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Introduction 

In 1990, Congress enacted a specific authorization for certain federal justice-assistance funding to be allocated by the states for indigent defense. Section 601 of the Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1990, P.L. 101-647, amended the list of purpose areas for which Drug Control and System Improvement Act grants may be spent, to include "programs to improve the operational effectiveness of the court process by expanding prosecutorial, defender and judicial resources…." This provision came as a response to 1988 guidelines by the U.S. Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) prohibiting state funding of defenders with this pool of federal money.

The report of the House Judiciary Committee, where the provision originated, stated that the 1988 BJA guidelines were an "incorrect" interpretation of the program's authorizing legislation, but that the amendment was "nevertheless needed to ensure that funding for indigent defense programs is recognized as of no less significance than the other purpose areas specifically enumerated." The amendment "contemplates a balance of support for all components of the court process," the Committee stated, "in order to advance the overriding purpose of 'overcom[ing] congestion in the Courts, the most dominant problem in the criminal justice system'" (quoting the Office of National Drug Control Policy).

This formula grant program, now called the Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance Program, or "Byrne program," awards money to the states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and other U.S. territories according to a population-based formula. A state's governor designates a state administering agency (SAA) which, with the assistance of state and local officials involved in the criminal justice system, formulates a "comprehensive strategy" designed to improve that system. Byrne formula grants can be used in any of twenty-six legislatively authorized purpose areas spanning virtually every aspect of the criminal justice system. A smaller program of Byrne "discretionary" grants (approximately one-tenth the amount of annual appropriations) is awarded directly by BJA (i.e., at the discretion of BJA rather than the states) to national, state or local programs encompassing the same purpose areas.

Authorized purpose areas under which defender programs have been able to obtain Byrne formula grant awards include, in addition to the specific mention of "defender resources" added in 1990 (purpose area 10): 

· Identifying and meeting the treatment needs of adult and juvenile drug- and alcohol-dependent offenders (Area 13). 

· Criminal justice information systems (Area 15b). 

· Alternatives to detention, jail and prison for persons who pose no danger to the community (Area 20). 

· Demonstrating innovative approaches to the adjudication of drug offenses and other serious crimes (Area 16). 

· Assisting in the litigation of death penalty habeas corpus petitions (a special provision included in appropriations bills each year, rather than in the enumerated list contained in the program's authorizing legislation).

Though no agency may receive a Byrne award for the same project for more than four consecutive years, further awards to an agency for different projects or purposes are common. 

The total amount appropriated by Congress for Byrne formula grants was $470 million in fiscal year 1996, $493 million in 1997, $462 million in 1998, $507 million in 1999, and in the budget submitted to the Congress by the President on February 1, 1999 for fiscal year 2000, $400 million. 

Since 1990, NLADA has provided information and technical assistance to indigent defense programs interested in applying for Byrne formula grants. Each year, NLADA surveys all defender programs in its database in all fifty states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico to determine how successful indigent defense programs have been in obtaining funds. Questionnaires are also sent to all of the SAAs, which are followed up with several rounds of telephone reminders.

The survey asks each defender program and SAA whether indigent defense was included in the state plan for the applicable fiscal year, whether a defender program received Byrne funds, and for what purposes. If indigent defense was not included in the state plan, the questionnaire asked for an explanation and whether or not defender programs were able to apply for the funds notwithstanding the exclusion.

Forty-eight states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico responded to the survey. Two states failed to respond to the survey: Alabama and Missouri (FY97 only). Alabama has failed to respond to the survey since FY93 and between FY90 and FY93 had never allocated any Byrne money to indigent defense.

 

FINDINGS FOR FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 1997

States awards of Byrne formula grant funds to indigent defense increased by 56 percent during fiscal years 1996 and 1997. However, the amount remains a small proportion of the justice-assistance aid given to the states. States gave indigent defense programs a total of $8.7 million in Byrne formula grants in FY 1997, up from $6.5 million in FY 1996 and $5.6 million in FY 1995. Though the recent trend is upward, the grants for indigent defense are still below the years of 1991 (almost $10 million) and 1992 (almost $8.8 million).

Each state grant-administering agency has complete discretion to allocate its formula allotment as it sees fit among the 27 specified purpose areas and among criminal justice-related agencies within the states. The result of this discretion has been an uneven allocation of resources to state and local defender programs. Only a third of the states used formula grants to support criminal defense for the poor in both fiscal years 1996 and 1997. Twenty-nine states gave no Byrne grant money to defenders, including those states whose programs were administered by an agency of law enforcement (such as Alaska, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oregon, Texas and Wyoming) or prosecution (such as Hawaii, North Dakota, New Hampshire, Oklahoma and South Dakota). Southern states allocated the least - about 8 percent of total dollars allocated to defender programs nationally - while the northeast states accounted for approximately 44 percent of all Byrne grants to defender programs. 

