies in order
to prevent crime;

0 Support multidisciplinary early intervention teams and 
innovative crime control and prevention programs;
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o The House also allows training costs for new hires to
be included.

Options and Recoiranendations:
”DFficer" defined broadly. Although the language is broad enough
to allow a liberal definition of "community-oriented police
officer", the police hiring section could not be construed to
include prosecutors.
Tho v7 o r t- 1 TTi ■= r rio ■-rn i c <r i r> l o L."'*■ OT_ Mlti U t rtllL.

funds, but probably not under the niririQ section. inis
understanding was previously reached with the agreement of
Chairman Brooks and White House DPC staff. The President's 
pledge is to add 100,000 cops to the beat. On the other hand,
the legislation outlines the purposes as, "to substantially
increase the number of law enforcement officers interacting 
directly with members of the community" and "to increase police
presence."
No prohibition aoainst Funding benefits. "Annual funding
provided for hiring or rehiring a career law enforcement officer,
may not exceed $50,000___ " This suggests a locality may be
reimbursed for both salary and benefits in some circumstances but
allows the Department substantial discretion.

Analysis:
The language should allow Police Departments to hire people

with a variety of backgrounds that are cloaked with traditional
law enforcement powers but are more actually involved in
community relations. However, these individuals must be 
employees of the Police Department, and therefore, prosecutors,
judiciary officials, etc., may not be funded under this 
legislation. Overtime might help with police presence and may be
necessary for training and special deployment purposes, but it is
not a desirable alternative to new or rehired officers.

Attachments(A) Comparison of Senate and House Version
(B) Three Parts (1) Senate (2) House (3) House Version with
Senate Authorization Level
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ATTACHMENT A

Comparison of the Senate and House Versions of the Community 
Policing/ Policinp and Public Safety Proposal:

I. The Senate Version

The Senate version of the proposal takes up most of title I 
of the Senate crime bill. The rest of title I in the Senate bill 
consists of provisions establishing the Peter Edleraan/Phil 
Heymann "Ounce of Prevention" grant programs.

The Senate has made the following major changes from the 
Administration's original version of this proposal: (1) increase 
of the minimum state allocation from 0.25% to 0.6%/ (2) mandatory 
preferential consideration "where feasible" for former military 
hires and applicants putting up matching funds exceeding 25%,
(3) a waivable $50,000 per annum cap for individual police hires 
in lieu of a waivable overall term of the grant $75,000 cap, and
(4) increase of the five-year authorization from $3.45 billion to 
$8.9 billion. The specific annual authorizations are as follows: 
FY94 — $1,035/000,000. FY95 — $1,720,000,000. FY96 — 
$2,070,000,000. FY97 — $2,270,000,000. FY98 — $1,900,000,000.

Other changes in the Senate-passed version (1) permit direct 
applications to the Attorney General by Indian tribes, provide 
that money given to tribes under the proposal will supplement 
their Interior Department funding, and require an "appropriate 
amount" of funding for the tribes, (2) provide that funding may 
be used for former military hires (particularly in areas affected 
by base closings), (3) expand one of the community policing 
funding objectives (proposed § 1701(d)(5)), and (4) increase the 
maximum aggregate duration of a police hiring grant (including 
renewals) from five years to six years.

The changes noted as items (2) and (3) do not really require 
or permit anything that was not required or permitted under the 
original proposal. However, the troops-to-cops language 
(proposed § 1701(c)) emphasizes an objective -- employment relief 
for individuals and communities affected by military downscaling 
-- that is unrelated to the purposes of the proposal. The change 
noted as item (4) increases somewhat the maximum aggregate grant 
period, but does not require that grants be continued or renewed 
for any particular amount of time.

II. The House Version

The version passed by the House in H.R. 3355 is closer to 
the Administration's original proposal. There is no increase in 
the minimum state allocation, no military hiring or defense 
conversion aspects, no change in the waivable $75,000 life of the 
grant cap for individual police hires, and no special provisions 
concerning Indian tribes. The funding authorization is $200
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million in FY1994 and $650 million in each of FY1995 through
1999, for a six year total of $3.45 billion.

However, the House bill does involve the following changes:
(1) The general legislative findings and statement of purposes
preceding the grant program provisions are deleted. (2) The
maximum aggregate duration for police hiring grants is six years
rather than five. (3) The police hiring funding objective is
revised to provide that training costs for new hires may be 
included. (4) An additional funding objective is added at the
end of the list of "community policing" objectives, which relates
to coordination of community policing programs with other
existing federal programs that serve communities. (5) State 
applications for police hiring grants would have to include a
commitment to recruitment efforts from underrepresented racial,
ethnic, and gender minority groups.’ (6) The population
threshold for "large municipalities," which could apply directly

--....... '"rom 350.GC? to

*60 split, and language is added which is intended to preclude
possible double-dipping by large municipalities which might
result if they applied both directly and through the central
state offices. (8) Program evaluations would have to include
information on geographic dispersion and racial, ethnic, and
gender diversity of rehired and new employees.

’ The Civil Rights Division believes this provision would
have the opposite effect of what its sponsors intended and is
preparing corrective language. For example, the reference to
recruitment of "gender minority groups," which would exclude
recruitment efforts for the majority gender (women).
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Authorization Categories FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 PROGRAM TOTALS Effective; % of
Authorizalion

Overall Authorizalion Levels $1,033,000,000 $1,720,000,000 $2,070,000,000 $2,270,000,000 $1,900,000,000 $8,995,000,000

<5% for Technical Assistance & 
EvaluationVStudies

$51,750,000 $86,000,000 $103,500,000 $113300,000 $95,000,000 $449,750,000

^5% for Administrative Costs of 
(he Stales

$51,750,000 $86,000,000 $103,500,000 $113300,000 $95,000,000 $449,750,000

I

Remainder to be Spent on Community 
Policinc&AG Initiatives $931,500,000 $1,548,000,000 $1363,000,000 $2,043,000,000 $1,710,000,000 $8.095300,000

i

60% of Renuinder to Municipalities 
with Populations Under 150,000, other 
public & private agencies, Indian tribes. $558,900,000 $928,800,000 $1,117,800,000 $1325300,000 $1,026,000,000 $4357300,000 5iJ%

40% of Remainder to Municipalities
$745^00,000 $817300,000 $684,000,000 $3338300,000

S!

Of (he 60% Targeted to Municipalities 
with Populations Under 130,000, other 
public & private agencies, Indian tribes. $558,900,000 $928,800,000 $1,117,800,000 $1325300,000 $1326,000,000 K857300.000

At Least 85% Must Go to Hiring/Re- 
hiring Community Policing Officers $475,065,000 $789,480,000 $950,130,000 $1,041,930,000 $872,100,000 $4,128,705,000 4,5 9%

Up to 15% is Left to the Discretion of 
the AG for 1701(d) purposes $83,835,000 $139,320,000 $167,670,000 $183370300 $153^900,000 $728395,000 3 1%

Of the 40% Targeted to Municipalities 
with Populations Over 150,000 $372,600,000 $619,200,000 $745,200,000 $817300,000 $684,000,000 $3338300,000

At Least 85% Must Go to Hiring/Re­
hiring Community Policing Officers $316,710,000 $526,320,000 $633,420,000 $694,620,000 $581,400,000 $2,752,470,000 :0 6%

Up to 15% is Left to the Discretion of 
the AG for 1701(d) purposes $55,890,000 $92,880,000 $111,780,000 $122380,000 $102,600,000 $485,730,000 5.4%
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Authorization Categorias FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 PROGRAM TOTAL-, Life'live %of
1 Aull) irization

Overall Aulhorizaiion s $200,000,000 $650,000,000 $650,000 0 $650,000,000 $650,000,000 $650,000,000 $3,450,000.00'

<5% for Technical Assisi;n ce &
EvaluaiionVStudies

$10,000,000 $32,500,000 $32,500. il $32400,000 $32,500,000 $32400.000 $I72400.00< 5.0%

<_5% for Administrative ( stsof 
the Stales

$10,000,000 $32,500,000 $32400 ' $32400,000 $32400,000 $32400,000 $172400,00 5.0%

Remainder to be Spent on Community 
PnlirifiD A. AG Initiative • $tso,000,000 $505,000,000 $$85,000 1 $585,000,000 $$BS,000,000 $585,000,000 $3,105,000,00)

50% of Remainder to Municipalities 
with Populations Under i(>' ,000, other 
public A private agencies. i idian tribes. $90,000,000 $292,500,000 $292400 : 1 $292400.000 $292400,000 $2924004100 $1452400.001 45.0%

50% of Remainder to Municipalities

with Populations Over l('- 000 $90,000,000 $292,500,000 $292400 1 $292,500,000 $292400,000 $292400.000 $1452400,01 ) 45.0%

Of the 50% Targeted to Municipalities 
with Populations Under i ■ ,000, other 
public A private agencies idian tribes. $90,000,000 $292,500,000

!
1

1

$292400 $292,500,000 $292400.000 $292400,000 $1452400.01 1

At Least 85% Must Go t<< Miring/Re- 
biring Community Policin OfTicers $76,500,000 $248,625,000 $248,625 ' $248,625,000 $248,625,000 $248,625,000 $1419.025,01 1 38.3%

Up to 15% is Left to the ? > saetionof 
the AG for 1701(d) purp< n ns $13,500,000 S43,S75,000 $43,S7.5 :<

1
1

$43,875,000

1

$43,875,000 $43,875,000 $232475,0<|| 6.8%

Of the 50% Targeted to M tnicipalilies 
with Populations Over l( ,000 $90,000,000 $292,500,000 $292401 >' $292400,000 $292400.000 $292400.000 $I452400,0< i>

At Least 85% Must Go lo :iiring/Re- 
hiring Community Policin,i Officers $76,500,000 $246,625,000 $248.Sr > $248,62S,000 $248,625,000 $248,625,000 $1419,625.0 0 38.3%

Up to 15% is Left to the Discretion of

the AG for 1701(d) purpn cs $13,500,000 $43,675,000 $43.S7- O' $43,875,000 $43,875,000 $43,875,000 $232,875,010 6.8%
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CRIME BILL SPENOOUTS/HOUSE VERSION 
WITH SENATE AUTHORIZATION LEVEL

12/20/93 OPD/Mercer 
01:38 PM

Authorization Categories

Overall Authorization Levels

^5% for Technical AssisUnce & 
Evalualions/Studics

<5% for Administrative Costs of 
the States

Remainder to be Spent on Community 
Policing A AG initiatives

50% of Remainder to Municipalities 
jwith Populations Under 100,000, other 
public & private agencies, Indian tribes.

