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DRAFT 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 27, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JIM CANNON 

The Authorization of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

Attached are the OMB memorandum and supporting documents 
on the referenced subject which, as you know, will be discussed 
at a meeting schedu1ed for 2:15 today. 

-
The following issues are presented for your consideration: 

(1) Suitability of the present LEAA program structure. The 
Attorney General and OMB recommend that the present LEAA 
program structure be retained. The Domestic Council and the 
Counsel's office concur in this recommendation. 

(2) Desirability of additional special e·mphasis progra·ms for 
courts and high impact crime areas. . . .. 

(a) Increased emphasis on courts. The Atto'rney General 
reco·mmends that the authorizing legislation make provision for 
an allocation of an ''adequate share" of block grant funds for courts. 
Current law grants LEAA the authority for prior plan approval 
under general criteria that the plan be responsive to the overall 
criminal justice needs of a state. Therefore, t~s specific 
reference to the allocation of an "adequate share" of block grant 
funds for courts does not represent an operational deviation fro·m 
eurrent law. Rather, the change is intended to respond to a 
political need. The Association_of State Supreme Court Justices 
has long been advocating a percentage allocation of LEAA funds 
within the various states with particular concern for those states 
currently operating a unified court system. The a·mendment 
recommended by the Attorney General will highlight the c cerns 
of the state judges without compromising the LEAA pr d·Rfp 
OMB suggests that this progra·m be funded from disc· ~ionary< ds. 

c "') cr. llo 

\., .:1 
'--~___/ 

Digitized from Box 24 of the Philip Buchen Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



·II 

• • 
... 

- 2 -

The Domestic Council and Counsel's office support the AG. We 
believe that the Attorney General's recommendation is responsive 
to the political problem at hand and that this .problem does not 
require any Federal reprograrn.ming. _,,.... 

(b) High impact crime program. The Attorney General 
reco·mmends a supple·mental block grant program to assist cities 
and counties with high crime rates. OMB recommends that this 
special emphasis p:~;ograrri be funded with discretionary funds. The 
Domestic Council and Counsel's office concur with the recommendation 
of OMB and specifically suggest that a sum not to exceed 50 percent 
of discretionary funds (15 percent of total Federal funding) be 
available for this purpose. This would give vitality to your 
e~ressed interest in reducing ''street crime" and would not 
require the expenditure of new monies. 

(3) Juvenile Delinquency Act. The Attorney General recommends 
the acceptance of a separate categorical juvenile delinquency 
program. OMB recommends merging the program in the regular 
LEAA program and funding from discretionary funds. The Domestic 
Council and Counsel's office agree with OMB on the merits but~ 
for political reasons, support the Attorney General. 

{4) Funding Levels. The Attorney General recommends increasing 
the 1976 authorization of $1.25 billion by $250 million annually for 
the five years of the program resulting in a level of $2. 5 billion by 
1981. OMB would maintain the annual authorization amounts at the 
$1. 25 billion available for 1976 for the next five years. The 
Domestic Council and Counsel's office would support modest 
graduations in the funding levels resulting in an aimual authorization 
in the neighborhood of $1.5 billion by 1981. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Date 5/27/75 

TO: PWL BUCHEN 

FROM: KEN LAZARUS 

ACTION: 

Approval/Signature 

Comments /Recommendations 

Prepare Response 

Please Handle 

X For Your Information 

File 

REMARKS: 

For the 2:15 meeting. The cover memo 
is one which I worked out with Dick Parsons. 
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Lynn Memorandum - Reauthorization of the LE~~ 

}\CTION RE·:)UESTED: 

X 

Jim Cavanaugh 
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RE1tiARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West ~ving 

PLE.Z\SE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL ST..;"""S:MITTED. 
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S:J 3JECT: :i.ec.uthori zati on of the La\'/ Enforcement Assistance 
Adr.1i:1istration 

1 n~ funding authori za ti on for the Justice Department • s Lc.·.>~ Enforcement 
Assistance Administration expires on June 30, 1976. Under the require­
G=nts of the new Budget Reform Act of 1974, reauthorization legislation 
shculd be submitted to the Congress this year. 

The Attorney General has submitted far Administration approva1 draft 
legislation to continue the program through 1981. The Attorney 
General's proposal continues the program in essentially its present 
foTm, increases the authorization to a level to $2.5 billion 
ar.nua lly by 1981, and proposes ne•,.; program ernphases in deal ir.g 
wi~h problems in State and l~cal courts and localities with high 
crime rates. A listing of the specific changes proposed by the 
.U.ttcrney Genera 1 is shmm at Tab .U.. 

I. Proqram Reauthorization 

This re~uthorization proposal raises a significc.nt policy issue 
concerning the form of future Federal financial assistance to 
State and local governments far improving their law enforcement 
programs. Should the Administratian 1 s reauthorization proposal 
(::) continue tile existing LEAA program structure 'tlhich presently 
d~vides available assistance funds almost equ:1lly bet':;een bloc~ 
gr3nts to State and local Scver~ments to fund projects of their 
choosing and categorical or discretionary grc.nts for programs 
which G2et Federal requir~ments or Federally-i mposed conditions 
ar.d empnases or (b) modify the program to channel an iilcreasing 
proportion of available funds directly to State end lccal govern­
Gents, t~ereby decreasing the Federal involv2ment in the program? 
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S/7C ;;ill~:::. •,.;; ; b2 avai1aj:0; as b1cc:< grants to St:lte. ar.d .local 
aover~~~~ ~s ~o fu~d oroi::cts in keeoina with their assessment of - . ..... . ..; 
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researc h, ~~so~stration, a~~inistraticn, and progr2ms or projects 
s2lect2d or categorically ~e termined at the Federal level. T~e 

iilodificctions p;--cposed by tr.e Attor:1ey General in the renewal legisla­
tion for co~rts and his~ c~i~e impact areas (described in greater 
detail below) would i~ccse further conditions or limitations on State 
" so o r" b l o,... r., g .,... ·"' n t r·~ · 'n ~ - '"";.:, - - \,..{"\ '- - '""" . ......:.,:). .. 

In light of ycur ex~ressed concerns about enlarging the State and 
local roles in cur Federaiist sys~em, especially in the la•,., enforce­
ment field \vhich is regarded as primarily a State and local respons­
ibility, it is appropri~te to consider the following three issues 
in determining the fut~re direction of the LEAA program: 

1. The suitability · of the present LEAA structure · 
far providing flexible assistance to State and 
local governments; 

2. The desirability of i~posing further conditions 
on State block grant programs for special .Programs 
for courts and high cri ~e impact areas; and 

3. The desirability of funding the ne•t~ categorical 
juvenile delinquency program enacted last year. 

The discussicin of these issues below arr~ys alternative decision 
t · ' ,. .o.h · .._ t ""' l · d f r d. , 

op~1ons rang1r.g 7rom L• e greaLeS~ o ~ne easL egrees o re era1 
involvemen~ in the program. I~ each case selection of the first 
option vmuld continue or strengthen the degree of Federal involvement 
in program decisions while selection of the final option would provide 
for the least Federal role. Congres5ional pressure strongly favors 
increasing the Federal role. · 

, 
I • Suitability of the present LE;l.A urca":""am s tructu:e 

2 

The pres~nt LEf..A program structure, •,.I hi ch the Attor~ey Genera 1 's proposal 
~auld ccnti~~e throughout the renewal period, is describ~d at Tab 3. A 
bri2f histc:y of the development and evo1ut~on of the program is p":""ovided 
2t Tab C. This struct~re provides several types of ass i stance to State 
a~d local gcver~~ents: 

o Blcc~ grants - awarded to States en a populat ion basis ~or 
projec t s d~veloped u~der their ccmprehensive State plans, 
Hili c:; i:iu st be rev~ e•:1ed anci c.pprc'!ed by LE.f.J~: 
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CJti ·JnS 

A. P.:: ta .~ the p:-e.sent LE.';,c, program str~ctu;e. This option· 
cc~~ r~es the present Feder~l role b~t would limit t~e 
a~c~ 1 t of fc ndins fc~ block grant.s to 50 percent or less 
of c.v::ila.ble LEft~ fu:1d.s (asst.:ming continuation of current 
..t: ,. ' ') n l '' - r!' - bl ' J.. .un G1~ g empnases . Ke a~1ve ru n~1ng ror ocK gran~ 
prcg;a~s could be increased if the Administration 
chooses to increase overall LEtA program levels. 
(Attorney Genera.1 ~nd Ci·IB recofi111er.dati on). ·~·, . 

•• r. 

B. Merge existing categorical programs (corrections and law 
enforcement educ~tion and training) into tne block grant 
program and leave to State discretion whether and in what 
a~ounts to allocate block grant funds fer these purposes. 
Ur.Ger current funding levels and emphases, this option 
would provide approximately 70 percent of available funds 
as block grants. 

C. t·lerge existing categorical and· discretionary funds into 
the block grant program, leaving only planning grants, 
research, and administration funded at the Federal 
level. Under current funding levels and emphases, this 
option would provide approximately 80 percent of avail­
able funds as block grants. This would provide no source 
of funding for special emphasis programs at the Federal 
l e'Je 1 • · 

Decision: Option A ; Option B ; Option C --. 
2. Desirc.b lit_,, of additional soecial emphasis oroqrams for courts 

and hi g cri8e impact areas 

4 

The Attorney General has proposed changes to pro vi de emphasis for "VtiO 
~ore special programs at the State and local l~vel: to require funding 
for i:lprovements in State courts and to provide supp1ementa1 block grant 
fund ng for cities with high incidences of crime. 

Increased em~hasis en the Courts- The Attcrney General's proposal would 
require States to expend an "adequate:: share of their block grant funds 
on improving their court systems. This recognizes the important and 
unique needs of th2 courts, as \•/ell as an effort on the part of several 
professional interest groups to create a major new LEAA Program directed 
solely at the courts. This proposal attempts to address those ccr.cerns 

• o ' -1 ' - ,_ ' o I I ' ~ .,l.. ' ._ 1n a more ~oa2s~ way. tne 2~ount or r unGs to oe aevo:2u ~a cour~ 1Gprove-
S2r:ts from blo:~ grant funds \·;ould be deteri:lin2d by the States in c:~n­
s~l ~tation ·~·; i th LE.0u~. 

..FOfiiJ 
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f~n~s f~r ~ourt reform. T is option imposes further restric- . 
tions on State ~iscreticn n the use of block grants. 
( ,... . G ~I rl . . ) ht..t:orney ener2.1 s recor.:men""at:1on • 

B. P.2qui:--e Lt:),A to provide funds for this priority program from 
available discretionary funds. ~/nile this op.:ti on restricts 
LEA!\'5 ability to fund othe·r pilot or demons·{ration programs, 
it avoids further restrictions on th2 block grant program. 
( Oi·lS :reccr.menda ti on.) 

C. Encourage but do not require States to allocate block grant 
funds for court reform. 

Decision: Option A ; Option B ; Option C 
~~ 

5 

High I8pact Crime Program - The Attorney General proposes addtng a 
se~arate supplemental block grant program specifically designated fa~ 
general units of local government (cities and counties) with high crime 
rates. This is modeled after an experimental High I8pact Cities program 
conducted over the past year out of LEA!\ discretionary grant funds. It 
is int~nded to assure that areas with high crime rates receive additional 
funds for programs speci fica lly designed to .::ddress those "crimes of fear" 
most prevalent in highlY urbanized areas. These suppl emental funds would 
be a~ard2d to States for pass-through to units of local government with 
' . ' . . ,. d . . . b d "-' . . n1gn cnr.;e ra1:es. no recommer. a-c1ons nave een ma eon t.ne appropr1a;:a 
level of funding for these new programs. 

O·Jtions 

A. Agree to a supplemental block grant program to allocate 
additional funds to units of local qovernment with hiah 
crime rates. (Attorney General's recommendation.) U~less 
funding for the overall LE.D,A progralil is incre~sed, this 
option could result in reduced funding for t~e regular 
block or discretionary grant programs. 

8. Require States to allocc.te a f xed portion of availab12 
block grant funds to units of ::;cal gover:.s~:tt on the 
basis of relative crime rates. Current lc.w provides 
author-ity for such c.llocations. This ~·;auld limit the 
S . t_ • • • ..1.. • • .J.. ~ 4 ; - • • 

o:::a ··~ 2 s Glscrel.lOn 1n deLerr.i1nJr.g Hnere runes can oe 
most effecti'ie. 
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c. c;=~ ·...:~t·:: L::J:). tc fund this priority pro;r;:r:n from avai12.~ 1 e 
c! "- --.:. ~~ _..,, . ' ~ . ..J- (Q'ln ,.;,.:..; ,., ') •.:;;:....-- '_, :.; .. cry i Jr.'-'::.. · ,.,::) reccrr~en" - L..O.: . 

D. ~ ncc~rag e but ~o ~at require St~ tes ta allocate a high~r prcporti en of t:-:ei r b 1 ock grant fu;-;ds to high crime are:1s. 

Decision: Option A ; Option B ; Option C ; Option D 

5 

-----
3. D2sirabilit~; of f'Jl1din9 t:1e Ju,;er.iie De1inquency ... proqrc.m 

In September 197.2 ycu signed into la ~~~ the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. This Act established a new cat_cgorical grant juvenile delinquency pr:;gram administered by LEAA but specifically separated from the reg~lar LS~ program . It sets up a new formula grant program (based on pcpu1ation) for juveni.1e delinquency programs, with no State to receive less than $200,000. To a large degree this new Act duplicates the legislative authorities and funding distribution mechanisms already a•Jailable under the regular LEAA program. To date~ no new funds have been requested for this program although you did permit LEAA to repragrcm $10 million of exi~ting funds to implement certain aspects of the nc~~ Act. On signing the Act into la',"~ you endorsed several parts which offered a pote~tial for improving Federal juvenile justice prosr=ms, but stated that you did not intend to fund th~ n~H programs authorized by the Act until economic conditions ii:'!proved. The Act also mandated that funds currently being spent en juvenile delinquency programs from regular ' LEAA funds (approximately $140 million annually) not be reduced. ---

There is c9nsiderable Congressional press ure to ini tiate funding of this new Act. Both Houses are pJanning to add funds in the current Supplemental Appropriations bil'l (possibly UiJ to 535 million for 1975) for this purpose. Because of Congressional interest and concern far juver.i1e delinquency, it is highly probab l e that there \•Jill be funding for this program in the co~i ng years. 

The Attorr1ey General considered but rejected a proposal to i ncorporate the ne~-1 jU'/enile delinquency prog;-am irito the regular LE.u}, oraaram. That nrooosal ','/auld hc.•te left discretion to the Sta tes ' .J • ) to det~r;nine \•ihether and in l;i hat c. i7i ct.:n~s to f un d ju'Jenile delinquency progrc.ns f r om available block grant fu nds , b ~sed on relative priorities •,r1t :1 oth::r crii:iinai justice needs. Res-::ar.:n and d::~cnstration oroarams for j:.l 'Jenile de1inqu~ncy could also be condt.:ct ed .,,ith the regular LEAA program st~ucture. The Attcrney General corc1udad th1t Congressional SU O"'\n~;oo'- .:,., , "- 1 0 :ll fl. .;.. ' fi'JOY"' • 'r.oi-.1'-r. "-n;o -1- ::l~~a,..:..- .J. ,-\., 0 •..:.. 
1"':-' '-' •t.. lvr t.n~ n~:t nCt.. ;·/aS SO...,~··'·- '''' i:;:; t...:_._ -':. t..::, :..0 .... .. ar.t;~ lt. would be rejected . 

• • OP,b 

<'.,... 
cO' 
::0 "U 



• 

0Dti 8:1S 

.D.. • • .:.:. .. ::::pta s2p::.-rcte categori~~l juvenile delinquency program 
"I; r-·~ -= .. .,dl·,.,,.., ~ "' '/"1- TO ·bo rl,+-or.-,.;~or! . +...,<=> ~nn11;:~l o' u..Jgo ... . ) o .... .. ; u!o 1 I ,:J 1- - · ~ .J - U ·-· ... lo... ~ + • IJtlt,.,....l lil ..... 11-... -• .__, L .._t., 

...... , , ..! ,...1 _,_ '"!l _.... { ,) ~.!.a no (".!l ~· 11 .:::1 ~r." o · d ..!..~ • ) rc:. 1c'"' ~·a'-_.:>:-. \t-". 1..!.. r .. _y ~..:_n_ra s r .... c ·~· ; .li!._n·at..OI'I. 