Cumulatively, since 1990, the fifty states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico have awarded only about $58 million of their Byrne formula grant allocations for indigent defense purposes - less than one percent of their total Byrne allocations.

 

Fiscal Year 1996

In FY 1996, Congress allocated $469,548,352 of Byrne formula grants to the states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, which in turn awarded $6,533,111, or about 1.39 percent, to defender programs. Southern states awarded the least to defender programs in both dollars ($442,298) and as a percentage of total state Byrne grant awards (0.3 percent). The Northeast states gave defenders the most Byrne funds ($2,404,041 representing 4.31 percent of total allocations). Delaware granted the most Byrne monies as a percentage of total available funds to defender programs, allocating 14.17 percent of its award. Other jurisdictions above the national average were Arizona (4.2 percent), Arkansas (2 percent), California (1.8 percent), Connecticut (6.4 percent), the District of Columbia (5.4 percent), Illinois (4.3 percent), Indiana (2.9 percent), Kentucky (3.1 percent), Maryland (3 percent), Minnesota (2 percent), Nebraska (2.3 percent), New York (6.4 percent), Puerto Rico (3.5 percent), Rhode Island (3.8 percent), and Vermont (1.9 percent).

Nineteen jurisdictions reported including indigent defense in their state plans. Two states which did not include indigent defense in their state plans nevertheless awarded funds to indigent defense programs: Arkansas and Pennsylvania. Others reported including indigent defense in their state plans, but did not actually grant any Byrne funds to defender programs: Montana, North Dakota, and South Carolina.

Thirty-one states did not allocate any Byrne funds to indigent defense. Ten of these were in the South, nine in the West, three in the Northeast and one in the Mid-Atlantic.

 

Fiscal Year 1997

Total Byrne formula grant appropriations increased about five percent in FY 1997, to $492,658,870. Although the amount of awards to defender programs increased by over $2 million, the proportion of grants to defender programs increased by less than 0.4 percent. Of the twenty jurisdictions which granted Byrne funds to defender programs in FY 1996, eleven decreased and nine increased the amount of funding as a percentage of their total Byrne grant allocation. On average, jurisdictions awarded 1.77 percent of their total Byrne monies to indigent defense.

Again, Southern states allocated the least funds to defender programs in both dollars ($727,927) and as a percentage of total state Byrne grant awards (0.5 percent) while the Northeast gave defenders the most Byrne funds ($4,280,181 representing 7.4 percent of total awards). In FY 1997, Connecticut granted the most Byrne monies as a percentage of total available funds to defender programs, allocating 18.9 percent of its award. Other jurisdictions above the national average were Arizona (4 percent), Delaware (13.2 percent), Illinois (4.9 percent), Indiana (2.8 percent), Iowa (2 percent), Kentucky (3 percent), Maryland (2.8 percent), Minnesota (1.8 percent), Nebraska (3.3 percent), New York (9.6 percent), Rhode Island (3.7 percent), and Tennessee (3.8 percent).

Twenty jurisdictions reported including indigent defense in their state plans. Of those states not including indigent defense in their state plans, only Arkansas allocated Byrne monies to indigent defense programs. New Jersey, North Dakota, and Puerto Rico reported including indigent defense in their state plans, but did not grant any Byrne funds to defender programs. The District of Columbia did not allocate any of its Byrne money to any defender or non-defender programs, but reportedly intends to consolidate FY97/98/99 funds for grants to be awarded in 1999.

 

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS

The first table presents all dollar amounts from the present survey and past reports dating back to 1990. The second table shows the total amount of Byrne grant monies received by each jurisdiction in FY 1996 and 1997, the percentage each jurisdiction allocated to indigent defense programs, and the percent change of that allocation between the two fiscal years.

Following the tables is a state-by-state narrative summary, indicating whether indigent defense was included in the state plan for FY 1996 and 1997, which programs received funds, how much, and for what purposes.