50% of Remainder to Municipalities 
with PopulatioM_OycLl00,000_

Of the 50% Targeted to Municipaliaes 
with Populations Under 100,000, other 
public A private agencies, Indian tribes.

At Least 85% Must Go to Hiring/Re- 
biring Community Policing Officers

Up to 15% is Left to the Discretion of 
the AG for 1701(d) purposes

Of the 50% Targeted to MunidpaUaes 
with Populations Over 1TlTlIt

At Least 85% Must Go to Hiring/Re­
hiring Community Policing Officers

Up to 15% is Left to the Discretion of 
ihe AG for 1701(dl purposes

FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY1998 PROGRAM totals Eiffeciive % of

$1,035,000,000 51,720,000,000 $2,070,000,000 $2,270,000,000 $1,900,000,000

/
$8,995,000,000

^utnonzation

$51,750,000 $86,000,000 $103400,000 $113400,000 $95,000,000 $449,750,000 5.0%

$51,750,000 $86,000,000 $103400,000 $113400,000 $95,000,000 $449,750,000 5.0%

oii,flno,ooo $1,863,000,000 $2,043,000,000 $1,710,000,000 $8.095400,000

$4<5.750.000 $774,000,000 $931400,000 $1,021400,000 $855,000,000 $4,047,750,000 45.0%

$465,750,000 $774,000,000 $931400.000 ___^$l^WI400jOOO_ $855,000,000 ^$4047j7»^ 45.0%

$465,750,000 $774,000,000 $931400,000 $1,021400,000 $855,000,000 $4,047,750,000

$395,887,500 $657,900,000 $791,775,000 $868,27$,000 $726,750,000 $3.440487.500 38.3%

$69,862400 $116,100,000 $139,725,000 $153,225,000 $128,250,000 $607,162400 6.8%

$465,750,000 $774,000,0001 $931400,0001 $1,021400,0001 $855,000,000 $4,047,750,0001

$39548740«) $657,900,001]► $791,775,00e1 $86827$.00«» $726,750,0001 $3.440487.5011. 38.3%

$69,862,S0(
) 1 $116,100,001) $139,725,00(1 $153225.0011 $128250,001) $607,1624011 6.8%
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COPS ON THE BEAT - SMART MONEY
"This crime bill...does have one significant departure from the past. It is on the 
front end, the police and the police in the community. For the first time, police 
are saying we cannot do it alone. We need to do it in partnership. And you, the 
Congress, need to be part of that partnership. TTie ball is in your court...Let's get 
it done. The American people need help, the American police need help,
American mayors need help, if we are to make the cities of America once again 
liveable and again the cornerstones of progress in this country."

New York Police Commissioner Bill Bratton, testimony in support of the President's 
Policing Initiative before the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime.

Money to the front lines. The President's Cops-on-the-Beat program increases the 
amount of federal funds that go directly to help pay for the salaries of new state and 
local law enforcement by more than ten-fold. In past years, although Washington's 
law enforcement budget has jumped significantly, cities across the country — where 
practically all crimes are processed — have struggled to find the money to replace 
retiring officers and keep their police force levels up to full strength.

Less government, less crime. The Administration has proposed helping cities pay for 
100,000 new community police — not through new taxes — but by cutting the 
Federal bureaucracy by 252,000 persons. We want to shrink the bureaucracy in 
Washington and funnel the savings directly into crime fighting programs. It's a good, 
swap for the American people.

Cops on the beat, not behind desks. Police officers funded through the President's 
initiative will have to be deployed in community policing — walking the beat in 
neighborhoods to catch criminals and prevent crime. And many of the new officers 
will be in specialized patrols that target high-crime areas, schools or business districts.

Catalyst for Change. To promote the community policing philosophy nationwide, 
cities need increased resources in order to experiment with more pro-active 
deployment strategies — while maintaining other police service services (i.e., 
emergency response). Increasing the nation's police force levels by nearly 20% 
provides a golden opportunity to start making that change.

Federal-State Partnership, responsible government. The President's policing 
initiative offers cities a 5-year, $9 billion partnership to help revolutionize policing in 
America — no "freebies", no undue restrictions. It's an exercise in responsible 
government. The program says to cities: "We stand ready to help you. Work with 
your communities. Come up with a long-term plan and budget, and we'll help you 
pick-up the tab — on a declining match basis — for the next 5 years."

An already tested program. We've tested the declining match partnership through 
the $150 million Police Hiring Supplement, which provides 3-year grants to cities for 
community policing. The program has receive overwhelming and unprecedented 
support. More than 2,700 police departments applied for the 200 or so grants 
available, and only 4% have requested that the local match requirement be waived. 
Moreover, we've improved the Cops-on-the-Beat program in the Crime Bill by 
extending the grants to 5-years and allowing the money to also be used for specialized 
training, technology, community crime prevention, and other expenditures in support 
of community policing.
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PLAK IK SENATE BILL - 8YR0 AMENOHENT - 100.000 POLICE. OVER 5 YEARS 

ASSUMPTION — 75A. 50%, 40%. 25%. 10% federal match. Per-Offlcer Cost of J50.000

$50,000 salary 
federal share 
local share -

♦ benefits FIRST YEAR
$37,500
$12,500

SECOND YEAR 
$25,000 
$25,000

THIRD YEAR 
$20,000 
$30,000

FOURTH YEAR 
$12,500 
$37,500

FIFTH YEAR
Ss.ooo

$45,000

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 TOTALS

CLASS A-FEO $ 
State/Local $ 
f of Police

$937,500,000
$312,500,000

25,000

$625,000,000
$625,000,000

25.000

$500,000,000
$750,000,000

25,000

$312,500,000 $125,000,000
$937,500,000 $1,125,000,000 

25.000 25.000

CLASS 8-FED $ 
State/Local $ 
t of Pol Ice

$937,500,000
$312,500,000

25,000

$625,000,000
$625,000,000

25,000

$500,000,000
$750,000,000

25,000

$312,500,000
$937,500,000

25,000

CLASS C-FEO $ 
State/Local $ 
t of Police

$750,000,000
$250,000,000

20,000

$500,000,000
$500,000,000

20,000

$400,000,000
$600,000,000

20,000

CLASS D-FED $ 
State/Local $
# of Police

$750,000,000
$250,000,000

20,000

$500,000,000
$500,000,000

20.000

CLASS E-FEO $ 
State/Local $ 
t of Police

$375,000,000
$125,000,000

10,000

TOTAL COST
TO LOCALS 1312.500,000 1937,500,000 $1,625,000,000 $2,437,500,000 $3,287,500,000 $8,600,000,000

Federal funds
Police (90%) $937,500,000 $1,562,500,000 $1,875,000,000 $2,062,500,000 $1,712,500,000 $8,150,000,000
Admin. (5%) $46,875,000 $78,125,000 $93,750,000 $103,125,000 $85,625,000 $407,500,000
Training (5%) $46,875,000 $78,125,000 $93,750,000 $103,125,000 $85,625,000 $407 500 000

total cost ' '
TO FEDERAL $1,031,250,000 $1,718,750,000 $2,062,500,000 $2,268,750,000 $1,883,750,000 $8,965,000,000
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PLAN IN SENATE BILL •• BYRO AMENOHENT 100,000 POLICE. OVER 5 YEARS 

ASSUMPTION -- 75%. 50%. 40%. 25%. 10% federal match. Per.0ff1cer Cost of $50,000

$50,000 salary * benefits FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR THIRD YEAR FOURTH YEAR
federal share -- $37,500 $25,000 $20,000 $12,500
local share $12,500 $25,000 $30,000 $37,500

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

CLASS A'FED $ $937,500,000 $625,000,000 $500,000,000 $312,500,000 $125,000,000
State/Local $ $312,500,000 $625,000,000 $750,000,000 $937,500,000 $1,125,000,000
« of Police 25.000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000

CUSS B.FED $ $937,500,000 $625,000,000 $500,000,000 $312,500,000
State/Local $ $312,500,000 $625,000,000 $750,000,000 $937,500,000
# of Police 25,000 25.000 25,000 25,000

CLASS C-FEO $ $750,000,000 $500,000,000 $400,000,000
State/Local $ $250,000,000 $500,000,000 $600,000,000
# of Police 20,000 20,000 20,000

aASS 0-FED $ $750,000,000 $500,000,000
State/Local $ $250,000,000 $500,000,000
* ot Police 20,000 20,000

aASS E-FEO $ $375,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000
1 of Police 10,000

TOTAL COST

FIFTH YEAR
$5,000

$45,000

TOTALS

TO LOCALS $312,500,000 $937,500,000 $1,625,000,000 $2,437,500,000 $3,287,500,000 $8,600,000,000

Federal funds
Police (90%) $937,500,000 $1,562,500,000 $1,875,000,000 $2,062,500,000 $1,712,500,000 $8,150,000,000
Admin. (5%) $46,875,000 $78,125,000 $93,750,000 $103,125,000 $85,625,000 $407,500,000
Training (5%) $46,875,000 $78,125,000 $93,750,000 $103,125,000 $85,625,000 $«07,500.000

TOTAL COST
TO FEDERAL $1,031,250,000 $1,718,750,000 $2,062,500,000 $2,268,750,000 $1,883,750,000 $8,965,000,000
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JOSEPH GUGGENHEIM
Housing & De\«lopmeni Consultant

6600 RaimoOi Couit 
Bethesda. MO 
20817
(301) 320>577l

Tax Credits 
Development 
Finance 
Policy

October 22, 193

TO: Jose Cerda, Domestic Policy Council
FROM: Joe Guggenheim, National Neighborhood Coalition

SUBJECT: Community Policing Legislation

Following up on last week’s meeting between yourself and 
members of the National Neighborhood Coalition, enclosed is 
suggested Congressional report language that might accompany the 
legislation.