3. l·:::rge tile ju'ler.~le delinc;uer.cy program into the regular 
Lr).!). ~~oar~::l ~~d r~.,uire S.:..a"-~- ..:..0 -lP 1/0"'e en 11 adoqua""o" C..:.Jo :-'• ..., -•• -' t -l1 l. '--.:) t... . L- L '- 1...-
share of bloc~ grant funds for this priority program. 

C. i·!~rge the j 'J'/2ni1 e delinquency program into th-e regu1 ar 
LEAA progrc.m ar.d require thc.t it be funded from tEAA•s 
discretior:a:-y funds. · (m1B reccrr.rnendation.) 

I 

D. ~1e;g~ the juvenile deli nquancy program into. the regular 
LL;A program and encourage but do not require States 
to allocate block grant funds far this priority program. 

7 

Decision: Option A -- Option B ; Option C ; Option 0 _ __.: 

II. Fundina Authorization 

A final i ssua concerns the amounts at ~·ihi ch the LEAA program is authori z;d during the renewal period. The Attorney G~neral recommends increasing frcm the 1976 cuthorization of $1.25 billion by $250 mii1ion 
ann~ally through 1981, resulting in a level of $2.5 billion by 1981. The LE.u.A p·ragram is currently funded at $330 r:1i 11 ion in 1975 and the 1976 request is for $770 million. The 1976 budget projected the LEAA program 
~o 8~intain the $770 million level through 1980. 

The Attorney Genercl •s reccmmendation is based on maintaining the 
existing proportion of Federal funds to total State and local spending 
for law enforcement through 1981 (approxinately 9 percent). Since the 
vast proportisn of State and local sper.ding is for manpower and systems 
maintenance costs (~·lhich is not the i:iandate of LEAL\), the desirability 
of LEAA re~aining as a fixed percent2ge of States a~d local spending may be open to questfon. ~~lor~over, in vie•,.1 of existing fiscal problems at the State and loca1 levels, it is unlikely that their spending for 
law enforceGe~t programs will double from 1976 to 1981, as 
projected in this proposal. No date has been provided to justify the benefits which would be derived from substantially increasing authorized 
funding 1 c'/-:: 1 s. 

The past authcr zation le'Jels for L~); have never be.=n fi.:liy funded. The an?1ua l fur.d na 1 eve 1 s have been C:eter;;1i ned bJv tile budcet and ~ 
~ ~r,n ·roo"'rl·~· ."" - . - ,.... •! I \ ...,. '· .;~·,., ~· ... a C"\"'.,...~,.· ...... -. ..... '.... -.;-....:.;-- ~'' tJ ....:.!1vn.:> prOC2SS2.;:,~ H0,'/2/e, , . 1/ , ._,, l.1 ;.. .... .,..,1 .._ , . i... c :.i ;-o t ta:l!...) On 

crime reduction, it may beco~e i~creasinc1 v difficu1 t to avoid f:;fla'i ·,ng ""t.n' 0 or'"'nr;:>m ;:>..:.. -;-:-,;:, a• ·.:.1a·,....; 7.:>1'! 1 ,:,;::,·~ ::: ; n -;-;.,., -i :; -:-, ,.,., """' ' ' • ' '""" 
1 

V :::J -' ;,..~.\,.. ..... ,1,_,_ !.J '-• I,_,_,..... , ._ - • ..J 11 1 ..-11'- ,._,.,..""" 1 ._._. 
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t} "Jt ians 

"" · · .. - · · · · · _.. r? -,., · 1- • . -., · • T 

t.!C\"CiOi: ~~ - :__) ;--0 '/1 2 s:~ ·trsr. -:;p 1ncr2ases OT ~ -.Ju m1 I ton a r: :1uat 1y ~nrcugn 

; ., ,.., . - ,_,_~ ~ - · · ·-1 a""'"',... ~ - "'"~ -= ,..? 5 '~11·- - · , ..... ,...,1 
::; ol , r~.) · ... ~ -~~9 nan annuc. ul,;liviiZ3.L. l On OJ ;>_ . !J1 lun Q:/ !::10 . 

(Attorn:=y G2n2r2. 's reccr.~encation.) 

('I • .-, "' • -l J.. • • • ,. Co ro 'll . ., , . . ' 
u:JtlGn b - f-"IG '/'!u2 S•~C.lrS-:::2~ lncreases OT ~:J · ml lOn anr.Uci•Y 1:lliO~gn 

1931, r·esu1ting in c.n c:r:m;c.i authorization of $1.5 billion by i98l. 

Oot on C - r•!aintain c.:Jnua.1 authorization amounts at th~. $1.25-bi11ion 

c.va labie for 1976. P-.ct!.la1 budget levels :,'lould be det:~·~rTI_ined in the 
a:-:nua 1 budget and c.ppr::p·ri c.ti ons p·rocesses. ( Or!B recorrmendation.) 

Option 0 - Maintain the annual authorization amounts identical to the 
1ong-range projections included in the i976 budget ($770 million). · 
This ~auld produce authorization levels below the $1.25 billion avail­

able for 1976. 

Decision: Option A --· Option 8 __ Option C ; Option 0 --· 
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S ~ecif : c L~~isl~~i~3 C~a~cr2s Propose~ b y t~e Atto=~ev Ce~e- 3 } 

(l) ' - · ' 1 · · · · r.,., 2st:::...ai..2..S!!.2S a~ c.a~rlsory COrll.:"TTl ttee ·co ~2'lle:-.\; .....:tA.:\ g::-2.rr~ ap?li'catic::l.s ; 

(2) ,. . -~ ~' ~ ..:J' 'h ' 19"', . . Reau-cf!or2.. zes .!.J~:-:-.... '-l. I: 1...l.!.!.~lng "C.J. rougn _ u .1.; .::>r·oposes lncreaslJ:"!.·:: frow the 1976 a~thorization of $1.25 billion by $250 Dilli~n annually thro~;h 1981, resultin; in a level of $2.5 billion bv 1981; ·.·. ~ 
......... :. 
. ·. . ( 3) .Provides fo::: e2phasis on the courts and high-iTLlpact crL-ne areas; 

( 4) Places LE.P-_Z\ U:."1cer the "policy direction" o f the Attorney General; 

(5) Permits the Attorney General tc appoint the Director of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice; 

(6) . Allows the Institute ·to make grants to inprove the civi l justice system; 

{7) Clarifies authority on the use of reversiona~J funds; 

{8) Hake.s adjustments in LEAA's relatio:1ships with Indian tribes to increase the Federal share of grants to tribes . th t ~.s::· • • • ' • ' • • \vl 1 ou sui.~..lcJ..enL. resources t:o E'.eeL:. !:laL.crnng requ1.re.."TTents; 
{9) Proposes several teclli1ical anen~~ents. 
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TH2 CUR.?.EYiT LEGIS~C_TIC, :i 

ri'itle I of ~ ... ., .~ i\ -..:.... h;:l- f-~o -F 11 .. ,~· .._L __ ---~..._ t.. -·-"' __ __ _ o __ Q.,J.ng eig::.t. par~s: 

?art .;:\. - La':i :Sr..fo:r-c-2~ent Assis::c..nce Ac1."""J.inis tration 

Part. ·A establishes L.E~'\ \,·;it.hin the De~c..rt::nent of Justice U:.J.cer 
the 11 generc.l aut.horit.y" of th.e A-t-torney General. 

Part B - Planninq Gr~J.t.s ;.· '· .·· 
Part B authorizes LEA.'\ to :nake grants for the .establisr.:uent a~d 
operation of State Planning Agencies (SPAs) . The purpose of the 
SPAs is to est~lish co~prehensive statewide plans for the 
iBprovement o£ lc.w enforc~uent and cr;3inal justice, ru!.d to plan 
the coordination o£ local law enforcaDant efforts. Such plans 
must be submittec and approved by LE&'\ before . a State .is 
permitted to receive block grant f1.L"T'lds for la<:..; enforcement pro­
vided UJ.!der Part c. FY 1976 Fu...1ding Level: $60 -mi.llion. 

Part C - Grants for La;,v- Enforcement Purposes 

Part C authorizes LEAA to make grants to States and units of 
local government for criQinal justice improvement and cr1ille 
reduction programs. It establishes the specific requirements 
for co~prehensive criminal justice pl~!.s which the States must 
submit to receive block grants u.:.1der Part C. Eighty-five 
percent of fu...'1ds appropriated for Part C are a":larded as bloc:< 
grants to SPAs on the basis of State population and 15 percent 
2.:-ce 2.~-larded as categorical discretionc.:ry grants to SPAs, u._i-li ts 

·Of lo~al goverTh~ents, or p~ivate nonprofit o~ganizations. 
FY 1976 Fw~ding Level: $487. nillion. 

Part D - Training, Educc.tion, Research, Demonstration 
and Special Grants 

Part D establishes a National I!lsti t.ute of La-:;v En£orce1:1.ent 2..1.~C. 
Criminal Justice (NILECJ) "'ii tbin the Depart:::ent of Justice a~d 
under the "general. authority" of LEA._;:... Its purpose is "to 
--n ~ .,.,....=~-.o - -~·n d d"' el0""''71.01"l.;- +-o ; m--rove an-" --'-re ,......:..• Q o::: ....... ou. .... -·-::; _ re:::>ea.~..\,_;~ an ~v ~-·--~-..... - _ ''~- -~'"" ~ t.. n-:: ._n_n 
lc.w enforcement and crininal justice," to disseminate :r-esearch 
results to State and local goverw~ents, and to assist in the 
develop::1ent and training of lai.v enforcement c.nd crininal justice 
personnel. ~he Institute is autho~ized to nake grants anc 
contracts to carry out its purposes. Part D also autho~izes 
LS~~ to nake grants and contrac-ts to support educational 
crocr~~s to i~orove and strencthen la~ enforce~ent and c~i~ina1 ~ _, ..... _, - - ~ - -
jus-tice, and to support individuals par~icipa~ing in s~~h 
progr ams . FY 1976 Funding Level: $69 ~illion. r·· 
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? ._:.. r-:. . E - G!:" ~:1 t s -=o ::- Cc:r:- ::-2:: ·tic:: ?. l I ::.s t.-i t_~_t t i.e:! s · a n cl_ Fac; i lit i~.s 

Par t. E 2~ ::!--_Jr izes LES~ t.o 2 .. a~-2 grc..n ts u for t.0.e i mp rO \lewent o ·E co::r-2c-:.i.c:r~l progra.?s C.r'.d pre.ctices. 11 P~rt. E authorizes bloc:( C•r;:1r '--::: 7- o .!... ~'""' S ·t;:,T-<:> u l ;o"~O""l"!lD.G 'lc;-=>n .~iec: cs+-"':Olishod Dl1r"SU"'!lt 
_; - ......... - ~ ............... - -- 4 '-- ,___~ .~.,. __ .., _ ____ :J _ ... .,._ __ ......,._ -J- -- ... 4- ...~...-- --to Part B ~f t he co~p=ehe~ sive plan s ub2i~ted under Part C sets fo=-t::. a comprehe:--_sive sta~ei.'lide co=rections progra,.-:t. LEA..~ • ~ l - ~ , -=-"' ,...-; o,..::; +- --:-'t.::l~"'a C ..:...~,_ i r-. 1 d.: r---~..:._; . ._, r:::1· ..:... .1..s ~-:;:,o ~u:.. no-'--Z~""' '-o ,,,_ ;'\. .__ a'-~-;:,Or---a- - ,_.;;,"''-~'--ona .... y g_c:.n'-s UildeJ: Part E. BY 1976 Funding Level: $97 mil:lion. 

Part F - A&-ninistrati7e Provisions 
..... ~­

.u ... 

Part F contains a ~~~er of a~~inistrative ?revisions includL~g authority to issue regulations, to hold hearings and to cut off grant f~~cs for non-compliance with the Act and LEAA regulations. Part F also incluces civil rights requira~ents which LEa~ grantees must meet. It contains LEAA's funding authorization levels. FY 1976 FQ~ding Level: $57 million. 

Part G - Definitions 

Part G defines various terms used in the LE&~ Act including "comprehensive 1 " "la-;;v en£orcer:1ent and criminal justicer" and "unit of local goverrL-nent." · 

Part H Criminal Penalties 

Part H esta~lishes criminal pe~alties for t~e misuse of LE~- funds. 
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02 t~- ~-~ l ::J8S2!1 t 2.1!. ':3. E"";_.-olu Ci .on of t. h 2 LB~-\ Prog .~ 2.D 

T~~2 L:s;_u... p:r-os ram ~.·ras t::-t2 ?edera.l Go-::;err.2en t ' s f irst. coup::-el!.e:lsi~, ~ 
grant-in-aid program for assist ing State and local jur isdictio~s 
i n their l a-.. ; enforce:-:ter_ t and c r il7linal justic e efforts. 

The progtCc.-:t ~-;as e nactec in Jw.~e 19 6 8 at. a tiwe of gro~.;ing 
nationa l concern abo~t cri2e caused by rising cri~e rates and 
the riots and civil cisorders in the su~~er of 1967 and in 
Mav 1968 follo~ing the death of Mar tin Luther ·. King, Jr. - -e lf"; . 
The origins of the T i=':-._'\ program, hmvever r extend back to 1.9-6 5 
i.·ihich is vie'.'ied as a lanCL.~ark year for federalism and the 
c!:"iminal justice system. In 1965 President Johnson sent his 
first cri.rne message to Congress. I n t his mes sage, he a.."lnounced 
the creation of the President's Commission on Law Enforc~~ent 
and the Administration of Justice and he p roposed the enactm~"lt 
of a Lat,.; Enforcement Assistance Act. This Act , · passed :L'1. 19 65, 
established a small ($5 million a year) demonstrationcategorical 
grant-in-aid progr&u to assist States and local goverrr...ments and 
aCL-ninistered by the Depar~-:J.ent of Justice. This Act 'lf.ras t:.'J.e 
foreru...···mer of the LEAA program. 

In January 1967, the Crime Conmission completed its ~~ork a~d 
called for a major Federal assistance program to imple.rnent · 
its recom..rnendations; In his February 6, 1967 message "CrL"'"'!e 
in America," President Johnson proposed the enact:.-nent of the 
"S::tfe St~eets Act and Crime Control Act of 1967." This Act 
-.;;ras desiqne d to build on the exoerience of the Deoar~-nent o£ - J .. ...... 