Also included in this report is the Bureau of Justice Assistance Fact Sheet, which lists the authorized program areas eligible for funding and a list of each jurisdiction's SAA.
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	REGION AND STATE

 
	FY97
	FY96
	FY95
	FY94
	FY93
	FY92
	FY91
	FY90
	TOTAL

	NORTHEAST
	$4,280,181
	$2,668,753
	$2,307,526
	$3,109,850
	$3,328,052
	$2,617,840
	$3,331,748
	$1,657,991
	$23,301,941

	Connecticut
	1,234,263
	665,182
	326,486
	235,443
	519,150 
	444,150 
	632,047 
	400,000
	4,456,721

	Maine
	0
	0
	---
	0
	---
	---
	0
	0
	0

	Massachusetts
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	600,00
	600,000

	New Hampshire
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	New York
	2,905,918
	1,863,571
	1,701,040
	2,616,840
	2,713,902
	2,138,690
	2,665,701
	1,217,391
	17,823,053

	Rhode Island
	105,000
	105,000
	245,000
	222,567
	60,000
	0
	0
	0
	737,567

	Vermont
	35,000
	35,000
	35,000
	35,000
	35,000
	35,000
	34,000
	40,000
	278,000

	 

MIDATLANTIC
	 

740,424
	 

775,820
	 

117,112
	 

911,735
	 

1,642,600
	 

1,646,209
	 

2,983,765
	 

800,000
	 

9,617,665

	Delaware
	321,400
	327,000
	97,269
	0 
	0 
	287,143 
	358,930
	400,000 
	1,791,742

	D.C.
	0
	114,000
	0
	0 
	0 
	100,000 
	175,000 
	0 
	389,000

	Maryland
	265,000
	265,000
	0
	760,000
	575,294
	550,200
	875,000
	0
	3,290,494

	New Jersey
	0
	0
	0
	151,735
	1,067,306
	708,866
	1,574,835
	400,000
	3,902,742

	Pennsylvania
	154,024
	69,820
	19,843
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	243,687

	 

MIDWEST
	 

1,690,970  
	 

1,468,703
	 

1,201,780
	 

1,659,991
	 

947,035
	 

2,062,849
	 

1,710,931
	 

50,000
	 

10,792,259 

	Illinois
	990,081
	852,020
	195,941
	672,996
	150,000
	665,000
	684,559
	0
	4,210,597

	Indiana
	295,000
	295,000
	555,767
	353,300
	353,300 
	654,711 
	280,000 
	0
	2,434,161

	Iowa
	118,089
	18,228
	31,000
	83,715
	75,672
	7,469
	7,694
	0
	341,867

	Kansas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	29,250
	39,000
	0
	68,250

	Michigan
	0
	0
	0
	--
	115,000
	110,000
	120,000
	0
	345,000

	Minnesota
	160,000
	161,800
	158,100
	25,000
	159,300
	159,300
	162,678
	50,000
	1,036,178

	Missouri
	--
	57,655
	103,740
	368,870
	137,543
	137,657
	138,000
	0
	885,810 

	Nebraska
	127,800
	84,000
	0
	13,503
	16,000
	54,086
	9,000
	0
	304,389

	North Dakota
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ohio
	0
	0
	157,232
	142,607
	293,137
	245,376
	220,000
	0
	1,058,352

	South Dakota
	0
	0
	0
	--
	0
	0
	50,000
	0
	50,000

	Wisconsin
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 

SOUTH
	 

727,927
	 

442,298 
	 

600,844 
	 

918,185 
	 

877,998 
	 

928,798 
	 

724,052 
	 

60,900 
	 

5,281,002 

	Alabama 
	---
	---
	---
	--
	--
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Arkansas
	97,971
	101,561
	84,914
	36,107 
	0 
	32,000 
	32,000 
	0 
	384,553

	Florida
	0
	0
	0
	0
	125,000
	160,000
	--
	0
	285,000

	Georgia
	0
	0
	0
	60,000
	60,000
	70,100 
	110,400
	0 
	300,500

	Kentucky
	224,000
	224,000
	89,643
	0
	0
	101,100
	68,379
	0
	707,122

	Louisiana
	0
	0
	20,000
	19,204 
	63,205 
	134,206 
	85,000
	60,900
	382,515

	Mississippi
	0
	0
	0
	---
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	North Carolina
	0
	0
	-
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Oklahoma
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	South Carolina
	41,263
	0
	225,959
	376,404
	334,363
	225,392
	124,137
	0
	1,327,518

	Tennessee
	364,693
	116,737
	180,328
	426,470
	295,430
	206,000
	304,136
	0
	1,893,794

	Texas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Virginia
	0
	0
	-
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	West Virginia
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 