This sets forth minimum standards for a community policing 
program. Community policing should be recognized more as a 
process than as a defined program.

A critical element is the requirement that the community 
policing strategy and program can only be established after 
effective citizen input. Applications for funding should not set 
forth the proposed strategy, since this should be determined 
after an application is funded when the dollar resources are 
known and the police complete a thoughtful process for decision 
making with effective citizen input.

Under the current Police Hiring Supplement Program, applicants 
are asked to specify their community policing strategy when they 
submit their application, at the same time when they spell out 
how they will involve the community. This is inconsistent with 
true community policing.

Please call me at 301 320-5771 with your reaction, and any
further steps that NNC might take with Congressional staffers.
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MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A LOCAL COMMUNITY POLICING PROGRAM 
TO BE INCLUDED IN REPORT LANGUAGE ACCOMPANYING THE LEGISLATION

IdentifyinK the crime problems to be addressed by community 
policing and developing the community policing strategy and 
tactics for dealing with these problems only through a process 
with effective community input, such as a series of community 
meetings at the precinct level.

Creating ongoing community advisory committees consisting of 
residents, businesses, and organizations at both the precinct and 
city-wide levels that meet periodically to advise on community 
policing and other related police operations.

Providing opportunities for residents, businesses, and community 
organizations to participate and assist in dealing witn the 
crime-related problems that have been identified.

Determining the need for additional funding to undertake this 
participation, and attempting to secure this needed funding.

Establishing effective communications between the police and 
residents and their organizations, particularly at the precinct 
level, through such means as:
a) publishing a newsletter;
b) establishing mechanisms to receive suggestions and criticisms
from area residents;
c) disseminating written descriptions of the strategy and tactics
to be employed by the community policing efforts, except where 
secrecy is needed for effective anti-crime activities.

Including opportunities for input by interested residents and 
organizations in the required evaluation component.

Supporting early intervention 
away from criminal activities.

programs to steer young persons

Coordinating with other agencies and organizations in the 
community that provide services and programs that may help to 
reduce crime, and stimulating their participation in community 
policing wherever appropriate.

Undertaking a training component to enable all police officers in 
affected precincts to effectively participate in the program.

Establishing the community policing program in high crime police 
precincts which contain not less than the one-fifth of the 
jurisdiction’s population with the highest incidence of crime. 
This requirement may be waived upon a showing of undue hardship.

10/22/93
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GRANT ALLOCATION BREAK-DOWN 
FOR "COPS ON THE BEAT"

T1tl® I of H.R.3131/S. 1488, "Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of

Required 
Federal/ 
State Split

Programmatic
split training

technical assistance 
(5% cap) 

evaluation and 
administration 

(5% cap)
creative policing

Required
Minimum Set-Aside 
for Federal 
Funds to 
States

Required
Geographic sol it
for Federal 
Funds 40% of Federal 

Funds goes to 
Localities that 
exceed

25% of Non-Federal 
Contribution

hire, rehire 
redeploy police

0.25% minimum 
set aside for 
each qualifying 
state

75% of Federal

60% of Federal 
Funds goes to 
Localities of 
100,000 or 
less in 
population



SENT BY:HouseSubc. Criin. Justiceill- 1-93 ; 11=58 : 2022253788- 202 456 7028;# 2

Th€
officers

COMMITTEE REPORT PQR H.R. asSSt COMMUNITY
POLIGINO/»COPa OM THE EBAT»

SUMMARY AND PURPOSE
purpose of H.R. 3355 is to put 50,000 additional police
on our nation's streets over the next six years, and to

encourage police departments ^o make greater use of community
policing techniques. The bill provides $3.4 billion in grants to
statesi and local g
implen
Clinto

------- governments for use in hiring officers and
anting community policing. It is a key element of President
“'s anti-crime program.

s

llhe
the p2 st
Report 
every : 
one ill 
f igurec
number

victim.' s 
just as 
corros suburbjs, 
report

BACKGROUND
rate of violent crime in the United States has doubled in
two decades. In 1970, according to the Uniform Crime

compiled by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, one in
Americans was the victim of a violent crime. By 1992,

tvery 132 Americans was victimized. In addition, these
include only crimes reported to the police. The actual

violent crimes is undoubtedly much higher.

every victim, a violent crime is an unforgettable event
which iekves permanent emotional ahd often physical scars. For the

family and the surrounding neighborhood, the damage is
great. The onslaught of violence has caused a steady and

ivB deterioration in the quality of life in our cities,
and rural areas. Publip attitude surveys consistently

that fear of violence :imposes pervasive and severe
restribtlons on Americans' daily activities. The impact is
particjularly harsh in poorer communities, many of which are
literally being destroyed by violence, while fear of crime deters
businebsBS and people of means^ from partioipating in their

jrebuil^iig.

Tie Committee believes tha-^ the Federal government must
undertake to relieve citizens from; the fear of violent crime. The
most iinpbrtant part of this undertaking must be to strengthen and
expandj the efforts of State and local law enforcement agencies.
Citiesi. aid states in perpetual fiscal crises have been unable to
maintain police forces at the levels needed for effective crime
control* The first task must be to augment these forces with
sufficieit personnel.

Ii addition to more police of juicers, law enforcement agencies
must maki greater use of community policing techniques that buildrelation! ships between the polic^ and the community. Police
officers walking a beat become familiar with the strengths and
problems of the neighborhoods they protect, preventing crime with
their presence and involvement rather than simply responding to
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crlntes a fter the fact.

H.R 
depart^e 
policijng 
and $650 
locali^i 
hiringl 
prograke;

ts

Dedadea ago, coninunity policing was the nomu With the 
technological advances of roving, radio-based patrollers and 911 
systeots, the links between the police and the community 
deteriorated. Police officers are no longer able to anticipate and 
prevent crime by use of community-oriented, problem solving 
technicjues. Instead, they are forced to speed from one crime scene 
to another, taking reports long after the offender has gone. Host 
police! cfficers spend too much time filing forms and not enough 
time dn |the streets fighting crimp.

[jn recent, years, some poli|:e departments have pioneered a 
returd tb preventive community poijlcing techniques. These efforts 
strengthen the relationship betwepn the police and the people the 
serve, fostering trust and increajslng accountability. Community 
policijng has scored Important successes in cities such as New York, 
which has seen its crime rate drop in all major categories in each of the blast two years.

spite the achievements andjbenefits of community policing, 
many financially strapped police {departments have been unable to 
implement it. Community policing jreguires approaches and training 
differjent from those practiced bjy most police departments, and 
develo|pi|ng these initiatives requires investment.

BRIEF EXPIANATTOj^ OF H.R. 3355

3355 is designed to provlide federal assistance to police 
nts seeking to hire hew officers and to Implement community 
programs. It authorizes i$200 million in fiscal year 1994 
million in fiscal years 1$95-1999 for grants to States and 
es. Eighty-five percent I of the funds are earmarked for 
]30llce officers to be deployed in community policing 

15% will be available for training, community-relations,
and other non-personnel costs associated with the Implementation of
community policing.

T^e bill provides for 60% of the grants to be distributed 

through the States, and for thS remaining 40% to be awarded directly to large municipalities (population over 100,000). Each 
State {applying for money will be: entitled to 0.4% of the total 
amount; a]>propriated; beyond that, grants will be distributed at the 
discretijan of the Attorney General.

I

hI.r
fundingj

activijty 
so that 
the acibi

3355 also requires that! grant funds not displace local 
and that the grant recipients will be required to fund at 

least 125% of any activity for which grants are awarded. The bill 
further Iprovides that the federal share of the funding for any 

funded over a multi-year period shall decrease over time, 
the State or locality mayj eventually be able to continue 
/ity without federal support.



SENT BYiHouseSubc. Criifi. Justice;il- 1-93 ; 12:00 ; 2022253788-* 202 456 7028;# 4

The
six yeai
euccee
Congre

H.F 
Conu&itite 
Justic
1991, 
upon theby thb 
effort
reportjec 
report 
House. 
House Ibu 
Senat

s
SG

eth

bill also states that the grant program will expire after
8. The Attorney General will be required to report on the
of the program prior to|that termination date, so that
may extend the program if appropriate.