Justice under the 1965 Act. The bi ll was typical of the "direct 
federalism" categorical grants of the 19 60 1 s and \vould have 
allowed the Federal Government to bvDass the States and make _.. . 

direct grants to major urban areas. The P.J=imary justification 
for bypassing the States \•las that they had a linlited law 
enforcement role. nDirect federalism," hmvever ~. ~vas rejected 
by Congress, and in June 1968 it not only c~eated the first 
major Federal grant progr&-n for criminal justice and la;;v 
enforcement but also the first "_block g.rant " program_ 

Under the block grant progr2.1-n o.f the O:ru1ibus Crise Contro l 2.l.'"ld 
Safe Streets Act, LEA.'l\ funds flmv from the Federal Goverr.ment 
to -the States and then . from the States to units of -local 
-go-:Ternment. In the first step, LEAA makes a planning gra.-rt to 
each State r.-1!).ich has established a State planning age!lcy in 
accord~nce with the reqqirements of Pa~t B of the Safe Streets 
""~:.. . 'T'' "" St · os s~ o~~i on o.;:: th.::>-e ...::, rls t-h~ nr-h .;... ,,.,.; .:... ""' '-"-~ ~n..... a-c.~ pa ;;;, a p .:..""'- ·- '- --~ :::. .~.. ~..~.n_ -•--'-0--:1- - .._o c.--.L.S 
o.: local govern-.:.-nen.t . · The Sta~es in c ooperatia·:l ~~;i th t.h .e u:1.its 
r""'""\ .. :: 1 ... -. l - .J.- ..!..." D T\ ~....-O?""'.-:l.._,...... -::l ,.-,..-.,""';"'.,......._ ,O 't-. ,...... --..: .... -.- __ ,_ ...-: T"'\- .. ~ ._.L -o~a go,Jernn.en~... L.D '-..o.l.J. 17 j,_..::...~ ...... .,;_~ u. '-~ -~ .. ;::-'~-.l. i :;::;.:l:::J..l..v~ .tJ.Lc. . .;..l . r~equlre-

0e~ ts for this plan are set out in Part C of the Safe Str eets 
_,--·~ i\c; t . Under Part c, LB.F_Z\ is re.auired to a llocate ap;Jroori-a~b 

.. - ~ l~ ~· <~' 
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1~~ s~fo~c2~ent £u~~s a~o~g the States on a fo~nu la ~as i s. ~\.!.b. en 
a St~te s :D~i ~s a pl .~:-t 1.-;:--tis~'l. ~l22 ·ts t.h2 r ec;ui:::-e~ents (:Jf Pa. rt: c 
L~~'-~ 2Us c. C.??ro -v e th2 pl~~~ an d at.·iar-d th~ S-ta .t:e its f(Jrra.:.ll~ sh~re 
of funds in a single block grant. 

The reasojs why Congress rejected direct federa lism and enacted 
block grants are significant to understanding the LEAP!- progras. 
President Jor..,.!.son' s bill Hould have required the States t·:) 
oreoare a com-orehensio-Ie la•.v enforcement plan .f.or the entire 
State. Local ... go·,.·er;::..-:lents 1 ho\v ever 1 •t;ould have' !].ad no obligation 
to conforn with the p~an and could have received direct grants 
>= t' F • 1 G . .~.... . -1 . ' . ' ' . . S . ' l .1..rom ne eaera_ -o~Ier:L.'7!.en '- J.n coni lC-c >:.Jl -en -c.ne -.::.a-ce p an.. 

Congress felt that a comprehensive statet.Yide pla!1. should address 
problems t..l"lroughout D.'-le State, should establish stater.Yide 
priorities and should provide for overall State coordination of 
projects funded under the LEA~ Act. Block grants \vere considered 
the most effective mech~1ism for achieving these .ends. 

There \•Tas considerable debate over \V'hether the Departruent of 
Justice would be able thr<mgh, its grant-making authority to 
exercise supervision and control over the operations of local 
police depart.""!:l.ents. 

Block grants ~ere viewed as a meanS of limiting Federal control 
over local law enfo~cement efforts. In order to reduce the 
likelihood o f Federal control o ver local la'.·T enforcenent tL.!.its, 
the LEA..; .F<.ct '.vas amended to prohibit Fede:!:'al supervision of 
local la'.-T enforcement efforts and to prohibi t a g-rantee from 
using more than one-third o~ block grant funds for personnel 
salaries and compensation., 

The LEP....A Jl._ct contains substantial references to crini:nal justice 
improve~ent programs such as recruiting , training, education, 
coordination planning and the like and a revi e'd of the compre­
hensive plans submitted by the States to LEA..l\ clearly shmvs 
tnat the t0.rust of the LEAA program has been tor.•iards syst:.e~s 
improvement and capacity building . 

.At the same time LEAA' s efforts have been directed tm-Tards 
establishing and supporting experimental programs. LEA...:;.'s polic y 
allm·Ts func.s to be used to assist in the establishment of 
progra-:ns for a li..rnited period. This is consistent 'l.vith the 
LEA.l.\ Act •.,.;hich requires that State comprehensive plans "de::nonstra-te 
..._ho -.-·1 1 • ->a- .::: +-t..o. S+-:::> ' o "" ri , .. ; -'-s O I- lo , ·, ~- .,...,... '=> .~..... "-L--- ~~~--J.ng~ ~'- ::.s O .L <-l!- -~-c- _n._... u"'-'- C-- goJe_,_ . ..:m~n'- '-o 
aSSlli~e the costs of i~provements funced . . . afte r a reasoria~le 
period of ti::te." Th is al3o reflects Congress' inte:1t t.ha t LJ::AJ; ., • fl ac.t as· a C 3.~e.lyst to enco::ra·qe Sta·tes to tlndertake l·:)·:lge::-- t?rn /J <" 
efforts. J ~\ 

;Ql 
J:o 

~' 
't 

..___-/ 



• 

Goals of crim2 re~~ctio~, sys tems is?rovement, and cap~city 
buildi ;:1g ar-e . 93.rt o£ L;::.;_:;' s missio::-t ,,,hich is "to assist State 
and losal governme::-tts ~c redu=e crime by improving and streng~h­
e~ing their criwinal j 1.1st.ice S~(ste:ns. '' 

This mission is con::;istent ';,lith the "Declarations and Purpose::;" 
orovision of the O!nni.::n;,::; Cri2e Control c.nd sa=:~\ S t:reets Act 
~hich provide~ that: · 

"To reduce ar:d prevent crine and juvenile delinquency, 
and to insure the greater safety of the peopleJ law 
enforcement a~d criminal justice efforts must be 
better coordi~ated, intensified, and made more effective 
at all levels of goverTh~ent. It is therefore the 
declared policy of the Congress to assist State and 
local governments in strengthening and i."Tiproving law 
enforc~~ent and criminal justice at every level by 
national assistance.". 

In determining \vhether LFA.A has achieved its purposes~ the 
national, State and local cri~e rates are measures, though not 
the only measures, of its performance. LEAA annually has 
available six percent of the total flli!ds expended by government 
agencies for criminal justice purposes. Since mo::;t ·criminal 
justice expenditures are for manpower and system maintenance 
costs, L:=:A.}\ does provide a significant percentage of the total 
cri:;:ninal justice funds available -for innovative purposes. This 
fact supports the argu."Tient that LEA.t\' s perfom=.nce in meeting 
its goals should be eval u2. ted by determining the degree to '.vhich 
funds are corruni tted to de·veloping and supporting programs and · 
projects which improve and strengthen law enforceinent ar.d 
criminal justice, as \vell as by the degree to \•ihich cr.i..""ne is 
reduced. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE . INFORMATION 
WASHINGTON 

.; -
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: · 

SUBJECT: 

Jim Cannon 

Reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance · Administration 
..; 
~ ,, 

,~ttached are the OMB memorandum and supporting documents on the reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration {LEAA), which will be dis cussed at a meeting scheduled for 2:15 today. 

The following issues are presented for your consideration: 

1. Suitability of the Present LEAA Program Structure · 

The Attorney General has recommended that the present LEAA program structure, providing block, categorical and discretionar-y financial assistance to State and local governments, be continued through 1981. 

'J.:ne Domestic Council, the Counsel-to the President, O.i\1 B , Jack Marsh and Bob Hartmann concur in this recommendation. 

2. Desirability of Additional Spedal Emphasis Programs for Court s and High Crime Areas 

a) Increased emphasis on courts. The Attorney General has recommended that the LEAA reauthorization legislation requir e that States allocate an "adequate share 11 of LEAA block grant funds for courts. Current law requires LEAA to approve State plans for expenditure of block grant funds, based on the general criteria that such plans are responsive to the overall criminal justice needs of the States. Therefore, the Attorney General 1 s recommendation that an 11 adequate share 11 of blo ck grant funds go for court purposes does not represent an operational deviation from current law. 

The Dome s tic Council, the Counsel to the President and Jack Marsh recommend that you concu r in th e Attorney G eneral 1 s approach. OMB recommends that you ~.r ~c;Llfr~{~e thi s special emphasis for courts to be funded out of,,r_;.J~.J-' AA 
1 s ('~ 

' 
.~ ;;.;, \ 
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discretionary funds. Bob Hartrnann recommends that you 

encourage, but not require, States to allocate block grant 

funds for court purposes. 

b) High crime program. The Attorney General has recommended 

a supplemental block grant program to provide additional 

assistance to cities and counties with high crime rates. The 

effect of the Attorney General's recommendation would be to 

create a categorical program for localities with high cru:ne 

rates, which, in all probability, would require additional 

funding in the coming fiscal year. 

The Domestic Council, the Counsel to the President, OMB, 

Jack Marsh and Bob Hartmann recommend, i~stead, that 

you direct that this special emphasis program be funded from 

LEAA discretionary funds. Further, the Domestic Council 

and the Counsel to the President suggest that up to 50 per cent 

of discretionary funds be available for this purpose. This 

would give added vitality to your expressed interest in reducing 
11 street crime" and would not require tl-}e expenditure of new 

monies. 

3. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) 

The Attorney General has recommended that the categorical 

juvenile delinquency program established by the JJDPA (which is 

independent of the LEAA prog::cam) be left intact, with funding l evels 

to be determined in the annual budget review process. 

- The Domestic Council, the Counsel to the President and Bob 

Hartrnann concur in the Attorney General's recommendation. 

OMB recommends merging the program into the regular LEAA 

program and requiring that it be funded from LEAA 1 s discretionary 

funds. Jack Marsh recommends merging the program into the 

regular LEAA program and requiring States to de vote an 

"adequate share" of block grant funds to it. 

4. Funding Levels 

The Attorney General has recommended increasine- the 1976 funding 

authorization of $1. 25 billion by $250 million ann-ually for the next 

five years, resuiting in a funding authorization of $2. 5 billion by 19 8 1. 

\ 
\ 
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OMB recommends maintaining the funding authorization at the 

current level ($l. 25 billion) through 1981. The Domestic ~ouncil, 

the Counsel to the President, Jack Mc:.rsh and Bob Hartmann: 

recommend modest graduations in the funding authorization of 

$50 million annually, :resulting in an annual authorization of 

$1. 5 billion in 1981. 

... " 
b <~.· • 0 tt (J ~ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 24, 1975 

Dear Mr. Anthony: 

Thank you for your telegram concerning the Office of National 
Priority Programs in the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEl~.A). We have checked with the LEAA 
which assures us that the program continues to have a top 
priority, and that while organizational changes cannot be 
ruled out, the substance of this program is considered 
important and will continue. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Mr. Mark Anthony 
3808 Riverside Drive 
Burbank, California 91505 

Sincerely, 

/f~U{[~ 
Counsel to the President 

'--

/ r­

! G I "-A' 
. 'J.r ~ \ 



I 
\.,.:.:> ,__., 

" .<~;·· 

' 
., 

1 

• 

0~~ ·3.n4tt2 'iiinu~ : -
. Wunl}1n¢:n --·· . . . ---.- .· \1HAI 11 <-12\5l (2•-t221'\E1 71) PJ . t./2ll75~~'-1245 ... · . . __ . ~ ·1 C S I P ~ NC Z C S,. ·::·. . · . .-.. __ <~n;;.;.:· .. · fffl JUN ZO ::.: p~\ -.\--.~~1 . " 2.1"l<~~•a,&.~a£ TARw- ll•o•·•ll.lv .. :ca ~.-7 ·~&. ·~..a,_2.J . 12a.s::.D ,~-EST ."- ''·-: - ~.: ·-- · .. . - .' . __ .. :,. - ~;--.'J_::""; .. ·-

:i :~~;~:;::~~~~;;~~E~~~-~{ra . ~~i~~~~.J~!~;~~i:tti'~-·-·· ~f~: 11 l T H~ S CO WE To· wr:: ATTEPtT JOtt:·::-THiJ:j.TH£ . AilMtftt -STRAT&sti:· O.F.fl~LAil~::£·:.· : .. · . . ·:...-:('~~:-;~ 13 
... . . .. -_ .. -.: . . '?~': ·_ : _- ... . : ' -": .. -~: - .. ~- ._.,.,,:_ : -, ·----~.---~~-;;~;~~--~:: ·.- • _: : : _::. ~;-~.;;;;,;:=. -~ ENFORCE£M:T ··ASSl STANCE::. AIIU IHSTR.l.T I Ott ·. 1 S~;J~EO-RCiAIU:l _l . Jt;:-~:A_N~\Etl_Hfi."-:- ·'· : ;·;.:f~~i,f 

I 
. . . _,. ~ . --:- . • . I . . -. . • ~~ · •. : .• --·::. ~ ~ :: '" ::·. : :_: _ _ ,: _- __ - _: .- -!; ~;-;;_,;~.--::~ u ·AIOll Sal Hfi :· 8R ALTER tJiG-:,TM£".:~.8rF ICE~ OF ; Ml T:liMAL ... PRlGRJT.T ._. PRG&ilMs-;~~ - '':-~l:<.:':<:;.· 

10 
• • :";~'. : • :._- ·. • • • • o ., (i J:.-:\ ~ • ' 7:.. ':' ; ': i"i'!:o 'T(t : • --~~ ... ;~-, .;. jJ THI~ IS A TREJEMBOUS"c.~ ERR8R:<;:.) :,IORlEI llTH~·: THAT D~,f-, !C~:~te . ~K~-~~'-~:-,- .-:fi~<cii::. . . • . 

. • • . .. • ... ·: . •· L~ 
1a SE'IER.ll C Ill ZENS: PUit;.lc.-sER'I I CE-ANNOUMCEJERT s-~ wH JCK.:. ARE:?i SUP£aa·~~;. . . ·._\. ·, .: ~<c~ ~q THESE ·· pROGRA:.ts- HOUSE::' Y()Uil~ Pi-taR. IT IES,.,. AMI :~ CAMNor :·aE·'~ MOYEi ~.Jojt£ .. ~ ~ ~~-i~ . .L~ 

• ~ ... • •• • _· · -- • : • • ..... . :. • . :: • .• ·- - - - •• "'. ·;~~~"' <-:- . "' ..... ::!.._ "·..""! -: 
71 3:.\ SEMENT OF THE IURE.\UCR'ACY-,,. · ... " . . , .... · ~-,:--;: :. -::;i:: : t1 

2:; 
MARX A~THOHY . 3!J8 : R tYERStDE ~DR SURJANX :'l CA . '15J5 -- ~-

;-.-:-. ~~[.:!~,:~ 
---=-:.:2_--r,:; · 

_:::~:v~ 

·_ \-"t.;~; .. }~·=-;~c.,··- . -21 NNNM 
15 

·· ·,:; .::~~;·~;~,;. ~~ 
.,- ......... -

;·Si-;··':. 
7b 

;,· 
·-, 

1 .. 

.·. _,~- ·-:~ ~.;;- .· 
.. •.; ,£. :.. ....... • ... ... -{ ...... 

.. ~:t; ' '... ·.'$·:~ ~~: .. _ .. 

I 

! . I 
- • I 

' :"':\ .... =·-. I 

.I 
I 



. 
. . 

THEW HITE H . ......r 

WASH 
OUSE 

lNG TON 

. 
~ 

• 



' /-~~~:,--

• 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 22, 1975 

Dear Don: 

Jack Marsh and Phil Buchen asked ·me to get in touch with 

you regarding your proposal to establish a commission on 

law enforcement officers' views on the criminal justice 

system. 

At the conclusion of our June 6th meeting, my understanding 

was that Don Santarelli would come in to see me in order to 

develop some options on your proposal. However, we have 

not been able to get together as of this writing. 

Please talk with Don and call (456-6297) to set up a meeting 

at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

* Kenneth A. Lazarus 

Mr. Donald Bald..,vin 
Donald Baldwin Associates 

Suite 906 
1625 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

bee: Phil Buche n / 
Jack Marsh 

Associate Counsel 
to the President 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 9, 1975 

MEMORANDUM TO: PHIL BUCHEN,/ 
s 

FROM: 

Attached enclosure from Don Bald n s self-explanatory. Please 
coordinate a single response to Don on this matter. 

Many thanks. 



. . . . 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 9, 1975 

Dear Don: 

Many thanks for your letter of recent date in 
further reference to the subject of our June 6 
meeting. I a.m. again contacting both Phil Buchen 
and Ken Lazarus with regard to the substance 

of your inquiry. 