COMMITTEE ACTION
3355 is the result of extensive study by the Judiciary

e and in particular the Subcommittee on Crime and Criminal
The effort began in the 102nd Congress. On July 10,

e Subcommittee held a hearjLng on community policing. Based
testimony at this hearing^ and upon other evidence amassed
Subcommittee, a program | to support community policingt/as included in a comprehensive anti-crime bill, H.R. 3371,

ed by the Subcommittee in t»^e I02nd Congress. H.R. 3371 waeedl favorably by the Judiciary Committee and passed by the
After a House-Senate confdrence, the bill again passed the

mt failed to become law iri the 102nd Congress because the
never voted on the confereiice report.

Qn the 103rd Congress, Chainaan Brooks and RepresentativesSchumejr ind Hughes introduced a coi|iprehensive anti-crime bill, H.R.
3131, jwliich was similar in manV respects to H.R. 3371. The
communjit/ policing program was greatly expanded, and its design was
alterejd so that funding would be lavailable not only for training
and sujpport of community policing! but also for the hiring of new
officeirs to be deployed in community policing programs. This new
versioh sf the bill was the product of close collaboration between
the original sponsors of H.R. 3371 and the Clinton Administration.

o|n October 21, 1993, the Sul^committee on Crime and Criminal
Justiqe leld a hearing on selected; aspects of H.R. 3131, including
the program for support of community policing. Deputy Attorney
General Philip B. Heymann testifiejd at that hearing that the cops- 
on-the-beat program in H.R. 3131 was "the cornerstone of the
President's plan to put more police on the street."

Oh October 26, 1993, Chaiilman Brooks and Representative
Schumet introduced the community policing grant program as aseparate bill, H.R. 3355. On October 28, 1993, the Committee on
the Judiciary met to consider H.R. 3354. The Committee adopted
three amandments to the bill. |

Ah amendment offered by ^lep. Reed altered the grant
distribution process for those grahts which are distributed through
State governments. For this portiin of the grant funding, the bill
provides that localities are to submit grant applications to their
State ! governments, which then iorder the grant applications
accordlnj to their priority and forward them to the Department of
Justice. Under the bill as introduced, the State governments were
given considerable discretion in assigning priorities to the grant
applicbt Lons; Rep. Reed's amendment directs the States to order the
grant ipblications according to criteria specified by the Attorney
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General.! This anendnent was agreed to by voice vote.
i

An iamendment offered by Rep. Becerra provided that police 
departments receiving funding from this program must make efforts 
to en^urie that women and minorities are given an opportunity to be 
hired - ■ 
voice

as police officers, 
vqte.

The Coslmittee adopted this amendment by

inten 
for t 
cadets 
not ye 
voice

.n^Smendment offered by Hr. sbhumer clarified that grant funds 
for the purpose of hiring additional officers can be used 

ning those officers and fbr paying the salaries of police 
during the period when they are still in training and have 

t begun active duty. The Coimittee adopted this amendment by 
vcte.

presemotiori
House

Secticn

T
Safe S 
Commur 
follow

h
tr
it
i

Sec

Ttie

r adopting these amendments, a reporting quorum being 
the Committee by a roljl call vote of 34-1 agreed to 

to approve H.R. 3355 as Amended and to report it to the 
a recommendation that it do pass.I

SECTION-BY-SEg^ION AWALVSIS
101

section amende Title I pf the Omnibus Crime Control and 
eets Act of 1968 by addlnql a new Part Q—Public Safety and 
y Policing; "Cops on the!Beat." This Part contains the 

provisions:
tion 1701 would authorize the Attorney General to make
its to States, local governments, and community groups for 
purposes of rehirlng police officers who have been laid 
hiring new and additional police officers, redeploying 

leers to nelghborhood-j-oriented policing programs, 
ivjeloping programs to reorient police activities to 

vention and to encourage members of the community to assist 
police, and reducing the: amount of time police officers 
kept away from the community while awaiting court 

earances. At least 85% ofjgrant funds must be used to hire 
ice officers, with the r®®«ining funds for the other 
cified purposes. I

Attorney General's authority to make grants for the 
purpose of hiring or rehirlng officers expires after six 
years. Prior to that expiration date, the Attorney General 
must submit a report to Congress on the experience with and siic:ess of the grant program j
Thl ^ Section also provides thit the Federal government may not 
fimi more than 75% of any ;activity for which grants are 
reciived under this program. In addition, grant applications 
whi:h involve a non-Federal contribution of more than 25% may 
rjactive preferential consider^ation. In multi-year grants for
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hiztlng officers, the Federal share of funding must decrease
I year, looking toward an eventual continuation of the

reased staffing level using only State or local sources of
eahe
fur ding

ihi
jon
jec
ira

s Section also provides that each State (Including local or
-governmental grant recipients within that State) must
elve at least 0.25% of the total amount appropriated for
nts in any year.

i
I Section also authorizes: the Attorney General to provide

iechnlcal assistance to States and localities in developing
:jonmunity policing programs.:

îeeftion 1702 provides that; applications for grants must
c
assi 
and
te

djeta 
ebta 
a
A

T|ie
alwa
The
the

S ac

onstrate a specific public! safety need, explain why Federal
"stance is necessary, and set forth a long-term strategy
detailed implementation plan, including a plan for long-

1 financing after the conclusion of Federal support.
ctlon 1703 establishes two distinct processes by which grant

applications are to be reviejwed and evaluated: one in which
applications pass through State governments, and one in which
larger municipalities may apply directly to the Attorney
General. Sixty percent of thp grant funds will be distributed
tjhrpugh State governments (or to local grantees in States that

line to perform a grant-application-reviewing function).
this process, local and npn-governmental grant applicants
directed to submit applications to the State. For each

lication, the State will then determine the likelihood that
activities for which funding is sought will further the

poses of this grant i program. In making these
rminatlons, the State is to be guided by criteria
blished by the Attorney cleneral. The State will list the
ications in order of their merit, and forward them to the
rney General.
remaining 40% of grant ifunds are allocated for direct
d to municipalities whose population exceeds 100,000.
le local governments may submit applications directly to
Attorney General.
ion 1704 provides that grints may be either single-year or

jti-year and that grants may be renewed, except that no
g^ait for hiring police officers may exceed six years in total
dprition (Including renewals) and no grant for any other

30se may exceed three yeairs in total duration (including
rbn awals).
skcfion 1705 requires that grant funds may not supplant State
ot Local funds and that no more than 5% of any funds may be
u^eii for the costs of States in reviewing grant applications.
Thii; Section also provides that a grant for hiring or rehirlng

law enforcement officer may not exceed $75,000 per officer.
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Sec^tlon 1706 requires each funded activity to Include an 
evaluation component, and directs the Attorney General to 
Review the performance of each grant recipient.

?e<ition 1707 authorizes the Attorney General to revoke or 
liipend funding of any grant to a recipient who fails to 
sTiply with the requirements of the program.

ition 1708 authorizes the Attorney General and the

re
for
tec i

iptroller General to conduct audits of grant recipients and 
-'ires recipients to make documents and premieee available 

such audits as necessary.

Secticn

program

used
to grant

tlon 1709 authorizes the; Attorney General to promulgate
eculations to implement this program.

tion 1710 defines "career | law enforcement officer" to mean 
erson hired on a permanent basis who is authorized by law 
by a state or local public! agency to engage in or supervise 
prevention, detection, or investigation of violations of 

minal lavs.

10^
s section authorizee to j be appropriated for the grant 
$200 million for fiscal year 1994, and $650 million for 
the fiscal years 1995, 1$96, 1997, 1998, and 1999. This 
also provides that up to of the available funds may be 
the Department of Justicei to provide technical assistance 
ees and for other administrative purposes, and that up to 

be used by States for their administrative expenses under 
the ptocfram. Of the remaining jfunds, 60% are to be allocated 
through 
40%
This 
pool a 
85% of
enfordembnt officers.

the process in which locajlities apply through States, and 
ii available for direct grarits to larger municipalities, 
qectlon also requires that in both the grants-through-States 

i the direct-grants-to-larg(er-municipalities pool, at least 
t;he funds distributed must *^e used to hire or rehire law

of the 
finding 
activi 
of Rep 
this

Operat

I
'3

ti
rep
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COMMITTEE OVERSjiGHT FIWDTWGS ^ - -
compliance with clause 2(|)(3)(A) of rule XI of the Rules 

ouse of Representatives,I the Committee reports that the 
and recommendations of tliie Committee, based on oversight 

ss under clause 2(b) (1) of| rule X of the Rules of the House 
enentatives, are incorporated in the descriptive portions of

IMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS OVERSIGHT FINDINGS
indlngs or recommendatioiis of the Committee on Government 

LOhs were received as refej-red to in clause 2(1) (3) (D) of
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rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives,

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX EXPENDITURES
Clause

this 1 
increas4

2(1)(3)(B) of House Rule XI is inapplicable because
figislation does not provide new budgetary authority or

■ td tax expenditure.

::n

House
will h 
the n

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE
compliance with clause 2(;l) (C)(3) of rule XI of the Rules

of th* iouse of Representatives,; the Committee sets forth, with
respect to the bill H.R. 454^, the following estimate and
compariron prepared by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Offic4 under section 403 of the Mngressional Budget Act of 1974:
[Xnseitt CBO estimate] |

INFLATIONARY IMjPACT STATEMENT
ijuJsuant to clause 2(1) (4) bf rule XI of the Rules of the

Representatives, the Coijimittee estimates that H.R. 4542
e no significant Inflationary impact on prices and costs in
onal economy. I

of
av

CI-ANGES IN EXISTING LAW MAPfc BY THE BILL. AS REPORTED

[INSERT MATERIAL FROM LEO COUM8El|]
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COMMITTEE REPOIlT FOR H.R. 3355;
policimb; ^cdps oh the BEAT^

IITY

SUMMARY AND PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 33 55 is to encourage the use of conmunity 
policing through assistance to States and local governments to 
increase by up to 50,000 additional police officers the number of 
officers walking our nation's police beats over the next six years. 
A key element of President Clinton's anti-crime program, H.R. 3355 
provides $3.45 billion in grants to States and local governments 
for use in hiring officers to engage in implementing community 
policing.

BACKGROUNn

The newest development in law enforcement techniques is also 
one of the oldest— police officers walking a beat become familiar 
with the strengths and problems of the neighborhoods they protect, 
preventing crime with their presence and involvement rather than 
simply responding to crimes after the fact.

Decades ago, community policing was tne norm. with the 
technological advances of roving, radio-based patrol cars and 911 
systems, the links between the police and the community 
deteriorated. Police officers are no longer able to anticipate and 
prevent crime by use of community-oriented, problem solving 
techniques. Instead, they arc forced to speed from one crime scene 
to another, taking reports long after the offender has gone. Too 
much time is spent filing forms and not enough time is spent on the 
streets preventing and fighting crime.

The rate of violent crime in the United States has doubled in 
the past two decades. In 1970, according to the Uniform Crime 
Reports compiled by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, one in 
every 275 Americans was the victim of a violent crime. By 1992, 
ne in every 132 Americans was victimized. significantly, these 

figures include only crimes reported to the police, with the actual 
number of violent crimes believed to be much higher.

The Committee notes that this ever-increasing violence has 
caused a steady and corrosive deterioration in the quality of life 
across the Nation — in our neighborhoods, small towns, cities,
suburbs, and rural areas. Public attitude surveys 
report that fear of violence imposes pervasive 
restrictions on Americans' daily activities. T1 
particularly harsh in poorer communities, many 
literally being destroyed by violence, while fear of 
many neighbors and businesses from participating in t^e rebuilding 
of their communities.

consistently 
and severe 

e impact is 
df which are 

crime deters
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In recent, years, sone police departnents have pioneered a
return to preventive coiniaunity policing techniques. These efforts
strengthen the relationship between the police and the people they
serve, fostering trust and increasing accountability. Connunity'*^
policing has scored important successes in cities such as New York,
which has seen its crime rate drop in all major categories in each,
of the past two years.

At a hearing on October 21, 1993, held before the Subcommittee
on Crime and Criminal Justice on selected aspects of H.R. 3131,
including the program for support of community policing. Deputy
Attorney General Philip B. Heymann testified that the cops-on-the- 
beat program in H.R. 3131 was *'the cornerstone of the President's
plan to put more police on the street."

Despite the achievements and benefits of community policing,
many financially strapped police departments have been unable to
implement it. Community policing requires approaches and training
different from those practiced by most police departments, ana
developing these initiatives requires more investment than many
localities have available.

The Committee believes community policing is an integral part
or the struggle to eliminate both violent crime and the fear
inevitably resulting from it. The Committee, through H.R. 3355,
strongly supports President Clinton's initiative to assist State
and local governments in their efforts to establish ana Implement
community policing programs.

BRIEF EXPLANATION OT H.R. 3355

H.R. 3355 is designed to assist states and local governments
seeking to hire new officers for community policing and to
impl^ent community policing programs, it authorizes $200 million
in fiscal year 1994 and §650 million in fiscal years 1995 through
1999 for grants to States and localities for these purposes-

Eighty-five percent of the grant funds are earmarked for
hiring and training police officers to be deployed In community
policing programs; the remaining 15 percent is be available for
training, community-relations, and non-personnel costs associated
with the implementation of community policing.

Each qualifying State is entitled to 0.25 percent of the total
amount appropriated for this grant program. Beyond that, grants
will be distributed based on criteria established by the Attorney
General or established under this bill.

The bill earmarks 60 percent of the grants for local
governments with a population of 100,ouo or less who apply through
the states. The remaining 40 percent of grant funds is earmarked
for local governments exceeding 100,000 in population and applying
directly to the Attorney General.
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H.It. 3355 also requires that grant funds not displace local 
funding, and that the grant recipients will be required to fund at 
least 25 percent of any activity for which grants are awarded. The 
bill further provides that the Federal share of the funding for any 
activity funded over a multi-year period shall decrease over time, 
so that the State or locality may eventually be able to continue 
the activity without Federal support.

The bill further provides that the Federal share of the 
funding for any activity funded over a multi-year period shall 
decrease over time, so that the State or locality will eventually 
be able to continue rhe activity without Federal support when the 
grant program expires after six years.

lOZd Congress

Extensive study of this grant program began in the I02d 
Congress, on July 10, 1991, the Subcommittee on Crime and criminal 
Justice held a hearing on community policing- Based upon the 
testimony at this hearing, and upon other evidence amassed by the 
Subcommittee, a program to support community policing efforts was 
included in a comprehensive anti-crime bill, H.R. 3 371. That bill 
was passed by the House;, and, after a House-Senate conference, the 
Conference Report on H.R. 3371 again passed the House. However, 
the bill failed to become lav because the Senate did not vote on 
the Crime Conference Report prior to adjournment: of the I02d 
congress sine die.

103d congress
H.R. 3131, the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act 

of 1993, included an expanded communitiy policing program developed 
in close consultation with the Clinton Administration. The program 
subsequently was introduced separately as H.R. 3355.

Committee Action

On October 26, 1993, chairman Brooks and Representative 
Schumer introduced the community policing grant program as a
separare bill, K.R. 3355. on Outober 28, 1993, the Committee on 
the Judiciary met to consider H.R. 3354. Three amendments were 
adopted to the bill.

An amendment offered by Rep. Reed and adopted by voice vote 
directs the States to order, according to criteria specified by the 
Attorney General, the local government grant applications submitted 
through the States. This amendment was adopted by voice vote.

An amendment offered by Rep. Becerra provided that police 
departments receiving funding from this program must make efforts 
to ensure that women and minorities are given an opportunity to be 
recruited as police officers. This amendment was adopted by voice 
vote -
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Xn amendment offered by Hr. Schumer clarified that grant funds
intended for the purpose of hiring additional officers can be used
for training those officers and for paying the salaries of police
cadets during the period when they are still in training and have
not yet begun active duty. This amendment was adopted by voice
vote.

A reporting quorum being present, the Coaunittee by a roll call
vote of 34-1 agreed to motions to approve H.R. 3355 as amended and
to report it to the House with a recommendation that it do pass.
By unanimous consent, H.R. 3355 was favorably reported an amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

SECTTQM 101 — CQMMUNITV POLTCTNGr ^COPS ON THE BEAT^

This section adds a new part Q — Public Safety and Community
Policing; 'Cope on the Beat' -- to the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968. The part would establish a program of
grants and technical assistance (including training) to increase
the overall number of police officers engaged in community
policing. The sections in the new part are as follows:

Section 1701 — Authority to make grants and to provide
technical assistangg. Subsection (a) of this section authorizes
the Attorney General to make grants to States and local
governments, and to other public and private entities. The
purposes of the grants would be to increase police presence, to
enhance police-community cooperation in addressing crime and
disorder, and otherwise to enhance public safety.

Subsection (b) of section 1701 identifies two specific funding
objectives that directly increase police resources — hiring and
training new, additional career law enforcement officers (including
cadets and trainees) for deployment in community-oriented policing,
and rehiring officers who have been laid off for budgetary reasons
for deployment in community-oriented policing. At least 85 percent
of the grant money available under the title must be utilized for
these purposes.

In establishing funding levels and selection criteria for
these grants, the Attorney General is expected to take into account
local needs, costs, and other factors. It is contemplated by the
committee that the Attorney General will consider a wide range of
relevant criteria, including — among other factors -- the needs
of areas with high crime rates, low officer to population ratios,
understaffing of lav enforcement agencies in relation to the size
of the geographic areas they are responsible tor, high unemployment
and economic dislocation rates that may contribute to increased
crime problems, and other relevant trends.
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Subsection (c) of section X701 sets out funding objectives of 
the remaining 15 percent of grant funds. These include increasing 
the number of officers involved in community policing or comparable 
crime control and prevention functions through redeployment; 
support of training for skills pertinent to police-conmunity 
interaction; increased police participation in multidisciplinary 
early intervention teams; new technologies facilitating an 
increased emphasis on crime prevention; innovative programs 
permitting community members to assist police in crime prevention; 
reducing the time police must be away from the community while 
awaiting court appearances; innovative crime control and prevention 
programs involving police and young persons in the community; new 
administrative and managerial systems to facilitate the adoption of 
community policing as an organization-wide philosophy; and, to 
better address the comprehensive needs of the community, 
coordination of community policing with other existing Federal 
programs serving that community.

The Committee notes that, in appropriate circumstances, the 
uses of the funding pursuant to section 1701(c) could include 
payment for overtime. For example, paragraph (3) in subsection (c) 
contemplates funding to provide 'specialized training to lav 
enforcement officers to enhance their conflict resolution, 
mediation, problem solving, service, and other skills needed to 
work in partnership with members of the community.' This could 
include provision of such specialized training on an overtime 
basis, so as to avoid disruption of normal work routines, or to 
take advantage of training opportunities that are scheduled during 
off-hours.