I am sure that you will be hearing from either 
of these gentlemen in the very near future. 

With warmest personal regards, I remain, 

Sincerely, 

John 0. Marsh, Jr. 
Counsellor to the President 

Mr. Donald Baldwin 
Donald Baldwin Associates 
Suite 906 
1625 Eye Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

:~.~:: . 

~~: -
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:·DONALD BALDWIN ASSOCIATES 
Government Relations Conmltants 

The Honorable John 0. Marsh, Jr. 
Counsellor to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Jack: 

SUITE 906, 1625 EYE STREET •. N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 

202-223-6850 

July 7, 1975 

an a/filiate of 

. ... c .... 
-:t':.-..,~. 

c{".~~I 
f7~'-:..~., 

Since our June 6 meeting we have not heard what, if anything, the President intends to do about setting up a commission on law enforcement officer's views on the criminal justice system. You will recall that we had a meeting which you set up in Mr. Buchen's office with you and Ken Lazarus sitting in. Our group included Mr. Ordway P. Burden, of New York, chairman of the Hundred Clubs Informational Council and member of the boards of all the principal law enforcement organizations; Mr. Don Santarelli, former LEAA Administrator and now a partner in a local law firm; Mr. Frank G. Carrington, executive director of Americans for Effective Law Enforcement, and author of the recently published book The Victims; and myself. 

We have all read the.President's message on crime and agree it is a good one. However, it does not address itself to the point that we make; namely, that there has been no emphasis on getting the views of the very people who have to enforce the laws -- the police officers themselves. Our suggestion for the Presidentially appointed "advisory" commission would accomplish this. 

We have been talking with supporters in the House and Senate and find substantial enthusiasm for such a commission, especially from Senator McClellan, and Senator Buckley. If the commission comes out of the Congress it will be too "balanced" to be effective. Also, we thought the President should get credit for appointing the comrniss 

Don Santarelli has followed up with further telephone conversa­tions with Ken Lazarus, and I have talked with Jack Calkins about his discussions with Bob Hartmann on this subject. At this point it seems there is no objection to the proposal. As a matter of fact, it seems to have strong endorsement. 

As we stated at our June 6 meeting in Mr. Buchen's of,.f:i..?e, the principal law enforcement groups -- International Associat.tfc~rt"-. of Chiefs of Police, National Sheriffs' Association, Intei-natio~\L ·::J ,.:;: .: 
'" ··,.~.,, 
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Conference of Police Associations, and the Fraternal Order of 
Police all have endorsed the concept. These organizations represent 
approximately 85 percent of the law enforcement officers. 

Have you or any other staff aide done any further thinking 
on this proposal? Do you think there is any chance the President 
will move to appoint such a commission? 

-~~-,~~~..,...,. 

Please let me know where the proposal is now, ~~~:--

Warmest personal regards. 

DB/tcs 

;; 

.'-i·· fOq/J~ 
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Friday, June 6 -- 3:30 p.m. 

Meeting with --
Don Santarelli 
Donald Baldwin 

Frank Carrington 
Ordway Burdeen 
Jack Marsh 
Ken Lazarus 
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From the desk ol 

DONALD BALDWIN 

June 3, 1975 

John 0. Marsh, Jr. 

Jack, enclosed is a copy of our 
draft of a proposal for a Presidential 
Commission on Law Enforcement Views 
on the Criminal Justice System and Crime 
Reduction and Prevention. 

This is the document and subject 
we wish to discuss with you, Philip 
Buchen, and Ken Lazarus. 

We may have Glenn King, Executive 
Director of the International Associa­
tion of Chiefs of Police, with us Friday 
for the 3:30 meeting. I'll firm this 
up with your secretary so that he 
cleared through the ga~~ -

Regards. 

\ 
\ 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL PRESIDENTIAL 
CO~~liSSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT VIEWS ON THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

SYSTEM AND CRIME REDUCTION &~D PREVENTION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Crime in the United States rose an appalling 17% 

in 1974 and 6% in 1973 (Uniform Crime Reports) • These 

figures follow almost seven years of Republican promises to 

reduce crime, promises made both before and during our stew-

ardship of the executive branch and in the face of the expen-

diture of over three billion dollars by the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration alone. 

Americans have, since the crime commission report 
1/ 

of 1967,- been documented as having serious, and from time 

to time primary, concern about the likelihood of being a 

victim of crime. As early as 1967 almost half the American 

public had indicated that it had altered its way of life 
2/ 

out of a fear of crime.- This concern has changed our way 

o:i: life, and has· seriously altered the face of America. We 

now live almost as ·prisoners in our homes and our businesses 

out of fear of crime. 

3/ 
The L.E.A.A. "victimization" study,- initially 

released in early 1974, which surveyed over six hundred 

thousand Americans, gave a clear picture that there is at 

least another time, and in the city of Philadelphis five 

times, more crime victims than there are crime reports to 

the police. The controversy over victimization continues· 

to escalate, and people continue to become more fearful. 

1/ The Challenge of Crime in A Free Society, 1967, a report 
by the Johnson appointed crime commission, chaired by Attor­
ney General Katzenback. 

2/ Ibid. 

3/ -The "victimization survey" was conducted for L.E.A.A. 
by the Census Bureau at an initial cost of over $10,000,000 
and institutionalized annually thereafter. It attempts to 
measure, for the first time, an acutal rate of crime as 
perceived by victims. This is distinguished from the F.B.I. 
gathered U.C.R., which records reported crimes as described 
by the often ~equally subjective methods of law enforce­
ment statisticians (attachment) . 

,_.·?~~-;~-
l".Jj:r'· 
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The seriousness of this problem has been high-

lighted by President Ford in his remarks, April 25, 1975, 

and a series of articles (attached) outlining his continued 

interest in the crime problem. Concern for the Republican 

administration's responses over the past seven years to crime 

is reflected in renewed controversiality surrounding the 

L.E.A.A. program on which the Congress now expects to begin 

hearings. Attorney.General Levi's concern is reflected in 

his proposal to create an advisory board for the L.E.A.A. to 

both better manage its resources and, apparently, to blunt.:·" 

some of the criticism about the program. 

Not since the crime commission report of 1967 has 

there been an intensive effort on the part of the Chief 

Executive to address anew the serious question of how to 

reduce and prevent crime. Concern for victims is quite 

laudable but does not necessarily improve the quality of 

enforcement and prevention. 

At no time in modern history has the chief executive 

sought, in a coordinated and specific way, the viewpoint of 

the "crimefighters" or "peace forces"---actual operational 

law enforcement officials. In a sense, the actual clinical 

"physicians" have not been consulted about the "epidemic". 

II. THE COMMISSION 

The acutal operational law enforcement officials 

should be canvassed, in a coherent and systematic way, for 

their views---however controversial---on what must be done 

to stop the rise in crime. It is important to note that , 
these views would reflect "law enforcement" and not attempt 

to include therein the views of defense lawyers, scholars, 

social workers and the like. It will be the President's 

responsibility to balance the law enforcement views with 

those, often competing views, from a different perspective. 

·-----~ ........ --.------.. -···-·· ··-.. --~ .. ···~ -~-~- ¥-- -- ~ .. ----- .. --·~····· --
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The commission should be advisory. It is not to 

draft legislation or to make policy, it is to give specific, 

concrete, and perhaps not always acceptable, viewpoints. 

But it is necessary that these vieWpoints be highlighted as 

the views of law enforcement, so that the President may 

consider them in the balance. Thus, he would not have to 

accept such views, nor be responsible for them. It would be 

a way to highlight the high price necessary for insuring a 

greater degree of publ_ic safety, or in more elegant language, 

the "domestic tranquility", without receiving the onus of 

those views •. 

It is important to note that i.n the 1967 crime 

commission report the commission felt that it was too early 

to assess the impact of some of the more restrictive Supreme 

Court decisions, such as Miranda, but they did note the 

specific need for more information from law enforcement 

officials as to the actual hardship that such restrictions 
5/ brought to bear on public safety, at p. 94:-

" ••. many •.. decisions [are] made without the 
needs of law enforcement, and the police 
policies that are designed to meet those 
needs, being effectively presented to the 
court. If jud~es are to balance accurately 
law enforcement needs and human rights, the 
former must be articulated. They seldom are. 
Few legislatures and police administrators 
have defined in detail how and under what 
conditions certain police practices are 
to be used. As a result, the courts often 
must rely on intuition and common sense in 
judging what kinds of police action are 
reasonable or necessary, even though their 
decisions about the actions of one police 
officer can restrict police activity in the 
entire nation. (emphasis added) · 

I 

This is precisely the situation to which the commission 

will address itself. ~}" /<+• "(' 
"" ., 
'o:) 0' 
• ~ ::1:1 
·-r. ""' 
~ ~ 

•"; •• .)A " 

:: / 

4/ Commission is an arbitrary appellation---advisory council 
is a reasonable alternative. 

-,. -~..,.. 

5/ Mr. Leon Jaworsky, Mr. Lewis Powell {now Supreme Court 
Justice) and five other members of that commission, wish to 
go further in supporting law enforcement officials' views. 
See Challenge of Crime, infra • 

. ,. ________ -~·-. -·,-·--- ..... - ----~-

- ·--~---- -.. -- ... - --- --·-~~---··~ ·- . - - - - r. 
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III. MAKEUP OF THE COMMISSION (flexible) 

A. The Commission should consist of: 

l. 

2. 

Law Enforcement Agency Representatives 

a) 3 police chiefs of cities or towns 

b) 2 state police or highway patrol agencies 

c) 2 sheriffs 

d) 2 chief executives of federal law enforce-
ment agencies 

Prosecutive Agencies 

a) 3 prosecutors at city, state or county 
levels 

b) 2 representatives of state attorneys general 
who have the responsibility for prosecuting 
or litigating criminal cases 

3. Other Organizations 

a) 1 representative from the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police 

b) 1 representative from the National Sheriff's 
Association 

c) 1 representative from the National District 
Attorney's Association 

d) !·representative from &~ericans for Effective 
Law Enforcement, Inc. 

e) 1 representative from the Fraternal Order of 
Police 

f) 1 representative from the International 
Conference on Police Associations 

g) 1 representative from the Hundred Clubs 
Informational Council. 

4. Total: 21 members 

IV. GENERAL METHODOLOGY OF CO~~ISSION 

A. Since the Commission will, by definition, consist 
of experts in the area of fighting crime, the 
comm!ssion will draw upon the expertise of its own 
membership, perhaps to a greater degree than do most 
commissions. 

·~ ·-·-.---. ~-.. ·-·· -~--- -- -·-- -- --

Hearings on relevant topics should, of course,.be 
held to obtain the views of others who are involved 
in the law enforcement activity, but, as noted above, 
the expertise of the commission itself will be drawn 
on to a large extent. This will also keep expenses 
down. 
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B. The commission should confine itself only to those 
issues which directly affect the enforcement of the 
criminal laws against conduct which directly affects 
individual safety. For example, such areas as abortion, 
obscenity, marijuana, etc., in which the criminal law 
attempts to control arguable anti-social but not violent 
conduct, should be avoided. 

c. Areas of concern should include, although not neces­
sarily be limited to: 

1. CRIME PREVENTION - how crime can be more effectively 
prevented. 

2. CRIME CATEGORIES -

a) violent crime, including terrorism 

b) organized crime 

c) white collar crime 

d) hard drug abuse 

3. THE PROSECUTION OF CRIMES - in the above listed 
categories 

4. THE IMPACT OF 'VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEM ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND THE PROSE­
CUTION_OF CRIMES: 

a) court decisions- e.g. Mapp v. Ohio,.Miranda v. 
Arizona, etc. 

b) legislative enactments - e.g. current "privacy" 
legislation, "speedy trial" laws, gun control 
laws, etc. 

c) trend to "diversion" in pre-trial stages 

d) bail matters and their possible abuses 

e) sentencing procedures 

f) correctional aspects - e.g. furloughs and 
work release programs, parole and probation 
aspects, etc. 

5. THE EXTENT OF VICTIMIZATION OF THE INNOCENT 

6. COMMENT: This is but a short listing of areas of 

concern which can be further developed as the ., 
commission takes·shape. The important aspect of 

this section is to keep in mind that these topics 

should be developed by the commission only as 

they relate directly to the law enforcement or 

prosecutor's function. 

··J 

~ ~·: 
',-,.: 

~ 
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a) EXAMPLE 1: The topic of "correctional aspects" 

is included but this part of the report will 

not be an extended treatise on the correctional 

system. Rather it should confine itself to the 

manner in which corrections impacts on the crime 

picture---e.g. how much is the picture affected 

by criminals who have been returned to the 

streets through overly lenient parole and 

probation procedures, how many crimes such 

persons commit, what do the police feel should 

be done about it, etc. 

b) EXAMPLE 2: One of the topics is "speedy trial" 

laws--those laws which require a prosecutor to 

bring a criminal accused to trial within "X" 

number of days or face dismissal of the charges. 

The report should not rehash the pros and cons 

of speedy trial laws in general. Rather it 

should demonstrate the impact of such laws on 

tbe prosecutive function: do such laws force 

the prosecutor to "plea-bargain" too often, 

do such laws require the prosecutor to go to 

trial with insufficient preparation, etc. 

There has been enough written back and forth on every 

topic mentioned above to fill any number of libraries. The 

commission, in order to fulfill its function, must confine 

itself to presenting its expert views only with regard to the 

impact of the topics listed above on the prosecutive and law 

enforcement function. 
~ 

'"";:··-
/ l ;.• r.J;j'A 

r·· ~\ V. SITUS OF COMMISSION 

For this proposal to have maximum effectiveness, 
·~\·~·~· ~~ ·) .:t..j 

'~ 
visibility, and to reflect candor, it should be located, 

administratively, under the auspices of the highest level of 

the executive branch, the White House. To locate it in the 

Department of Justice, or even more temptingly, in L.E.A.A., 

·-·--·-----·~- ... ·---~---- -
i. 
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would seriously reduce its impact, visibility, and willingness 

to be candid. Service on the commission would tend to be 

viewed by its members and those representing it as less impor-

tant and "insulated" from the ultimate policy maker. Knowing 

the tendency to locate commissions and advisory groups distant 

from the President, it will be hard to resist. It should be 

resisted, or the project may not be worth pursuing • . 
VI • STAFFING AND CONSULTANTS 

A. Commission should have an Executive Director and a staff 

of five members, at least two of which should be attorneys 

and each of which should have substantial law enforcement 

or prosecutorial experience. 

B. Commission should be empowered to retain the services of 

outside consultants. Academic expert~se can be a consi-

deration in this area but, again, the primary requisite 

should be experience of a practical nature in the law 

enforcement and prosecutorial fields. 

VII. TIMING 

A. Because of the acute nature of the crime problem, the 

commission should have its report prepared not later 

than six months from the inception of the commission. 

B. Persons being considered for membership on the commis-

sion should bear this in mind when making their decision 

whether or not to accept membership on the commission. 

VIII. CAVEAT 

A. Some persons viewing this proposal may well respond 

that the commission will not be "objective". This 

poilllt is true. The fact that the commission is not, . \··tOR~ 
' I <':\ 

in fact, "objective" or "balanced" is perhaps its ;.! .~\ 
\ ·:,;;. ~') 
\ ~~ ~ 

strongest point. The entire purpose of the commission ""--~>· 

is to present the particular views of those who must 

deal with a critical problem---namely, crime in the 

United States. It is only when these views are pre-

sented, in a responsible and comprehensive manner, can 

~-
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the policy makers in the criminal justice system make 

a proper judgment of the balances to be struck---e.g. 

between the needs of law enforcement and individual 

rights. 

, 
'"""" I'D.fo''.. 

.l.j; '~} .. <~ ~' 

.· .. ",'• <:..~-
,,; "" .... .z. 
·;:;-~ ~ 
·A " 
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Ford Eves Realistic .; 

Crime Control Goals 
1 By Ronald J. Ostrow 

Lo.!: .\::z~!e~ T!:ne5 

The Fo:-d administration 
is turnin:; its back on the 
Liw-and-ordcr rhetcric of 
the ::'iixon years, striving to 
quell wh.:Jt Pres ident Fora 
regards as unrealtstic expec· 
tations produced by hard 
line t:1lk. 

In its place-and witll 
crime climbing at an un­
precedented pace-the ad· 
ministration plans to empha­
size help for the victims o.J 
crime, a crackdown on 
''career criminals·· and pro­
tecting the public from 
\vhite<ollar lawlessness. 

Throughout the new strat­
egy, which will be detailed 
in :\Ir. Ford's much-post­
poned crime messa~e . now 
scheduled for sometime thi3 
week. will run the theme 
that the major responsibility 
for combati ng crime rests 
with state and local authori· 
ties. 

The adopr.ion of the 
softer-toned strategy comes 
at a time when leading crim· 
ina! justice experts are con· 
eluding that very little in · 
the way of crime reduction 
has been achie\·ed i!l the 
decade since the President's 
crime com miss! on began the 
work for its landmark 1967 
report. Instead, these ex­
perts bel i e~·e, there have 
been accomplishments in 
making the criminal justice 
system more humane. mc.r~ 
decent ,and more eificien~. 

\\nile empha~izing that 
prime responsibility for cur· 
tailing crime is not in Wash· 
ington, the new approach 
\\ill not oversell the one fed­
eral agency created to up· 
grade state and local police, 
courts and prisons-the Jus­
tice Department's Law En· 
forcement .-\ssistance Ad· 
ministration. 

Soon after the crime mes­
sage, the administratio'n will 
send to Caoitol Hill a hilt 
that, while -recommendin2 a 
fi\·e-year extension for 
LEA.\, would also create a 
panel of advi~ers to look 
over the shoulder of .-\cimin­
stra tor Richard 1'.'. Vclde as 
he parcels out the anticrime 
grants. 

Some officials who hav e 
h ad a hand in dr;::fting the 
Ford administration·s new 
position en crll:JC Yic ·:: 
the ;'l;ixon ::!dmi:Jistntion's 
nrr.mises ~,,:ith t~2 SiHr.~ d is­
dain a3 ~!>e :'ii~<:· '1 admmi;­
tratiun 1C'1Jrdt'd till: c~· t: at 
S ociety of ~hP ,Jo h nso n 

, years: u::1fulfillable proru:se~ 

that In the end leave those 
whose hopes were fostered 
bitterly disillusioned. 

'The law-and-order rheto­
ric overpromised and di­
verted people from issues 
that should have been ad­
dressed," said one oificial. 

Politics. to be sure. has a 
role in the switch of strate· 
gies. The 19i6 presidential 
election is in sight. and the 
crime rate. which at last 
count was soaring upward at 
a 19 per cent rate, shows no 
sign of slo,\ing. · 

The hard-line :'-iixon mes· 
sage of the 1963 presid:mtial 
and 19i0 congressional cam­
paigns. coupled with the S4 
billion-plus that LEAA has 
laid out. helped create the 
impression that the iederai 
government could roll back 

crime. 
In the 1963 campaign. for 

example, candidate ::\Lxon 
said the role of :poverty in 
fostering crime had been 
"grossly exaggerated" and 
instead shifted much of the 
blame to the courts. Key 
rulings by the Supreme 
Court, he said. "had the ef· 
feet of seriously hamstring­
ing the peace forces in our 
society and strengthening 
the criminal forces." 

The impression that the 
U.S. government could con­
quer crime was underscored 
when the crime rate drop­
ped in 1972-the first de­
cline 17 years-and such 
law-and-order enthusiasts as 
former Attorney General 
Richard G. Kleindienst cred­
ited LE..\.A and the adminis­
tration's hard line. 

As for the Ford adminis­
tration's new approach. one 
official said. "It's the public 
and the victims of crime 
we're worried about and not 
attacking any particular 
group of people." 

Speaking at Yale Univer­
sity law school April 25. :.\lr. 
Ford foreshadowed the di­
rection of the new strategy. 

Xoting that the nation has 
been far from successful in 
curbing brutal street. crime 
which he said "obsesses 
.-\merica day and night." the 
President said: "I do not 
seek vindic~irc punishment 
of the criminal, but protec­
tion of the innocent victim. 
The dctims are my primary 
concern. That is why I do 
not talk about law and or­
der. and why I retu rn ~o th e 
constitutional iJhrase-in· 
suring domestic tranqu1li-

drafters intended' to include 
a passa::e that would han• 
"federalized" all crimes :. ;; . 
volving a ;un. They chanze~ 
their minds. however .. ..,.h.,!": 
one Justice Department 0f:i­
cial ad\·ised the 1\"r,::e 
House that enactment 0:' 
such a law would have re­
quired an all-out fed;-ral 
prison constructio::l p::o­
gram. 

Pla:1s call for :.\Ir. Ford ~o 
deal with gun control in the 
upcoming message, a touch:: 
topic for h im throughout his 
political career. He is firmly 
against any kind of fede!'a! 
registration program ior 
firearms. 

The view that the federal 
government so far has dem­
onstrated little capacity to 
cut crime appeared to 
square with the othen•:i5e 
often disparate dews ad­
vanced recently by a gather­
ing of crime experts at Har· 
vard Law School's For-i 
Foundation-backed Center 
for Criminal Justice. 

James Vorenberg, execu­
ti\·e director of Pre;idi!nt 
Johnson's crime commission 
and a professor at the law 
school, gathered two dozen 
experts a~d a couple of re­
porters to weigh the ~tate oi 
knowledge in tile crime con­
trol fie ld . 

During the two-day serrJ­
nar, the experts spoke ur.der 
the ground rule that they 
would not be quoted by 
name so that uninhibited 
discussion would be encour­
aged. 

\Vhat emerged were some 
opinions that would ha\·e 
shattered the drafters of the 
crime ccr.1mission report: 
Police really can do little 
about the crime problem. 
but they have impro\·ed 
markedly in management 
and restraint; the pay dirt in 
cutting crime-at least sta­
tistically-will eventua i!y 
come in better protection 
for vulnerabie crime targets: 
the crime commission de­
ceived :people about the 
state oi knowledge on how 
to reduce crime \\·hen the 
commi ssion really wa3 striY· 
i"ng to he more hum;tne. 

:'io part icipant g;we an:; 
sign of expcctinz Congress 
to cut back t he federal out­
lay in t~e search fo r mE';;:-:;; 
of tt:rnin;: bac!~ crime. E::t 
with :\Tr. Ford co.lling for a 
more ::ca11 stic !ook at the 
federal ca pacity ~!1e chance 
of such a rE'duclion wruld 

ty.'' seem a , ery real one. 
:\II'. Ford's upcomin;; 

crir:;e messace is expected •-:----------­
to call for compcr~sating \'ic­
tims of crime through a 

--------------• fund that wouid be pro-
,-!d<'d. at least in part, by 
th e lawh rcnkcrs. Their con­
tribut io n would b~ required 
as rar t -·of the sentence they I '-._ .. / 
received. 

:'icw approache!! In the 
crime war have not been the 
Ford arlmi nistration's 

1 st rnn :::est domf'sttc suit. -I l_n preparin~ for the Yale 
1; speech. for C\:tmple, it wa3 
I lc:~rn<'d that th e speech 
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IFord ls Shaping a Conservative Agenda 
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relianct! on individual initiative: • and a free markat economy; , 
reducP.d involvement of Wash· ' 
in;;ton in seeking solutions. in- . 
creased local responsibility for · 
overcoming adversities. ' 

I Well placed White House of- . 
ficials said that the philosophv ! 
underlying :'<lr. Ford's approach i 
to a post-Vietnam era would be ; 
reflected in two hi;h-priority i 
programs being developed by: 
the President's domestic ad- ; 

I 

Mandatorj· Impri~onment l 
The first, . expected to be un-! 

n:iled by the President next! 
month. is a crime control pro-! 
gram that will call for manda-I 
tory imprisonment of repeating! 
offenders, who commit the hulk! 
of the nation·~ crime. -
"1'ne second. li kely to be con- ; 
siderably longer in the m;_.kmg, : 
is a planned set of prv;lO~als de- . 
signed to curb the rapid growth \ 
of Federal spending on social j 
programs. including food • 
stamps, veterans ber.efit:;, So- \ 
cia! Security, !-.ledicare and , 

, Medicaid, and Go•:crnment : 
I pensions. ! I Based on interviews with a . 

Continued on Page ~o. Column:!. 
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QrlJt inns1)i1lfl1Dn ~Josi 
AN INDEPENDE~T NEWSPAPER 

J11r. f/ord Speal~s 011 Li·I-JrLe 
!I •. ~~. _ ... ~L SUBTLE and important ways, President 

JL t or<.l has been guiding the country a w:ly from the 

policies and practices of the 1'\ixon administration. He 

h.as not always been successful in making the distinction 

clear in the public mind. But it is obvious ihat he is Jeeply 

engaged in a process of becoming his own President, 

of coming out from the shadow of the tragedy that 

preceded him. The other evening at Yale Law School, 

Mr. Ford took a giant step. The subject was crime, and 

his words were badly neede<i. There will be those who 

will maintain that the President didn't go far enough 

to rid the subject of its ~ixonian O\'ertones, but it is 

. fair to say that Mr. Ford has set an encouraging course. 

1Uchard i\ixon c;~me to power wilh the words law and 

order ringing from his lips. He made that cry such a 

slog-Jn among his while suburbanite Republican support· 

.ers that hardly anyone would have guessed that the 

principal victims of crime in America arc urban blacks, 

esp«ially poor black women. From the empty rhetoric, 

the Nixon ndministration moved on to programs. The 

main program was the Law Enforcement Assistance 

· Administra~on's hardware distribution gimmick and 

~uch constitutional novelties as preventive detention 

and no-knock warr:mts. The resuit of the LEAA program 

is that hundreds of com:nunities now have helicopters 

and submachine guns, sophisticated radios and fancy 

uniforms, . but the crime rates are way up. When the 

preventive d~tention issue g<lt down to real cases, it 

turned out thJt many of the people this approach was in· 
tended to keep in jail weren't getting out anyway; it 

was largely unworkable and inherently questionable. As 

for nO.kn~k warrants, they turned out to be a menace 

to pol ice officers and citizens alike. and very few law 

· enforcement professionals want anything to do with 

· such practfces anymore. So much of what l\lr. Nixon 

said he wanted to do turned out to be wasted eifort in 

real tern1s. Its basic result was to polarize and mislead 

the public. 
It is for all those reasons that Mr. Ford is to be ap-

plauded for his Yale speech. "In thinking about this 

. problem 1 of crime ). I do not seek vindictive punishment 

. of the criminal. but protedion,of the innocent victim," 

: the Prrsiclent said. Then he added: 

Tlte victims are my primary concern. That is 

why I do ?lot talk about law and order, and why I 

Ht!.tr7L to tiLe t.:ull.stitutionaL phrase, in~uring do· 

mestit.: tranqutlzty. 
\Vhen you think of a President's speaking of '·domes­

tic tranquility" as a goal, you are likely to be reassured 

that his purpose is to solve a proowm ami not-.to make 

politicai cap1tal from the fear tnat exists among citizens. 

And l>lr. r'ord put his finger on tile right place in the 

system where the breakdown occurs, in the criminal 

j~stice system. It is here that overcrowding and poor 

organization make it possible for the guilty to plead 

lesser offenses and •·walk," while the poor, irrespective 

of guilt or innoce'nce, rot in the, detention facilities and 

explode with each change of season. The result is that ·I 
there is little justice in that system, as the President , 

pointed out. Serious offenders are on the street because I 
the sys~em makes it difficult to keep trac~ of the most 

dangerous felons: those who are the violent repeaters. 

~Ir. Ford called for a system in which punishment is swift 

and sure for the dangerous ielon. lie offered federal 

leadership in the effort to make more judges, prosecut· 

ors and legal defenders available. 

This is a markedly different tone . and probably dif· 

ferent in substance. too, from the 0/ixon effort. We will 

rely on Attorney General Edward H. Levi to elaborate 

for us on how the administration intends to implement 

:\lr. Ford's reasoned 3pproach. We have permitted our 

criminal justice system to deteriorate to the point where 

in some cities referring to it as "just ice" at all is a joke. 

There is little justice for the accused usually and-much 

more important-none for society. If the Ford adminis· 

tration sets as its goal assisting the states and cities with 

realistic remedies for the bottlenecks and for the over­

crowded facilities, that will be a major factor in the fight 
agninst crime. 

But Mr. Ford did not restrict himself to the problem 

of street crime. He said he hoped to set a new example 

with respect to crime in high places. He said he realized 

it was impossible for our society to make any serious 

inroads in our crime problems if people see a lack of 

respect for the law among their leader:;. When you put 

that statement beside his enlightened sense of priorities 

in the criminal justice system. you he!:!in to sec that on 

this issue, :VIr. Ford is shJking his shadow, and none too 
soon. 
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Tlte Cost_ ~;· Fi81z.ting· Cri11Ie 

THERE WAS A TI:\IE. not fong ago, when it was a 
. popular belief that money cured social ills; in-
deed, that the more money spent. the better the cure 
would be. If we need any more lessons in how wrong 
that precept can be. consider the sorry saga o( the fight 
against crime. In 1967. annual federal. state and local 

. spending to combat crime was about S-!.5 billion. Sev­
era_! serious-minded groups looked at. the r::~te of crime 
arid the amount of money being spent and concluded 
that the amount shoutd be doubled. That figure was 
surpassed some time ago and the total effort now 
stands at $1-!.5 billion a year. for that kind of money. 
given the precepts of the 1960s. we should all feel 
snug and safe on ·every byway in the land. But hardly 
:myone does. 

'It turns out that. more money to do the same things 
w_e· did before is no solution to the problem of crime. 
What is needed is a new approach to old problems. 1t 
was with something like that in mind that the L:w 
Enforcement Assistance .-\dministr::~tion was founded. 
It was intended to put federal dollars into new and 
imaginative <!pproaches to the problem. It wo·uld be 
unfair to blame LEA.-\ for the fact that its $800 million 
a year has hJd almost no effect on the crime rate. That 
is, after all. only fi\'e per cent of the total being spent 
in the United St::~tes on crime prevention and control. 

In frustration at the rising cost and the diminishing 
results, Congress is preporing for c;H;efut o\·ersight of 
the federai effort in the fight against crime. There are 
a number of important issues for such oYersight to 
address, an.:l. two of them seem urgent. The first is the 
role of the private citizen at the community. 5t:tte and 
federal level. and the second is the need to take a 
serious look at how ju\·eniles are being handled in 
the criminJl justice system. for we may l.>e unwittin~ly 
crcati:.6 our hardened oifenders. 