Subsection (d) provides that preferential consideration may be 
given to applications for grants for police hiring and rehiring 
that involve a non-Federal contribution exceeding 25 percent.

subsection (e) of section 1701 authorizes the Attorney General 
to provide technical assistance to states and local governments, 
and other public and private entities, in furtherance of the 
purposes of this grant program. In addition to the general grant 
of authority to provide technical assistance, two specific types of 
appropriate technical assistance are identified.

First, paragraph (2) states that the technical assistance 
under subsection (e) may include the development of a flexible 
model defining community or problem-oriented policing and 
related strategies and methodologies for implementation. It 
is contemplated that the Attorney General would consult with 
appropriate experts in public safety and the criminal justice 
system in developing such a model.

Second, paragraph (3) states that the technical 
assistance may include establishing or making arrangements for 
the operation of training centers or facilities. The 
functions of these centers or facilities would include 
training police executives, managers, trainers, and
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supervisors concerning community or problem-oriented policing
and improvements in police-community interaction that further
the purposes of this grant program.

Subeection (f) of section 1701 states that the Attorney
General may utilize any office or service of the Department of
Justice in carrying out this new grant program.

Subsection (g) of section I70i entitles each qualifying State,
together with grantees within the state, to a minimum of at least
0.25 percent of the grant funding available under this grant
program in each fiscal year. "Qualifying state" is defined as any
State which has submitted an application for a grant, or in which
an eligible entity has submitted such an application, that meets
the requirements prescribed by the Attorney General and the
conditions set out in the grant program.

Subsection (h) of section 1701 specifies the matching funds
requirement for the grant program. A non-Federal contribution of
at least 25 percent would be required, subject to possible waiver
by the Attorney General.

Even in the absence of a waiver, in certain circumstances the
general 25 percent match requirement would not necessarily mean
that the grantee would have to contribute this amount in a
particular year. For example, in relation to a multi-year grant,
the Federal contribution could exceed 75 percent in the first year,
but be progressively lower in subsequent years of the grant,
producing a net Federal contribution over the life of the grant
which is below 75 percent.

In relation to multi-year grants for hiring and rchiring
career law enforcement officers, subsection (h) explicitly requires
a sliding-scale approach. For example, the duration of a grant of
this type might be set at three years, with a Federal contribution
to hiring costs of 75 percent in the first year, 50 percent in the
second year, and 25 percent in the third and final year.
Applicants for hiring and rehiring grants would be required to
propose a plan for the eventual assumption by the grantee of the
full cost of increased hires following <t limited period of Federal
assistance. Specifically, proposed section 1702(c)(8)(A) requires
applicants for such grants to provide "plans for the assumption by
the grantee of a progressively larger share of the cost in the
course of time, looking towards the continuation of the increased
hiring level using State or local sources of funding following the
conclusion of Federal support."

Subsection (i) of section 170l cross-references a later
provision governing the allocation of available funding under the
title for different purposes and classes of grantees.

Subsection (j) of section 1701 terminates the authority to
make grants for hiring or rehiring additional career law
enforcement officers after six years, with a report prior to that
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termination from the Attorney General concerning the experience 
with and effects such grants have had.

Section 1702 — Applications for aidants. This section 
provides for the submieeion of applications for grants to the 
Attorney General. Applications would .have to include various 
specified information, including a long-term strategy and detailed 
Implementation plan reflecting consultation with community groups 
and appropriate public and private agencies; demonstration of a 
specific public safety need; demonstration of need for Federal 
assistance; information concerning coordination with other 
governmental and community efforts and community support and 
involvement; plans for obtaining necessary support and continuing 
the proposed program or activity following the conclusion of 
Federal support.

For grant applications for hiring or rehiring additional 
career law enforcement officers, the applications must specify 
plans for assumption of a progressively larger share of the cost 
over time, looking towards the continuation of the increased hiring 
level with State of local sources of funding; assess the impact of 
the increase in community policing resources on other components of 
the criminal justice system; explain how the grant will be utilized 
to reorient the law enforcement agency towards community—oriented 
policing; and ensure that, to the extent practicable, grantees will 
seek out and recruit members of racial, ethnic, and gender minority 
groups whose representation in the law enforcement agency for which 
funds are sought is less than In the general population qualified 
for such employment in such jurisdiction.

Section 1703 — Alternative application routes for classes of 
potential grantees. This section establishes alternative 
application routes for certain applicants.

subsections (a) and (b) provide that applicants generally are 
to submit their applications in the first instance to the State 
office that is responsible for applying for and administering 
formula grant funding under the Byrne Grant program. The State 
office would review the applications, prioritize them on the basis 
of their likelihood or achieving the purposes of this grant 
program, make any recommendations for giving special priority to 
particular applications, and forward the applications to the 
Attorney General. Section 102 of the bill allocates 60 percent of 
the grant funding for grants pursuant to applications under this 
subsection (together with grants pursuant to applications under 
subsection (d), discussed below) .

Subsection (c) allows municipalities whose population exceeds 
100,000 to submit applications directly to the Attorney General. 
The purpose of this option is to enable larger municipalities to 
deal directly with the Federal government in making applications. 
This avoids the potential delay involved in routing applications 
through a central State office, and in receiving funds that are 
likely to be passed through the central State office on the way to
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municipalities or other grantees under a centralized State
application process. Section 102 of the bill allocates 40 percent
of the gramt funding for grants pursuant to applications under this
subsection.

Subsection (d) allows applicants in a State to submit
applications directly to the Attorney General if the State chooses
not to carry out the centralized application process described in
subsection (b).

Section 1704 — Renewal of grants. This section limits the
maximum duration of grants (including renewals) to three years,
except that grants for hiring and reh’ring additional career law
enforcement officers could be made for up to six years (including
renewals).

Section 170S **** Limitations on use of funds. This section
states that grants to state and local governments are to be used to
supplement, and not to supplant, State and local funds, it also
states that no more than 5 percent of available funds may be used
for administrative costs. State and local governments can apply
assets received through equitable sharing under the asset
forfeiture program to cover the non-Federal portion of programs
funded under the title.

A further limitation under section 1705 is that the amount
provided for hiring or rehiring a particular career law enforcement
officer could not exceed $75,000, unless the Attorney General
granted a waiver. This sets a presumptive limit on funding of
hiring costs per officer, while providing flexibility to adjust the
amount to achieve equitable effects among areas with different
costs. In an area with low hiring costs the amount provided might
be substantially below the $75,0000 ceiling, while the Attorney
General may grant a waiver to provide in excess of $75,000 in an
area with unusually high hiring costs.

Section 1706 — Performance evaluations. This section states
that each funded program must include an evaluation component,
including outcome measures, developed pursuant to guidelines
established by the Attorney General, that can be used to determine
the effectiveness of the funded programs, project, activities, as
well as a description of the geographic dispersion, and racial,
ethnic, and gender diversity of rehired and new employees, outcome
measures may include crime and victimization indicators, quality of
life measures, community perceptions, and police perceptions of
their own work. Further, the performance of each grant recipient
is to be reviewed periodically by the Attorney General.

Section 1707 — Revocation or suspension of funding. This
section states that the Attorney General may revoke or suspend
funding of a grant, in whole or in part, if the recipient is not in
substantial compliance with the terms and requirements of the grant
application.
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Section 1708 — Access to documents. For purposes of audits 
and examinations, this section gives the Attorney General and the 
General Accounting Office access to any pertinent books, documents, 
papers, and records of all persons or entities involved in projects 
funded under this grant program.

Section 1709 -- Regulations. This section authorizes the 
Attorney General to promulgate regulatiuns and guidelines to carry­
out title I.

Section 1710 — Definition. This section defines "career law 
enforcement officer" as a person hired on a permanent basis who is 
authorised by law or by a state or local public agency to engage in 
or supervise the prevention, detection, or investigation of 
violations of criminal lavs. It also makes a technical amendment 
to the Omnibus crime Control ami Safe streets Act which adds a 
table of sections for the new part created in this grant program.

Section 1D2 -- authqrizatios of appropriations

This section of the bill authorizes for appropriation $200 
million for FY1994 and S650 million for each of FY1995 through 99.

Of the funds authorized and appropriated, a maximum of 5 
percent can be used for technical assistance pursuant to section 
1701(e) in the proposal or for evaluations or studies carried out 
by the Attorney General in furtherance of the purposes of uie 
proposal, and a maximum of 5 percent can be used for administrative 
costs. Of the remaining funds, 60 percent must be used for grants 
pursuant to applications channeled through the central State office 
under section 1703(a) (together with grants pursuant to 
applications under 1703(d)) , and 40 percent must be used for grants 
pursuant to applications submitted directly to the Attorney General 
by municipalities under section 1703(c). At least 85 percent of 
the funding to grantees must be used for the purposes specified in 
section 1701(b), which directly increase police resources. The 
remaining 15% may be applied in furtherance of the purpose of this 
grant program.

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FIKDINGS
In compliance with clause 2(i)(3)(A) of rule XI of the Rules 

of the House of Representatives, the Committee reports that the 
findings and recommendations of the committee, based on oversight 
activities under clause 2(b) (1) of rule X of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, are incorporated in the descriptive portions of 
this report.

COMMITTER QW GOVgRNMENT OPERATIONS OVERSIGHT FINDINGS
No findings or recommendations of the Committee on Government 

Operations were received as referred to in clause 2(1)(3)(D) of 
rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives.
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NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AKD TAX EXPENDITURES

Clause 2(1)(3)(B) of House Rule XI is inapplicable because
thie legislation does not provide new budgetary authority or
increased tax expenditure.

CQNCRESSTQNAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIHATE

In compliance with clause 2(1) (C)(3) of rule XI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, the Committee sets forth, with
respect to the bill H.R. 3355, the following estimate and
comparison prepared by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office under section 403 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974:

[insert CBO estimate]

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATE WENT

Pursuant to clause 2(1) (4) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the Committee estimates that H.R. 3355
will have no significant inflationary impact on prices and costs in
the national economy.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL. AS REPORTED

[IKSSRT MATERIAL PROM LEG COUNSEL]
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<a) OOJ Estimate 
(bJ Sc,Sumer’ Proposal

-"■* ^ ^ ^ .55.00.

o 75X (<S75,000)
“ *75,000 nax./p.o.

Total

4 - 75% tp 535,000 MAXIMUM

® 75% (<$75,000)
° *75,000 . $85,000 
° *as,000 max./p.o.

Total

CRIME aiu
^'■‘eiMhnumcb. 
date: l0/27/\

Annual Cost

Estimated 
^ Vr. Cost 

Par Officer

Estimeted 
Federal 

^ Vf- Cost 
Per Officer

Estimated Total 
Cities 3 Tear federal

by Pol ice Costa 60,000
Cost Est. Police Off

Difference 
in Est. Cost 

from Opt ion 6 Number of 
OfficerslA.C. Option)

*40,015
*50,000

*40,015

$720,044
*150,000

$120,044

*120,044
*150,000

*90.033

100%
tODX

700%

*7,202,640,000
*9,000,000,000

*5,401.980.000

*3.244,144,800
*5,041,504,800

*1,443,484,800

60,000
60,000

60,000

*23,457
*38,955

*70,370
*116,865

*52,778
*75,000 47% *7,488,325,500

53% *2,385,000,000 28,200

700%
31,800

*5,873,325,500
(*85,169,700) 60,000

$23,457
*27,444
*49,633

*70,370
*82,333

*148,898

#52,778
*61,750
*85,000

47%
6%

48%

701%

*7,488,325.500
*222,299,100

*2.448,000,000

t/. fCD

28,200
3,600

28,800

$200,129^400 60,600
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CRIME BILL
POLICE OFFICER COST ESTIMATE QPTIORS 

BASED OH P.H.S. ROUND 1 COST OATA

Tile:uhnunicb6.kik 
date: 10/27/93

Annual Cost

Estimated 
3 Yp. Cost 

Per Officer

Estimated 
Federal 

3 Vr. Cost 
Per Officer

Pet. of 
PHS Cities 
by Police 
Cost Esc.

Estimated Total 
3 Year Federal 
Cost a 60,000 

Police Officers

Differertce 
in Est. Cost 

from Option 6 
(A.G. Option)

OPTION 5 - 75X up to $ICO,000 MAXIMUM

0 75% <<J75,000) 
o $75,0C0 - S-CO.OOO
o $100,000 -nax./P.O.

S
o
•-J

oo

Total

OPTION 6 - ATTORNEY GENERAL / P.H.S.

o 75% (<S75,000>
o $75,000 max./P.O.
o 50% max./P.O.

Total

o»
oKO
00

lO

CM
o
CM

00
CM

iH

O
oo

CM

o

OPTION 7 • ATTORNEY GENERAL / HYPOTHETICAL CRIME BILL ALLOCATION

o
o
o

Number of 
Officers

$25,457
$3T,704
$52,821

$70,370
$95,112

$158,464

$52,778
$71,334

$100,000

47%
15%
38%

$1,488,325,500
$642,006,000

$2,280,000,000

28,200
9,000

22,800

100% $4,410,331,500 $451,836,300 60.000

$23,457 $70,370 $52,778 47% $1,488,325,500 28,200

$38,955 $116,865 $75,000 42% $1,890,000,000 25,200

$58,603 $175,809 $87,905 11% $580,169,700 6,600

100% $3,958,495,200 N/A 60,000

75% (<$75,000)
$75,003 max./P.O.
50% max./P.O.

$23,457
$33,955
$56,603

$70,370
$116,865
$175,809

$52,778
$75,000
$87,905

34% ”
33% *
33% *

$1,076,661,000
$1,485,000,000
$1,740,509,100

20.400
19,800
19,800

Total 100% $4,302,170,100 $343,674,900 60,000

• Ihls hyp=-h«i=al allocation .asooca a roughly equal OUtribution of officers ulll bo funded anong the three catesories of gr»tt
recipients: iurisdiclicns uilh <1) averase per officer ceats of less th»> JTS.OOO; 12) average per oilier costs sonauherc betueen

$75,000 and $150,000; and average per officer costs of more than $150,000 (Federal funding at 50%).

NOTE: THE EST3MATES FOR EACH OPTION ARE BASED ON PRELIMINARY DATA FROM ROUND 1 APPLICANTS TO THE POLICE HIRING SUPPLEMENT PROGRAM.
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(a) DOJ Estimate 
<b) schumer Proposal

2 - 75% SALARy 4 BENEFITS

option 3 - 7555 up to $75,000 NAXJHUM

° 7555 «*75,000) 
o *75,000 /nax./P.O.

Total

option 4 - 7555 up to ^35^000 MAXIMUM

0 75% (^$75,000)
° *75,000 - $85,000 
o MS,000 niajc./P.O.

Total

Estimated
. 3 Tp. Cost

Per Officer

*40,015
*50.000

*40,015

*23,457
*38,955

*23,457
*27,444
*49,633

*120,044
*150,000

*120,044

*70,370
*116,865

*70,370
*82.333

*148,898

crime sill
POLICE OFFICER COST ESTIMaTc nn

mo-.l^ Cost by Pol Jr
"" c»io«- c», p r “ "•'x*
...................... '■clicootflc.

*120,044
*150,000

*90,033

*52,778
*75,000

*52,778
*61,750
*85,000

lOOX
100X

loox

*7,202,640,000
*9,000,000,000

*5,401,980,000

^’ta:Hhflwiicb6

10/27/9

Oifferertce 
»'a Est. Cost 

^''om Optio;i 6 
(A.g. Option)

*3,244,144,800
*5,041,504,800

*1.443,484,800

Number of 
Officers

60,000
60,000

60,000

5^ *1.483,325.500

..........  *7,385,000,000 28,200

«.873,3'25,5oo".................................. ..............

<*85, W. 700,

*2 ‘’-«8,KS,S00
% $222,299,100 28,200

*2.448,000,000 3,600
................................... ............... 28,800

»<-i5«,«2.,6oo ......................—.
'29,400
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$23,457 
$3),704 
S52.»7^

EstVn'Otod 
3 Yr. Cost 

per Off^cor

$70,370
$95,112

$150,A<>/*

JPT’.ON

5100,0-00 max./P-O- 
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Qf Estimated Total 
Estimated S Year Federal

ice cost 0 60.000
3Yr. cost police OHi«rs

per Officer ...................................

$52,778 5642,006,000
$2,280,000,000
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Difference

;rrp;,ri -(».0 OptiO">

28,200
9,000

22.800
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o 75% l<$7^/0^°’
^ 575,000 max.;P-0-

0 50%

$23,457
$38,955
$58,603

$70,370
$T16.B65
$175,809

$52,778 •
$75,000
$87,905

47%
42%
11%

$1,488,525,500
$1,890,000,000

$580,169,700

28,200
25,200

6,600
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$23,457
$38,955
$58,603

$70,370
$116,865
$175,809

$52,778
$75,000
$87,905

100%

34% * 
33% * 
33% *

$3,958,495,200

$1,076,661,000 
$1,485,000,000 
j,,740,509,100

N/A 60,000

20,400
19,600
19,800

100%
$4,302,170,100

$343,674,900 60.0CO

.Uocatlon assun-es
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OPTIONS RE: CRIME BILL FUNDING FORMULAE 
DISPLAY OF FEDERAL/GRANTEE SPLIT FOR 3 YEAR GRANTS

SALARY AND BENEFITS
•

FEDERAL SHARE
1 2.3 4 1

GRANTE
2

==i——=—=====

Annual Salary
1 nw%A Hortrfkfitc

3 Year Cost 
(3SB)*

75% 75% / $75,000 75% / $100,000 PHSP 25% 75% / $75,000

90 000 60,000 45,000 45,000 (75%) 45,000 (75%) 45,000 (75%) 15,000 $ 15,000 (25%)

ll 75 000 75.000 56,250 56,250(75%) 56,250 (75%) 56,250.(75%) 18,750 $ 18,750 (25%)
II »V/V/V7

"^0 000 90,000 67,500 67,500(75%) 67,500 (75%) 67,500 (75%) 22,500 S 22,500 (25%)

333 100,000 75,000 75,000 (75%) 75,000 (75%) 75,000 (75%) 25,000 $ 25,000 (25%)

000 105,000 78,750 75,000(71%) 78,750 (75%) 75.000(71%) 26,250 $ 30,000 (29%)
*7-/ 1 V/vV

40 000 120,000 90,000 75,000 (63%) 90,000 (75%) 75.000 (63%) 30,000 $ 45.000 (38%)

44 444 133,333 100,000 75,000 (56%) 100,000 (75%) 75,000 (65%) 33,333 $ 58,333 (44%)

SO 000 150.000 112,500 75,000(50%) 100.000 (67%) 75,000 (50%) 37,500 $ 75,000 (50%)

SS 000 165,000 123,750 75,000(45%) 100,000 (61%) 82,500 (50%) 41,250 $ 90,000 (55%)

/lO non 180,000 135.000 75,000 (42%) 100,000 (56%) 90,000(50%) 45,000 $105,000(58%)
UV/jLrUVI

fift 666 200,000
------------------ ----------------------------

150,000 75,000(38%) 100,000 (50%) 100 000 (50%) II 50,000 $125,000 (63%)