.. In t;.J.Ch of the 50 stJtes and fiYe trrritories. there 
are State Criminal .Justice Planning A gencie". They 
receive federa! funds from LE:\:\ and dire"~ their 
st<~tes' crime fighting efforts by deciding how the money 
should be spent. The trouble is that there !~ no re­
quirement that ~rivate citizens sit on those plJnning 
agencies· boards of directors. They are composed large­
ly of the profes.>ionals in the criminal justice system. 
who; in turn. owe their allegi:>nce to the :::gcncics and 
departments in which they serve. The result of that 
arrangement. all too often. is th:~t the tradit ional :tp~ 
proaches to crime are su~, .• incd with the e\·cr-i ncreasi n.c: 
inflow of funds . The imll, \':ltions th:ll ltJd bL'en hopcci 
.:-:>r--and which arc dcsp'er:nely nccdcd--rare:l y matcri­
::iLc. I~ is hi~i i t jmP as a .l ir:;t step toward re:il in­
novation. that at least half the nitli1TiCI-Sl\G ()[\!~~~ 

l 
boards be made_~.!~~~!:~ \~~~-<?r:_ly~ll~gi~~~~-_to ' 
the crm11nal JLiStice svstem is that of citizens concem('d ----..:: - - --·- I tfiat thev and their neif:ibfiot'Soc-protccted to thP ~real- . --- ~ ~ ~.ossible. i 

In ~he n~w climate that such a change might bring. ' 
it might then be possible to address the question Ol 
priorities and innov:~tions . .-\s matters now stand. LEA.-\ 
grants to combat juvenile crime account for rougi1ly 
18 per cent of the total amount of money LEA"\ spends 
in the states. Yet. in 1973. juvertiles accounted for 51 
per cent of all arrests for property crimes. ~3 per cen~ 
for violent crimes and -l5 per cent for othe:: serious 
crimes. ::'IIoreover, total arrests of juveniles under :1~e 
18 rose 144 per cent between 19ti0 and 1973 .. -\~u!t 
crime rose 17 per cent in the same period. The S(J.t:.: 
planning agencies appeor not to be putting the money 
where the need is. As recen• events in Washington 
demonstrated. the problem ot the juvenile offender 
deserves serious effort. and there are tew places in 
the country where that effort is being made. · 

The :"a tiona! Co~ncil on Crime and Delinquenc•:.­
one of the le::~ding investi~ative institutions in tit~ field. 
h:J.s been urging that police and the courts t::~~:e a sc:!o;.;s 
lvok at the idea of di\·erting ,,·hat it c:.J.Ils tf)e ""St:.J.~t:.s 
oifend"~·· ·away from the criminal justice sy~tem. This 
is a young person. a runaway or a truant. ,,·ho no\': 
can be iound in the juvenile court system bec:wse of 
an offense that could only be an offense if committed 
by a juvenile. Truancy is one example. but thc:e :.1.re 
ot!1ers. such :>s curfew \·iolations in some comm,.nities. 
The council's studies sugge~t thJt toclay·s · ""status of­
fender" is often tomorrow's h ... rdencd offender. that 
""career criminal" of whom Presieient ford spoke at Y::ie 
severJl weeks ago. The point is to find that your.~ 
person early and deal with .him or her in some way 
other than through juv~nile court and jnvenile deten­
tion. Those are truly the schools for crime. Purs~,;incz 
such ideas is one example of innovation worth ~o::1e 
effort. but it. like all other ideas. requires broad co~­
munity support and '! good deal of coordination amon;; 
all tl:e :1gencie~ that touch tt:e li\·es of jtm~niit>s . i• 
is that kind of role th:tt LL\A con serve better th:n 
the one it now ~erves. It is spending a .~rent ue~l c,[ 
its money assisting luc:.~t police dep:trtmcnts to do 
thin~s those dep:.~rtments would . h:~\·e to do any·.•: ::.y. 
such as hire pe-rsonnel and upgrade their t' ((ui;)':r.~ :~t. 
There ::re other ways of financi~g _those act;: ·:ti r<:Y? 
need LE.\.-\ to do wh::~ wouldn t nc ~one 11 tt d\Z; ~ ;: 
dn them . and thcrcm m Jv l':dl lie son\p crc:n i·: r- _,..•1,,_;­
tions to the problem of cnme. It i;; t:VC,!_l JiO.'~ ii> i • ' :':::t 
some of those solutions c::~n he Jdvanced \l"ii11o l ll~ ~ 1-: L' 
fancy price t:1;:s tl!Jt ha\·e accompanied the llHI.'l re·.:t't:c 
efforts in cr !mr. pre\'en! ton . 
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Le;-i l\ejeet~ 
1\lajor LE,.-\..A. 
0Yerhaul 

L":i A: · ~;rle:. 'l l:;ltJ 

. \tiurney (;encral 1-:clword ; 

1 f. L:.:d plan:> a kc~· ch:IW.!C in : 5 

the m~teh·criti<:izcd L:.w Ea· : ~ 
Jorccment .\ :=si~ tar.rc .\ r! minis· . 3 

tratiun, but has H'Jcc·ted a fJr f 

mort:' sweep in:! <J'. rrll:nll nl1
1 . 

1
. . I 1 

tl\1' ~ra11t-awarc Ill:.! ;:~l'n1·y . tt ~ 

w;,s learned yC'.;tcrcta,·. C' 

LL·\·i's l1roposal. t!l :clrrstuoll \' 

to be alre~dy at the \\hi tc 1 

I 
. t 

I !oUSL'. '.\·o:.~lll ereatl' an a< ,·1· , 

~panel of non-~on~rn~t 1 

experts tu urcr,e:.: L t·:.\.\'s.' 

.:rant1i1:! millions u[ dul!Jrs 1 

i nr spt:'t:ilic prujcc·ts. ; i 

.\t Jll'L'S<'nt. SllC'h .authority 
r<'~ls ultimaH·l~· in !.L.\,\ .\d· 
mini~tratur ltich::rd .\I. \"eldl'. · 
Tl.e a:.:enc·y. \';lJieh ll<Js been 
nitidzed for fundin;.! too 
m<Jny hardware ikms. ;:!·· 

counts for the l<Jr~cst single 
i'cm ;n the .Justi('C Depart· 
mcnt buci!!et. ll is ciuwn lor 
Sl69.3 million in fisc:Jl 1976. 
$105 million hclow this ~· rar ' s . 

request but S~OO million more 
than the F B l ond rn(lre than a 
1 hird ui the departmc:at's tutal 
requested out lay. 

In pruposin:.! the ~td\·i~OI'Y 

p<l!Jel. Levi rcjectrd se,·er:tl . 
're\·isions rec:ommc:ndcd b~· ;~ ! 
secret department stltd~·. The · 
t·.yo-month stud,·. roliclueted 
h~: a tao:k force· reprrsem i :~:! ' 
the departmt:at's orr;c:c oi jus· . 
1 ic-e poiir:: ar.d p!anni1:;z r.nli 
the LL\.\. tr:lletl i'or: 

• Com·crting the pro~ram 

into a total hlork-~rant eflorl.-­
undrl· whic-h all Jllm!.; would 
11e di,t:·ibuterl i:1 blueS..:; tu 
states ;.llld luc:al itir~ to spend. 
;,s they sl'e fit for up~radin:! 
their criminal just!c-r sy~tcm~. i 
The fisc:~l 1975 u:.\.\ hud;.:c:t 
indudc·s Sl-i0.5 million in !-U· 
called diserelionar,· · fund~. • 
"'hith a:-c c!istriin!tcd f1H' pr.l· 
jc;:t:::, the a~cney n1ust ap­
pro..-c.•. 

•J-:Iiminatin~ !'lllidin'.! from 
.i<~-.c·n:i<' w·linq t:c .l .:_,. :md 11•.•: 
cn~orcern :·llt t·rlnr:tl : 1 1!1 p~.rt! ~; 

O!) '.,! riHI!ldS til<'~ · t·Otl!!icl \', itil 
the pllil•;.":)uph~· tl1 :1: s:~~l, ... :1:~!! 

lnC':d ::t:;!Jorilil'~ :-lllll:ld c!ec·idt· 
lto\V to !-':H.\!"id CT:tn !rl ~!l ju:.~a· ... \ 
J~tnds. not fcdrr;;i utlir·iab. 
The· to:;k fn:Tr -:;i rl 11w :: ."' 
S;J!llplion that rdtw<Jtionai >Ub· 1 ~ 

:- i;i ie!- hC' !p rut <Time ha~ iittlc < 

<!\ ·idcne~ tn.hnck i: up. · t 

•c lppnsin:.: mod i f~ in;.: hind: 
1 

;.:r:.~nts. a~ ;. ll' ~ ~~r·.lc· c! h\' l.i-: .\ .\. · 
t ~ J t.'ll1ph:t: .. itt· !· h:t: tnP:i .n:: ii .nri > ~ 
1ll {"!Jli if · ;H:t! lti~· !t · t"rillll': 

~ ··t:t. ... 'fh ·~ t~l '_ t.\: ·, . l• \IJ ,1 I 

c: ~: ch cl ti::11 t!:: ·, ... •II lid croJ ·.· 
thl' ~c:lt~Jr it~: 111 , ,,\. st :llr·...; . 

0 · \l~ ::c:i;, ;l·: L: . ·\ .\ innfll": 

·::i:hin th·· :-,1.;!:" ... to lil" '~~ 
&lrf';t~ \'. hl':·c en:UL' !~ rnu~t ~t> . ~ 
\'1'1'(' . • 

The admini .,tr:ltion'., p:·o· 
j,•, .. at lo :• eo nl : !'t ::n:~ I.E.\\ 
lJ'iU ,1 1t(.' ~ I!:Jt,!li l'"rl lt1 ( o;l 

: lTV . j,:~· .\!;; _\' J.1, .dtf!IJt l ·...: fl 1111' 

('l)!l'_l C ~ "il · . ~d :t 'i :!lll'il:lliPfl If 

l lll' till! ~n· •·fl· \ ,· ;tr -ol cl ;!-~l' llt'Y I 
ext<'JHls uutil Sept. :: . l!llti. ' < 
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. per u;.:l) for Phil.l'IPltJhia. 56 yeJr rrnicct to m" .l>.l!re th ~ 
p•·!" !.[j,~l) fl)r Chir·• : '1 • . );; o.~, C.\:Pnt o! r-r 1r11~ \\ i; ll ; n:cr· 

f>. l") 1 f't.ld ~ 'J r l..l) .... . \n:: .~~(' ~ a H1 ~ 15 Vte'.\ nr-.:: t ~·Chl11'1llt'S de\·ClO~J'."ci 
l:Jr:_;, •~; ~· l l! • :'i i:i n: I F'.~ !ilJ:! 
t\~:._ , . ~~~ h1..:''1 :: .-.. !l' ~~t(· ,, l i':.!U : c.:; 

~h-~v:.:. :'~:t' nr:i1n'~ to .1 n t·\V ~'lv­
ei·n! :~cn ~ s:udy. 

1':,~ st: r\ Pv cl · .::. : .. :·1n ..: ·'d :1. c- r = r;1e 
r;Hc t!\L" un~~ .. ~-: s i:l:..h as :.::o­
!ice Ii_:tr2, :! !'il:l~~!~l·~:~;~l. 
ai~o' ~ lh · ·~ ·:r.:"3 ~s lll·_ !t : :~ 
Ch!cJ~o. l J· · .·G~·- unci I.o ... _\:-t­
~C"le~. ;: !,: ! ' . : .: i r~\· r.1· '! ' t • ~ !~ .-- n 
l \\·ice os ~:''!: · ·~ .\·\'\\ ' Yrq·~:. 

;JL[" l.IJI ; ~l ior :'\~,~· Yo;-k. hy t "C;l,:, US r ·::.::! ~r..; . ·r l· ·: l'~lrli.;r 

H•:,u lt !< of tile ~t~n,·. m:vie n•port ~ll'.: ·.:estcd that nime i~ 
publ:c t:F! r.i o: ht. ·· ~ rn· ":> tl• :··.· ;JS il! .: it :•s r•. !:unr·d ' 11 
stro:lc_! n:c -~"::c u[ :·t .l)l; c. ~· •1 .. \t !:i!lt;J . DJII ;more. Clt>l'clJ:ld, 
thy tO\':ard ir' CT!!":'l!.r•:! ~u-..: · n"' ~~L' ·\;.:1~·~:. D.'!;l:l:-:. St. Luu; : .... 
i n:'::u.: ~ ion"' . hord~r!n-! -~ n · , ·~: 1 ~ DL·~\Cr and i'ortl~thl. C):·c. 
tl'lTl!>t.'' !):l id L :::.\.\ .\clmi:JiS· i •! th! b~•::il s ~t:~f\·. ;:!>nut 
lr~t ·q· Dr.n:1 ld E. s~n:;r~!li. l .Jli i ntcr\"!(' \'.'Prc; O ' i~-'-'~ion~~! 

"T;e crime ~urn~·: t'C"'••·s n~··;· -or.s in ;,:::0ut ~.'i •ll)lJ P.nu ··'· 
. - ~\ • • .rl 

d.·~J:· ~ r:i~r~::~' r!:a t i:! :1n ~s- n r·!~ .s ar~d Iu COO bus~n·_·:. ~e-:; 1n 
tour.G;:< '.! number n:· in!'tJr.~·cs ,. -;:·it at the l:l'\' l.1r::p<; ::::tt ;',;. 

The stt!c:: . ... .- r: ~!l~~ · rt:-1 b~· t~·~ · .\r!lt·r::: -:Jns ~1r:1ph· r>J nu :. T.:~ s;,:n·e,\· excbdt!d ·tile ~;.tiJ-
:..;:<J " ot thn~e c· i t!~s. lt ~i :'u l' X­

duc!E'ci dsitors ~wl city wvrk­
t· !·s '\.\·::u li\ e t:ls~·\·hc··~. 

L3\,- Et~:c.· .. t.:11-:: r:t \ -- ..,·,r·I:-1·~ thin~ it is \\ · orth\'.:h1l~ to ;"o?­

_.J,dm:nistrat;or. o.1J chL' Ce':· port ' O puo!ic ;; :..;::1 nr:!ie ~ :il ·t t 
sus Curc~ u. -::-:~.-.._, \. t""~,.i t.~:nt or) 0(. i:1e~· ~ave hcen t:1e , ·!ctims ui 
ever~· LC ·.Ji) l)·.:~r::it rc';!Cc~:.:; cnrn inal ac:ts:· r:.~ a0Cec.L T il e inten·icws were con-

clt:t::tL'd tn e:1rl~· u;-;~ . Ti1•J:-:e 

<!·.: ·:~:tancd \\'C t'C ~~ ;, ~~ J . 
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;,re like~:: to b:::- ·:ir: ~n.1s ol ~er!- T !1e report is t!l~ ~ecnr.d 
ous crime. T!t~ r:.tes were t.3 stE'mmin:;: irom a .SlU m:ilion·a· 

,,_. ":"t: :cr- ::lt!Y had ll'."~!l ray.:j_ · · 
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ro iJ~ed. b:.:r~lariz:::tl or .::.s-
s:lllitcd tiut·im; l'.li~ J.:!cl if ;;·J. 

whe tiwr they iu1d rc:,or~ed t!l~ 
cri:nc to JlL'li<:c. Trt::v w;,::·e . 

questior:ed rxtcnsin:!y ab<Jut · 
details . o!: criminal inclde1:t.; I 
and their reJ~OtlS fo;,· !!Ol re· 
pocti n;; t:rl:7!cs. 

Of those who did ::ot report 
personal crime, ~-1 p~r ce:tt · 
said they did not because ot' ! 
l~H:k of p~cof or th~y f~lt 

•·nothing cou!d b~ dona." 
Twen~y-ei~ht per cem: did not 
consider the crime in;:Jortant i 
enou gh to report, aml lessc-!" · 
percemagc:s said " ;Joli::e wot•ld 
not wam to be b,l':rt.:red." i~ 

was too inco:wenii!llt. it was a 
pC'r~onal m:nter. ·x til:!Y w:::re 
air:;id o~ reprisJl. 

. The fi ;u r:!s ran ahout t ~e 

same for thos~ who chose not 
ton j:o:t l!o•tsehoid hur;,:bril!s , 
<~nd hrcenic!l. i 

I.ar all fi\·e cities. the report ! 
showed a · tor al o£ 3.1 milli<.~n . 

c:·:m:!S con:mi~tcd lr. lSI:?. 
Tl;c L.E.\..\ ca.u~iou~ly com-

p2r:qth::.t L:.!U!'C'\'::t il the l.l. 
m:~~on total li~tcd in the F.Bf . 
L. :i;,: . .;r:~ Cr: nw F ·:;wrts. the; 
on!.v othes l'Ollcc~[un ot na· : 
t:c~P.::l \.Ttnlt! s~-al~.:;t ies. The I 
FBI fi~urE's a1·c a cc•!'1 '1tl<ltion : 
of s~~~.i ~t. i •:s :-epo:r.:d ny lo•::Jl , 

:Police a.:,;encks am! h::.vc 'oe~n !. 
· \<lei ely t'ri ticiwd ~s ::1accur:ttc j 
and :>uhject to political mani!).; 

u btion. I 
The FBI fi;urE's do not re-; 

:fleet crimes nc·;cr repurtNI to i 
police . . 'i.r.cl poli c.:e ofh:ials in 1 
Gitt\"lrflnt t:it:~ ::; ila\·~ no :-,ta:"Ir~- ; 

a•·d w:ty of courH iil;.: and rc­
;jc r :n·.: cri nn: 1i t~ : ~re~ ~'l ill...: 

FSL 
s~~nt~rt· lli s:1 id til~ FE!l et_, ;n. 