UV7| vvV/

* This IS effecUveiy the Schumer pr
x^al tbrtFe federal governmenl to pay actual expenses up to 5>/5,uw/year. liic

1. 75%(3SB)
2. 75% up to $75,000
1 75% ut> to $100,000
4. PHSP; Maximum of 75% (3SB) up to $75,000 qt 50% (3SB)



ESHARE

75% / $100,600 PHSP 1

$15,000(25%) $15,000(25%)

$18,750(25%) $18,750(25%)

$22,500 (25%) $22,500(25%)

$25,000 (25%) $25,000 (25%)

$26,250 (25%) $30,000 (29%)

$30,000 (25%) $45,000 (38%)

$33,333 (25%) $58,333 (44%)

$50,000 (33%) $75,000 (50%)

$65,000 (39%) $82,500 (50%)

$80,000 (44%) $90,000 (50%)

$100,000 (50%) $100,000 (50%)
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OPTION WITH ADDITIONAL FUNDING
mmmmmmrnmmmmmmmm
ASSUMPTION - 75%. 65%, 50%, 25%. 10% federal uetch, Per-Officer Cost of $50,000

$50,000 salary * benefits FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR THIRD YEAR FOURTH YEAR FIFTH YEAR
federal fhare — $37,500 $32,500 $25,000 $12,500 $5,000
local shfre —

j
$12,500 $17,500 $25,000 $37,500 $4b,000

j

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 TOTALS
i

CLASS A-FED $ $375,000,000 $325,000,000 $250,000,000 $125,000,000 $50,000,000
State/Locai $ $I2S,000,000 $175,000,000' $250,000,000 $375,000,000 $450,000,000
t of Police 10.000

j
10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

CLASS B-FEp $ $375,000,000 $325,000,000 $250,000,000 $125,000,000
State/LocOI $ $125,000,000 $175,000,000 $250,000,000 $375,000,000
* of Police 10.000 10.000 10.000 10.000

1
CLASS C-FEp $ $375,000,000 $325,000,000 $250,000,000
Stele/Local $ $125,000,000 $175,000,000 $250,000,000
« of Police 10.000 10,000 10,000

CLASS D-FEp $ $375,000,000 $325,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $175,000,000
4 of Police 10,000 10,000

aASS E-FEO $ $375,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000
# of Poll^ 10,000

TOTAL cost:
TO LOCALS $125,000,000 $300,000,000 $550,000,000 $925,000,000 $1,375,000,000 $3,275,000,000

Federal funds '
Police (90%) $375,000,000 $700,000,000 $950,000,000 $1,075,000,000 $1,125,000,000 $4,225,000,000
Admin. (Sik) $18,750,000 $38,000,000 $47,600,000 $53,750,000 $56,250,000 $211,250,000
TralnInQ (5%) $18,750,000 $35,000,000 $47,500,000 $53,750,000 $56,250,000 $211,250,000

TOTAL cost;
TO FtDERAL $412,500,000 $770,000,000 $1,045,000,000 $1,162,500,000 $1,237,500,000 $4,047,500,000
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OPTION WITH ADDITIONAI FUNDING 60,000 POLICE

ASSUMPTIOKj- 7». 6». 50%. 25%, 10% federal aiatch, Per-Offlcer Cost of $50,000

$50,000 salary ♦ benefits FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR THIRD YEAR FOURTH YEAR 1FIFTH YEAR
federal share — $37,500 $32,500 $25,000 $12,500 $5,000

local share — $12,500 $17,S00 $25,000 • $37,500 $45,000

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 TOTALS

CLASS A-FED $ $562,500,000 $487,500,000' $375,000,000 $187,500,000 $75,000,000
State/LocAl $ $187,500,000 $262,500,000 $375,000,000 $562,500,000 $675,000,000
« of PollM 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

CLASS 8-FED $ $562,500,000 $487,500,000 $375,000,000 $187,500,000
State/Lo4l $ $187,500,000 $262,500,000 $375,000,000 $562,500,000
« of Police 15,000 15.000 15,000 15,000

i
CLASS C-FEb $ $375,000,000 $325,000,000 $250,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $175,000,000 $250,000,000
f of Police 10,000 10,000 10,000

CLASS 0-FEP $ $375,000,000 $325,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $175,000,000
t of Police 10,000 10,000

CLASS E-FEO $ $375,000,000
Slale/Local $ $126,000,000
f of Pollpe 10,000

TOTAL COST;
TO LOCALS $187,500,000 $450,000,000 $762,500,000 $1,237,500,000 $1,787,500,000 $4,425,000,000

Federal funds
Police (90%) $562,500,000 $1,050,000,000 $1,237,500,000 $1,262,500,000 $1,212,500,000 $5,325,000,000
Admin. (5%) $26,125,000 $52,500,000 $61,875,000 $63,126,000 $60,625,000 $266,250,000
Training (5%) $28,125,000 $52,500,000 $61,875,000 $63,125,000 $60,625,000 $266,250,000

TOTAL COST:
TO FEDERAL $618,750,000 $1,155,000,000 $1,361,250,000 $1,388,750,000 $1,333,750,000 $5,857,500,000



-10-27-9} 07:57PM FROM JUDICIARY COMM, USS TO 94567028 ' P004/004

OPTION HIT^ ADDITIONAL FUKOIHG — 60,000 POLICE, BUT HOLD TO $5 BILLION TARGET 

assumption!- 75%. 50%, 40%, 25%, 10% federal Natch, Per-Officer Cost of J50,000

$50,000 salary + benefits 
federal $hare — 
local share —

FIRST YEAR 
$37,500 
$12,500

SECOND YEAR 
$25,000 
$25,000

THIRD YEAR 
$20,000 
$30,000

FOURTH YEAR FIFTH YEAR
$12,500 $5,000
$37,500 $45,000

!
1 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 TOTALS

CLASSA-FEb$ $562,500,000 
State/Local $ 5187.500.000 
« of Police 15.000

$375,000,000,
$375,000,000

15,000

$300,000,000
$^50,000,000

15,000

$187,500,000
$562,500,000

15,000

$75,000,000
5675,000,000

15,000

CLASS B-FED 5
State/Local 5 
f of Police

5562,500,000
$187,500,000

16,000

$375,000,000
$375,000,000

15,000

$300,000,000
$450,000,000

15.000

5187.500.000
5562.500.000 

15.000

CLASS C-FEb $
State/Local $
# of Police

$375,000,000
5125,000.000

10,000

$250,000,000
$250,000,000

10.000

$200,000,000
$300,000,000

10,000
j

CLASS D-FEb $
State/Local $
« of Police

5375.000. 000
5125.000. 000 

10.000

$250,000,000
5250,000,000

10,000

CLASS E-FEp $
State/Local S 
# of Police

5375.000,000
$125,000,000

10,000

TOTAL cost!
TO LOCALS

Federal fupds 
Police (90%) 
Admin. (5%) 
Training (5%) 

TOTAL COST!
TO FEDERAL

5187.500.000 5562,500,000 5950,000,000 51.387,500.000 51.912,500,000 55,000,000,000

^ -
5562.500.000 5937.500,000 51.050.000.000 51.112.500.000 51.087.500,000 54.750,000,000
$28,125,000 $46,875,000 $52,500,000 $55,625,000 $54,375,000 $237,500,000
528.125.000 546.875.000 $52,500,000 $55,625,000 $54,375,000 $237,500,000

$618,750,000 $1,031,250,000 $1,155,000,000 $1,223,750,000 $1,196,250,000 $5,225,000,000



FROM JliD!C!AEY COM. USS TO ^4FFF01F pone/on

OPTION FOUR

ASSURPTIOli — 75^ federal match for 3 years, Per-Officer Cost of $50,000

$50,000 sO«ry ♦ tienefits FIRST TEAR , SECOND TEAR 
' $37,600

TtiIRO YEAR
federal share — $37,500 $37,500
local share •> $12,500 $12,500 $12,500

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 TOTALS

CLASS A-FED $ $375,000,000 $375,000,000 $375,000,000 0 0
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $125,000,000 $125,000,000 $500,000,000 $500,000,000
♦ of Police 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

CLASS B-FQ) $ $375,000,000 $375,000,000 $375,000,000 0
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $125,000,000 $125,000,000 $500,000,000
4 of Police 10.000 10,000 10,000 10,000

aASS C-FED $ $375,000,000 $375,000,000 $375,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $125,000,000 $125,000,000
1 of Police 10,000 10,000 10,000

"'LASS D-FEO $ $375,000,000 $375,000,000
State/Local $ $125,000,000 $125,000,000
t of To11CO

V

• 10,000 10,000

CLASS E-FED $ $375,000,000
state/Local $ $125,000,000
a of Police 10,000

total COST
TO LOCALS $126,000,000 $250,000,000 $375,000,000 $875,000,000 $1,375,000,000 $3,000,000,000

Federal funds
PoHr(? fvs.nno.nnn
Admin. (M) $18,750,000
Trainino (5%) $18.750.Wn 

TOTAL COST
TO FEDERAL $412,500,000

$750,000,000 $1,125,000,000 $1,125,000,000 $1,125,000,000 $4,500,000,000 
$37,500,000 $56,250,000 $56,250,000 $56,200,000 $220,000,000 
$$7,500,000 $56,250,000 $56,250,000 $56,250,000 $225,000,000

$825,000,000 $1,2.57,500.000 $1,237,500,000 $1,237,500,000 $4,950,000,000