·pi !::.: ion "is -ne il !ler a bro<1d 
t'r :.:u.,n n11r a trul ·: l'l. ,•t·t :'c 

.in .-rr :JmL·n L in n: •,·;1:o.unn"' • 
t'r; mi'" bill :H!dl'd tit :t II ht>lll:, ' 

loc::!l oft in:lis in tiet :• rfTliH;I'.i ! . 

how to :lllt•l';Jtl' n: .>vu•·l·•·s. 
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.ny DAVID Dt:R:'\H.\.\1 - .:'"'-"<1&1 to':.:~ ~;~·:1 Yo:..:. -r~rnu 

WASHr:-iGTON. A~ril l4 - hcus;:holds in New Yort;: were 

. New Yorkers were the Yi.;ti::ls rar less !ikeiy to be bro:.-.enl 

o! violent crir:1e co::sderabiy. imo. I 
less ireq~c:otly than tiie resi- i ~\liirCo\· er, t he sur\'cys arc! 

dents oi Chica(,;o, Dctmit. Los consid~red bv maav cr!rr:ir:olo- i 

Ang~les. Fhiladc:p;.ia a;>d eigi1t gist~ to pro..--!ce a tr~cr i:1dica-l 

other se:ected smailcr ciues , tion of t!:e ccmpa~a:m~ le;·els ! 

during 1972. ;of crime in r:1e ci:ferent ci•iesi 

T.'lat ::'\ew York City. wilic!1 : th:m can be drawn from the! 

has long eGc!urd interr.3.tio r! aL 5tati3tics co!i.octed by Po!ice i 

no:0riety as a city of cri.:o1e. · i)~;:>art:nents and p~olisiedi 
was the least \·ioler.t of :;,Jl tr.e . r::g'.liarly tly t~e federal Bureau! 

13 American cities su:yeved, isof i~·.-esti;;ation. I 
the most startiing iimi:r..g in a : That is par: ly because the ' 

complex Federai study, the so:c-. f.'3.I. cri:.1e statistics are sub-! 

ond part of which was puo- ·iect. to conscio~ cr unconsci· ~ 
' lished tod~y. Partic!;ntin;; :n ()~ ;; ii!ani;;~l:Hion cy r~e police 

the sun·eys -.. •.;ere 22.00;) r~si- •.v11o cu!lec: the:n anC: pan:y be-, 

dents and 2,000 businessmen . .:.:.use the sun·eys conducted i 

jn each of the cities who were by the Cer:;'.ls Bureau are oasedi 

inter .. ·iewed about their exp~ri- 0:1 Sw'Tlp!::::; w: .. ':nict:;es t!1at! 

ences with different kinds of : have prc•;d. i'! i g!~iy at:c!.lrate' 

crirne. j f~r such ?U."?CSes a,; p:edicting: 

The surveys were conducted . e.ect:ons re.>ult.s a;1:i measuring 

by L1e Census Bureau for th~. '.!n~r:o?!oymeP..t.. 
: La\V Enforceinenu~ .-\ss~sta:tce : '·F~r the fi:-st t!..r:te i:t history, 
Administration as p;m; of a :·.·.- ~ :10\v· _ha\·e ar: ;J.Ccurat:e 

broad effort to develoo a more · :o::c:J.S'lre cr c:1:o:e m America 

complete picture of crime in the ; -~t !~o.st i:1 these 13 cities," 

United States _ when a::ci · s:;,:d Dona !d E. Sanrarei!i. head 

h 
- ~' .~..,. L-·-- ;;_i.orc m t A · t 

w ere tt occurs and who its .'-· .... :" ···. --: '· e .• en 55!5 • 

victims are. • :ance Aam:n:stratton, during a 

The findings show tbt Kew briding ~ere las t Ti':ur~day. 
Yorkers not only bxe a sis· T.". e :ld:-r:inistration is a branch 

nit'icantly smailer cha;~ce of oe- cf t~e Just!ce Dcpanment that 

ing raped. robbed or assau lled p ~o\· r~es Federa_l ft::-.ds and re-1 

than do tr.e res icents of rhe 12: s:: zrcn sa;:>?ort ror state and io-1 

oU1er large cities. but a!so rhat Continued on Pa:;e 5i, column 1 ! 
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July 29, 1915 

Dear Phil: 

Many t.hanka for your l.ett.er of July 19 covering the 
points we diacuaaed when you were here to ... the 
Preaidant. 

I note that there will be a ~~eetint;t ot the District. 
Attorneys and police agenciq enqaged in the eareer 
criminal progra and the meeting is to take place 
1.o N'ash1n9ton. we shall try to find out when that 
saeeting: ia achectul.ed. and will propose that the 
Preai.dent try to mue an appearcee there. I can 
alao adviae you that the Department of Justice ia 
concerud about the problema at LEAA and I shall 
try to keep er.aat of' developmeota. 

It wu qood to ••• you vhen you were here, and I 
look forward t.o netng you on yol.lr return viai t. 

Mr. Philip Cohen 
Bxeout1 ve Director 

Sincerely~ 

Philip w. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

NatJ.onal Le9al Data Center, Inc. 
P.O. BoX 1012 
60 Weet Ol.en Road 
?:hoWland oaka I California 91360 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 29, 1975 

Dear Phil: 

Many thanks for your letter of July 19 covering the 
points we discussed when you were here to see the 
President. 

I note that there will be a meeting of the District 
Attorneys and police agencies engaged in the Career 
Criminal Program and the meeting is to take place 
in Washington. We shall try to find out when that 
meeting is scheduled and will propose that the 
President try to make an appearance there. I can 
also advise you that the Department of Justice is 
concerned about the problems at LEAA and I shall 
try to keep abreast of developments. 

It was good to see you when you were here, and I 
look forward to seeing you on your return visit. 

Mr. Philip Cohen 
Executive Director 

Sincerely, 

/(?~ 
Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

National Legal Data Center, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1012 
60 West Olsen Road 
Thousand Oaks, California 91360 
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NATIONAL LEGAL DATA CENTER. INC. 
A NON-PROFIT l.t:GAL RJ:.:'iEARC/1 CORPORATION 

POST OJ"FJn: BOX 1012/60 WEST OLSEN IWAI> 
IIIOUSAND OAKS, CALIFORNIA 91360 

Pllllll' COIIFN. I·XITUIWI: UIRF.CIOR 

cllll51 -''~2·2-'S-' 

The Honorable Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Phil: 

July 19, 1975 

As promised during our telephone conversation of Friday 
last, the following is an amplification of the points raised 
during our meeting with the President on Saturday, June 28, 
1975 in connection with the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration innovative crime-reducing endeavor. 

The concept is popularly known as the "Career Criminal 
Program" and dating from the President's speech to the Internat­
ional Association of Chiefs of Police on September 24, 1974 -in 
Washington, D.C. (where he first publically introduced the pro­
gram), it has been recognized and welcomed by all law enforce­
ment agencies as a Presidential initiative. In other words, 
Presidential interest in the program has received the plaudits 
of police, prosecutors, courts and the media. Incidentally, this 
is the program that I explored and discussed in some detail with 
the President and Bill Casselman during our meeting of December 
17, 1974. 

In brief, the program is designed to quickly identify the 
habitual or repeat offender, and via a system of priorities, 
quickly process him through the criminal justice system. 

Since the majority of street crimes (unquestionably of state 
and local jurisdiction) are committed by repeat offenders, it is 
hoped to reduce the statistics and incidence of crime by zeroing 
in on such offenders. It should be remembered that the program 
focuses on "getting off the street•• those individuals who have 
already been given several opportunities for rehabilitation and 
who have rejected those opportunities, opting instead for a life of 
violence and crime. 

In its initial stages, the program through L.E.A.A. has al­
ready funded eight District Attorney heavily populated juri~gt~t­
ions and additional cities are planned to be funded. Each~. fo~ 
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jurisdiction will embark upon its own program dealing with the 
repeat offender and my particular responsibility is to coordin­
ate and guide this national effort. Because of past projects, I 
know most, if not all, the District Attorneys involved, and I am 
now in the process of initiating a series of meetings with them 
to coordinate our strategies and goals. 

For your information, the offices to date are as follows: 

Jurisdiction 

Manhattan, New York 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Detroit, Michigan 

Columbus, Ohio 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

San Diego, California 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

Houston, Texas 

Population 

1,700,000 

750,000 

2,667,751 

903,000 

500,000 

1,560,038 

630,000 

2,200,000 

District Attorney 

Robert Morgenthau 

Garrett H. Byrne 

William L. Cahalan 

George C. Smith 

R. Paul Van Dam 

Edwin Miller 

Harry Connick 

Carol Vance 

It occurred to me that on those occasions when the President 
is visiting one of the participating cities, consideration be given 
to having him make specific reference to the on-going career crimi­
nal program in this particular city. That is, it is a program he 
introduced, it is one he identifies with, and most important, it 
has caught the favorable attention and imagination of professional 
law enforcement and the public at large. I sincerely believe the 
benefits to be reaped by this suggestion are substantial. 

Of course, a subsequent meeting of all participating District 
Attorneys and police agencies is programmed to take place in 
Washington, D.C. and I would be delighted if the President's 
schedule at that time would permit him to meet with, or address 
the participants. Both approaches seem worthy of consideration 
and a Presidential comment on-site, so to speak, of a program which 
received its initial impetus from the President himself is pretty 
hard to beat. 

Please be assured that in no way am I seeking to deprecate 
or criticize the efforts of those who advise upon Presidential 
priorities, or alternatives. Rather, I am merely surfacing these 
suggestions for further consideration by those who do advise. 

With regard to the Presidential crime message, the many excel­
lent points he made were not reported by the media and my view 
{along with many others) is that the impact of the message was 
lost. This may or may not be because the message was not;}?~J~s~nally 
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delivered, but in either event, it is true to say that the 
enthusiasm and momentum of the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police speech on September 24, 1974 and the Yale 
speech on April 25, 1975 was not carried forward. 

With regard to Presidential impact, it occurs to me that 
foreign policy and crime are not far removed. The President on 
his own, can and does deal with foreign heads of state because 
of the nature of the discretion which he can exercise in this 
area. In a similar manner, the President by talking about and 
exercising the L.E.A.A. discretion which he possesses, can be 
regarded as doing something about the rising tide of criminal 
activity. My point is that the economy, inflation, unemployment, 
energy and similar domestic issues are not similarly soluble be­
cause of the absence of such discretion. 

It is obvious that I am enthusiastic about the career criminal 
program, but this is because it is a "people" program dealing with 
police, prosecution, courts, the offender and his victim, absent 
any hardware or gadgets. 

On a personal note, I certainly enjoyed meeting and talking 
with you and I look forward to meeting you again when next in 
Washington. In the meantime, if you have any additional questions 
or I can assist you further, please do not hesitate to let me 
know. 

PC:bka 

sinceV.lh~ ~ 
d7/u_y~~ 

P~l~~Cohen 
Executive Director 

. , .. ioq)l.>·. 
~' '(' 

''· .,.,. 
. - g;J 

" :0 ; ~ 
:_? "~ 

"'---.~,._..,.~~,:rf' 



• 

- \lE.\tO RA::\DL'vl 

THE WHITE HOCSE 

WASHI:-iGTO:"i 

July 14 , 1975 

M EMO.RAL'JDUM 

FOR: PHIL BUCHEN 

~ FROM: DICK CHENEY 

Attached is your memorandum concerning the session the President 

had with Phil Cohen on June 28. 

The President's recollection is that Cohen did recommend that the 

President meet with prosecuting attorneys at their National 

Convention. But, he has no recollection of any suggestion that 

he should meet with individual prosecutors during the course of his 

travels. 

If you are in a?eement that what was intended was a session at 

some convention for prosecuting attorneys, you should talk 

w ith J erry Jones and see what is coming up in the not-too-distant 

iutuTe that m.igh:r :,e scheduled along those lines. 

W e would have very difficult problems if we began scheduling 

special people at each stop in the course of a trip. 

-,/. ,,. r t. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WASHINGTON 

July 3, 1975 

DON RUMSFELD 
JllY1 CONNOR 

PHILIP BUCHEJI?w.~. 
Meeting of President with 
Phil Cohen on Saturday, 
June 28 

Mr. Cohen is Director of the National Legal Data Center, a 
professor of criminal justice at California Lutheran College 
and a former California District Attorney. 

Mr. Cohen made the following suggestions to the President: 

1. Visits by the President with prosecuting attorneys 
during his travels: To signify the President 1 s 
continued interest in criminal law enforc ement, 
the suggestion is that the President whenever 
possible during the course of his travels meet 
with prosecuting attorneys vvho are doing innova­
tive or especially effective work to deal with the 
problem of habitual criminals. I recommend that 
the Scheduling Office consult with the Attorney 
General and the Administrator of LEAA in this 
regard when planning the President 1 s out-of-town 
trips. 

2. Investigation into possible personnel problems at 
LEAA. I hav-e already talked to Deputy Attorney 
General Tyler on this matter who will report back 
to me. 

()_ty)l 
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3. Creation of a general Advisory Committee for 
LEAA. Deputy Attorney General Tyler will 
report back to me on this subject also. 
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' .. NATIONAL LEGAL DATA CENTER, INC. 
A NON-PROFIT U.'GAI. RJ::SEARC/1 CORPORATION 

POST OITJCE BOX 1012 I 60 WEST OLSEN JWAI> 
I HOUSAND OAKS, CALII'Ql{NJA 91360 

PIIILII> COill'N. I·.XFCUriVE UIRF.CTOR 
IIIIlS I ~'J2·2~53 

The Honorable Philip W.Buchen 
Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Phil: 

July 21, 1975 

The attached article, dateline July 19, 1975, Los 
Angeles Times, was brought to my attention subsequent to 
the typing of my earlier letter. A word or two seems ap­
propriate. 

Mention is made of programs which are 11 White House favor­
ites ... 11 

I am, of course, not privy to those domestic programs 
which, because of competing priorities, must receive varying 
degrees of attention by the White House. However, it is a 
matter of record that the President, on September 24, 1974, in 
his speech to the International Association of Chiefs of Police 
first established the 11 Career criminal program .. as his crime 
reducing priority. I assume this is one of the priorities re­
ferred to as a 11 White House favorite. 11 

Surely, it would be a sad thing indeed if the most sig­
nificant crime reducing program to come out of L.E.A.A. in its 
brief history would be hampered, or otherwise prejudiced be­
cause of in-house turmoil. 

PC:bka 
Enclosure 

s~p? 
Pl'iilip Cohen 
Executive Director 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 5, 1975 

Dear Tom: 

Thank you for your recent letter expressing support for the 
Probation Services Project's application for funding from 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. It was good 
to hear from you again after so long a time. 

~ t filr 

LEAA informs me that this application is presently undergoing 
consideration at the regional level. Ms. Martha Wylie, 
director of the project, has recently been meeting with LEAA 
state and regional representatives for the purpose of preparing 
and finalizing the application for consideration by LEAA1s Office 
of National Priority Programs in Washington. Mr. Franklin 
English, LEAA1s state representative for Michigan, has expressed 
the hope that the application will be ready for final submission 
within three weeks. Please be assured that this application will 
receive LEAA 1s fullest consideration. 

Thank you for your interest in the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration and your helpful comments concerning this 
application; 

Mr. Thomas L. Munson 

Sincerely, 

iPM 
Philip W. Buchen 
Counsel to the President 

2 70 0 City National Bank Building 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 



September 9, 1975 

To: Ken 

From: Eva 

Here are the papers you 
requested on the LEAA 
material. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 22, 1975 

PHIL BUCHEN ,/ 
JACK MARSH 

KEN LAZARUS~ 
Presidential Law Enforcement 
Commission 

You will recall that earlier this summer we met with Don Baldwin, 
Don Santarelli and several other representatives of various police 
and prosecutor associations to consider a proposal that the President 
establish a commission to solicit law enforcement views regarding 
possible improvements in the administration of our system of criminal 

justice. 

Although I cannot suggest that we support the proposal as advanced by 
Baldwin,~ al., I believe it presents the germ of an idea which could 
have some real utility. The purpose of this memorandum is to explore 
some preliminary ideas and to solicit your guidance for further action. 

Problem 

The Presidentts Crime Message is beginning to wear a bit thin as a 
response to the increasing trends of crime in the country. Thus, it 
would be helpful to develop some additional options in the crime con-

trol area. 

The principal problem presented by the Baldwin proposal is its lack 
of balance in two distinct respects. First, it only concentrates on one 
component of the law enforcement community -- the police. It dis­
regards the courts and corrections components. Secondly, it proposes 
public members but disregards the need for ''political", i.e., ideological, 
balance which is a practical necessity when such a group is composed 

of public members. 
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The establishment of a customary commission to consider long-range 
.solutions to the problem of crime would hold little promise for meeting 
the immediacy of the crime dilemma and would ultimately result in 
the usual hodge-podge of watered-down ideas which necessarily result 
from conflicts between various segments of the criminal justice system 
and from the ideological conflicts which develop between members. 
Additionally, there is simply no need for another group to study the 
fundamental aspects of law enforcement and the administration of 
justice -- the Standards and Goals project now being funded by the 
Department of Justice meets the need for comprehensive oversight. 
Finally, a crime commission on the model of President Johnson1s 
program in 1967 would probably not be perceived by the public as 
being responsive to the problem at hand. 

Concept 

Although there would appear to be no present need for a commission 
to examine possible long-range solutions to the dilemma of crime 
in America, there would be utility in establishing a trilogy of Presidential 
Task Forces to examine possible steps which could be taken immediately 
to reduce the level of crime in the country. 

To meet the problems presented by the Baldwin proposal, the President 
could establish three separate task forces -- police, courts and 
corrections -- to solicit the views of active professionals in these 
fields. This would eliminate the need for ideological balance, e. g. 
liberal and conservative academicians, but would cover the full 
spectrum of law enforcement. By creating separate task forces on 
each component of the criminal justice system, we would obviate the 
frictions which necessarily arise as the police blame the courts who 
then fault the corrections system in attempting to identify failures in 
the enforcement of our laws. 

Support 

The general concept outlined above has the support of a number of 
individuals and groups. Certain details would have to be ironed out 
but these could be handled without much difficulty if you decide the 
matter should be pursued. 
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Dick Obenshain of the RNC, Senators Byrd, Roth, McClellan, Hruska, 
Buckley and Griffin and Congressmen Rhodes, Flowers and Fish have 
expressed their support for the idea. Additionally, the Attorney General's 
office (Doug Marvin), OMB (Paul O'Neill) and LEAA (Pete Velde) have 
reacted postively. Within the White House, Dick Parsons of the Domestic 
Council and Robin West of Personnel have indicated they believe the idea 
has merit. 

Options 

A number of options would have to be considered in developing this 
proposal including: 

A. Membership. The membership of these task forces 
would, of course, be critical in shaping the direction 
and tone of their recommendations. In order to ensure 
that we are not hoisted by our own petard, it will be 
necessary to select a group of responsible people who 
will present a series of practical recommendations. 
Additionally, the actual appointment process would 
have to be accelerated to meet the timing problem 
discus sed below. 

B. Mandate. The charter of these task forces could 
be in the form of an executive order or memorandum. 
Regardless of the form, it should provide some real 
guidance in focusing attention on short-range improve­
ments in administration, regulation and legislation. 
Direct Federal improvement could be proposed. 
Improvements on the state and local level could be 
presented for appropriate referral. The ultimate 
goal should be crime reduction. 

C. Timing. Two timing issues should be considered. 
The first is the question of the duration of the task 
forces. In view of the fact that these groups would 
be subject to the provisions of the Advisory Committee 
.Act, we should contemplate a minimum time frame 
of 3-4 months. Secondly, consideration should be 
given to the most propitious date for the eventual 
presentation of the reports of the task forces. My 
preliminary view in this regard is that we should ---point toward the early Spring of 1976. /'?.• Fo_,. 
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D. Presidential Involvement. Presidential participation 
in this type of effort would dramatize the Administration's 
concern with the crime problem, elevate the importance 
of the work 'of the task forces and maximize any political 
utility inherent in the proposal. In order to identify the 
President with the effort, it would probably be necessary 
to have him meet with the membership at least twice during 
the course of the effort. 

E. Financing. I have discus&ed with LEAA the possibility 
of three small grants to finance a project of this sort. 
There would be no difficulty in arranging for total funding 
in the neighborhood of $300, 000-$500, 000. 

Recommendation 

At this stage, I would recommend that you raise the idea in a 
preliminary way with Don Rumsfeld, Bob Hartmann and Jim 
Cannon at the Senior Staff Meeting. Assuming your reaction and 
those of other senior members of the staff are positive, Dick 
Parsons and I could coordinate with personnel at Justice, OMB and 
the White House Personnel Office to consider details and prepare an 
options paper for the President by the middle of next month. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 22, 1975 

PHIL BUCHEN t.,/ 
JACK MARSH 

KEN LAZARUS ~ 
Presidential Law Enforcement 
Commission 

L [/(A 

You will recall that earlier this summer we met with Don Baldwin, 

Don Santarelli and several othe·r representatives of various police 

and prosecutor associations to consider a proposal that the President 

establish a commission to solicit law enforcement views regarding 

possible improvements in the administration of our system of criminal 

justice. 

Although I cannot suggest that we support the proposal as advanced by 

Baldwin,~ al., I believe it presents the germ of an idea which could 

have some real utility. The purpose of this memorandum is to explore 

some preliminary ideas and to solicit your guidance for further action. 

Problem 

The President's Crime l\tlessage is beginning to wear a bit thin as a 

response to the increasing trends of crime in the country. Thus, it 

would be helpful to develop some additional options in the crime con­

trol area. 

The principal problem presented by the Baldwin proposal is its lack 

of balance in hvo distinct respects. First, it only concentrates on one 

_component of the law enforcement community -- the police. It Q.is­

regards the courts and corrections components. Secondly, it proposes 

public members but disregards the need for "political", i.e., ideological, 

balance which is a practical necessity when such a group is composed 
\'• • r '-
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The establishment of a customary commission to consider long-range 
.solutions to the problem of crime would hold little promise for meeting 
the immediacy of the crime dilemma and would ultimately result in 
the usual hodge-podge of watered-down ideas which necessarily result 
from conflicts between various segments of the criminal justice system 
and from the ideological conflicts which develop between members. 
Additionally, there is simply no need for another group to study the 
fundamental aspects of law enforcement and the administration of 
justice -- the Standards and Goals project now being funded by the 
Department of Justice meets the need for comprehensive oversight. 
Finally, a crime commission on the modei of President Johnson's 
program in 1967 would probably not be perceived by the public as 
being responsive to the problem at hand. 

Concept 

Although there would appear to\e no present need for a commission 
to examine possible long-range solutions to the dilemma of crime 
in America, there would be utility in establishing a trilogy of Presidential 

/ 

Task Forces to examine possible steps which could be taken immediately 
to reduce the level of crime in the country. 

To meet the problems presented by the Baldwin proposal, the President 
could establish three separate task forces -- police, courts and 
corrections -- to solicit the views of active professionals in these 
fields. This would eliminate the need for ideological balance, e. g. 
liberal and conservative academicians, but would cover the full 
spectrum of law enforcement. By creating separate task forces on 
each component of the criminal justice system, we would obviate the 
frictions which necessarily arise as the police blame the courts who 
then fault the corrections system in attempting to identify failures in 
the enforcement of our laws. 

Support 

The general concept outlined above has the support of a number of 
·individuals and groups. Certain details would have to be ironed out 
but these could be handled without much difficulty if you decide the 
matter should be pursued. 
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Dick Obenshain of the RNC, Senators Byrd, Roth, McClellan, Hruska, 
Buckley and Griffin and Congressmen Rhodes, Flowers and Fish have 
expressed their support for the idea. Additionally, the Attorney General's 
office (Doug Marvin), OMB (Paul O'Neill) and LEAA (Pete Velde) have 
reacted postively. Within the White House, Dick Parsons of the Domestic 
Council and Robin West of Personnel have indicated they believe the idea 

has merit. 

Options 

A number of options would have to be considered in developing this 
proposal including: 

A. Membership. The membership of these task forces 
would, of course, be critical in shaping the direction 
and tone of their recommendations. In order to ensure 
that we are not hoisted by our own petard, it will be 
necessary to select a group of responsible people who 
will present a series of practical recommendations. 
Additionally, the actual appointment process would 
have to be accelerated to meet the timing problem 
discussed below. 

B. Mandate. The charter of these task forces could 
be in the form of an executive order or memorandum. 
Regardless of the form, it should provide some real 
guidance in focusing attention on short-range improve­
ments in administration, regulation and legislation. 
Direct Federal improvement could be proposed. 
Improvements on the state and local level could be 
presented for appropriate referral. The ultimate 
goal should be crime reduction. 

C. Timing. Two timing issues should be considered. 
The first is the question of the duration of the task 
forces. In view of the fact that these groups would 
be subject to the provisions of the Advisory Committee 
Act, we should contemplate a minimum time frame 
of 3-4 months. Sec_ondly, consideration should be 
given to the most propitious date for the eventual 
presentation of the reports of the task forces. My 
preliminary view in this regard is that we should 
point toward the early Spring of 1976. 
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D. Presidential Involvement. Presidential participation 
in this type of effort would dramatize the Administration's 
concern with the crime problem, elevate the importance 
of the work 'of the task forces and maximize any political 
utility inherent in the proposal. In order to identify the 
President with the effort, it would probably be necessary 
to have him meet with the membership at least twice during 
the course of the effort. 

E. Financing. I have discus&ed with LEAA the possibility 
of three small grants to finance a project of this sort. 
There would be no difficulty in arranging for total funding 
in the neighborhood of $300, 000-$500, 000. 

Recommendation 

At this stage, I would recommehd that you raise the idea in a 
preliminary way with Don Rumsfeld, Bob Hartmann and Jim 
Gannon at the Senior Staff Meeting. Assuming your reaction and 
those of other senior members of the staff are positive, Dick 
Pa!sons and I could coordinate with personnel at Justice, OMB and 
the White House Personnel Office to consider details and prepare an 
options paper for the President by the middle of next month. 
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Thursday 9/25/75 

4:20 Jerry Papeo asked if you plan to attend the meeting 
on Friday 9/26 at 4 p.m. at the Dept. of Justice 
with the President and the career cri.Ininal prosecutor 
grantees. 

• 

Meeting 
9/26/75 
4 p.m. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 25, 1975 

MEETING WITH CAREER CRIMINAL 
PROSECUTOR GRANTEES 

I. PURPOSE 

Friday, September 26, 1975 
4:00 p. -!TI• (drop by; 20 minutes) 
Department of Justice (Great Hall) 

Through: Philip Buchen tf?w.f3 · 
From: Kenneth Lazarus 

To be briefed on the progress of a program to deal with 
career criminals which has been developed and implemented 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
of the Department of Jus tic e. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN 

A. Background: {1) Approximately one year ago, you 
announced the initiation of this program in a speech 
delivered before the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police (IACP). (2) In your Crime Message, 
you referred to the program as an effort to assist in 
the identification, prosecution and incarceration of 
career criminals. (3) This seminar is being attended 
by the chiefs of police, chief judges and project 
directors from the eleven (11) cities which have 
received LEAA grants under the program. {4) This 
group is meeting with officials of the Department 
to further refine the program. 

B. Participants: Attorney General Levi, Deputy Attorney 
General Harold Tyler, LEAA Administrator "Pete11 

,,· , "''£)

0 Velde, LEAA Deputy Administrator Charles Work a~nd <',... 
"·' ., 

Salt Lake City, Houston, Dallas, New Orleans, \~ \.~ 
representatives from New York, DETROIT, San D~g:J, ~ 

Indianapolis, Columbus, Boston and KALAMAZOO." 
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C. Press Plan: Photos and film clips. 

III. AGENDA 

A. Introduction of Department officials by the Attorney General. 

B. Brief remarks by the President. 

C. Briefing conducted by LEAA officials. 

D. President conveys appreciation and best wishes; 
small receiving line for participants (30 people) if 
time permits. 

IV. TALKING POINTS 
\ 

1. Crime was 17 percent higher in 1974 than in 1973. 
This is the largest annual increase in the 44 years 
the FBI has been collecting statistics. 

2. Statistics also show that a very small percentage of 
our population accounts for an extraordinarily high 
percentage of total crime. 

3. This career criminal program seeks to: (a) provide 
quick identification of persons who repeatedly commit 
serious offenses; (b) accord priority to their 
prosecution by experienced lawyers; and (c) assure 
the imposition of appropriate sentences. 

4. This program is a vital component of your crime program. 

5. The success of this experiment can reap tangible rewards 
and pave the way for expansion of the concept of focusing 
on career criminals. 

·'• FO~b) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI N G T O N 

February 10, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH 
RUSS ROURKE 

FROM: 
r,-7 

PHIL BUCHEN ) " 

At your request, I am having Ken Lazarus 
handle the Ron Brown request for a meeting 
with Richard Velde. 

cc: Ken Lazarus 

.. 



Tueeclay 2/10/76 

3:20 Ken said with regari t.o Marsh'• requeat for 
someone to aaaiat Rem BrOWil of the Urban League 
to get a meettD& with !Ucha.rd Velde --- Browa 
now baa a meeting 1chedulecl with Velde. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 9, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: PHIL BUCHEN 

FROM: RUSSROURKV 

Phil, regarding Jack's earlier memo of February 5 ••• Jack 
now thinks that it would be very helpful if you were to ask a 
member of your staff to contact Ron Brown directly concerning 
his desire to schedule a meeting with LEAA Administrator 
Richard Velde. 

Please advise. 

Many thanks. 
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Mr. Marsh: 

" --"-"--~--- ----1 
· ' Feb. 5 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTO N 

Ron Brown, Urban League, called. He is having trouble setting up a meeting with Richard Velde, Administrator-LEAA. He would like your intervention. 

Is there anything you can do? 

donna 

393-4332 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 5, 1976 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

PHIL BUCHEN 

JACK MARS~ 

Phil, do you have any problem with the attached request? 

Many thanks. 

;'·• f!),j>c?\ 

~) 
_ _,,~.--

~~ 
~I " ,' / 



• .. • • 

-~-- --- ----------------

Mr. Marsh: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Feb. 5 

Ron Brown, Urban League, called. He is 
having trouble setting up a meeting with 
Richard Velde, Administrator-LEAA. 
He would like your intervention. 

Is there anything you can do? 

donna 

393-4332 
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THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

April 1 .2, 1976 

. l ~/ 

t1 
~ ~ : 13((! ~u,J 

MEMORANDUM FOR: PAUL O'NEILL 
THE WHITE HOUSE 
OMB 

FROM: 
..... ~~ · ,, .• ~' 

HAROLD R. TYLER, JR;. ~ J 4 ~ , 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GtNERAI{ CA. {\ I\ 

./~' '\._,.. \: 
./.• 1 

REPROGRAMMING OF LEAA FUNDS RE: 
FOR CONVENTION CITY LAW ENFORCEtvlENT 

You will recall that I have advised you by telephone 
that Chairman John 0. Pastore of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee has sent us a letter approving the reprogramming 
of $5,-200,000 of funds available to LEAA in order to 
support special law enforcement projects during the 1976 
political conventions at New York City, New York and 
Kansas City, Missouri. It is understood that the total 
amount of $5,200,000 is to be divided equally between each 
city. 

I also wish to adyise you that Chairman John Slack 
of the House Subcommittee on Justice Appropriations has 
written a letter indicating the approval of that Committee 
for this purpose and this reprogramming. 

cc: Kenneth Lazarus, Esq. 
The White House 