WEST
	 

1,233,442
	 

1,200,949 
	 

1,222,751 
	 

1,068,836 
	 

1,357,549 
	 

1,453,784
	 

1,064,000 
	 

308,000 
	 

8,909,311

	Arizona
	320,157
	317,238
	0
	0 
	---
	136,960 
	0 
	0
	774,355

	California
	901,511
	883,711
	917,518
	853,836
	1,057,719 
	996,824
	789,000
	250,000
	6,650,119

	Colorado
	0
	0
	0
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0
	0 
	0

	Idaho
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Montana
	11,774
	0
	5,233
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	17,007

	Nevada
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4,000
	5,000
	0
	9,000

	New Mexico
	0
	0
	0
	0
	85,000
	85,000
	100,000
	50,000
	320,000

	Oregon
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0 
	0
	0

	Utah
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Washington
	0
	0
	300,000
	215,000
	214,830
	231,000
	170,000
	8,000
	1,138,830

	Wyoming
	0
	0
	---
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OTHER
	 
	 
	125,000
	0
	41,250
	52,500
	46,891
	0
	546,941

	Alaska
	0
	0
	---
	0
	---
	---
	0 
	0 
	0

	Hawaii
	0
	0
	0
	0
	41,250 
	52,500
	46,891
	0
	140,641

	Puerto Rico
	40,000
	241,300
	125,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	406,300

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	58,449,119 
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	REGION AND STATE
	FY 1996

award to state
	% granted to defender programs
	FY1997

award to state
	% granted to defender programs
	Change in %

	NORTHEAST
	55,77,719
	4.78
	58,055,624
	7.37
	3.06

	Connecticut
	6,278,324 
	6.38
	6,535,865 
	18.9
	12.52

	Maine
	3,133,324 
	0.00
	3,270,865 
	0.00
	0

	Massachusetts
	9,467,100 
	0.00
	9,896,400 
	0.00
	0.00

	New Hampshire
	2,974,324 
	0.00
	3,120,865 
	0.00
	0.00

	New York
	29,294,323 
	6.36
	30,401,864 
	9.56
	3.20

	Rhode Island
	2,758,324 
	3.81
	2,866,865 
	3.66
	-0.15

	Vermont
	1,872,000 
	1.87
	1,962,900 
	1.78
	-0.09

	 

MIDATLANTIC
	 

46,632,617
	 

1.66 
	 

48,669,323 
	 

1.52
	 

-0.14

	Delaware
	2,308,324 
	14.17
	2,428,865
	13.23
	-0.94

	District of Columbia
	 

2,098,324 
	 

5.43
	 

2,166,865
	 

0.00
	 

-5.43

	Maryland
	8,953,323 
	2.96
	9,374,865
	2.83
	-0.13

	New Jersey
	13,431,323 
	0.00
	14,035,864
	0.00
	0.00

	Pennsylvania
	19,841,323 
	0.35
	20,662,864
	0.75
	0.40

	 

MIDWEST
	 

109,481,881
	 

1.29
	 

114,575,375 
	 

1.48
	 

0.19

	Illinois
	19,378,323 
	4.34
	20,274,864
	4.88
	0.54

	Indiana
	10,106,323 
	2.92
	10,596,864
	2.78
	-0.14

	Iowa
	5,589,324 
	0.37
	5,840,865
	2.02
	1.65

	Kansas
	5,164,324 
	0.00
	5,396,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Michigan
	15,892,323 
	0.00
	16,611,864
	0.00
	0.00

	Minnesota
	8,274,323 
	1.96
	8,679,865
	1.84
	-0.12

	Missouri
	9,373,323 
	--
	9,825,864
	--
	--

	Nebraska
	3,725,324 
	2.25
	3,905,865
	3.27
	1.02

	North Dakota
	2,203,324 
	0.00
	2,306,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Ohio
	18,373,323 
	0.00
	19,183,864
	0.00
	0.00

	South Dakota
	2,331,324 
	0.00
	2,447,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Wisconsin
	9,070,323 
	0.00
	9,503,865
	0.00
	0.00

	 

SOUTH
	 

147,492,526 
	 

0.30
	 

155 ,305,104
	 

0.47
	 

0.17

	Alabama 
	7,737,323 
	--
	8,106,864
	--
	--

	Arkansas
	5,008,324 
	2.03
	5,265,865
	1.21
	-0.82

	Florida
	22,779,323
	0.00
	24,025,864
	0.00
	0.00

	Georgia
	12,119,323 
	0.00
	12,840,864
	0.00
	0.00

	Kentucky
	7,131,323 
	3.14
	7,475,865
	3.00
	-0.14

	Louisiana
	7,885,323 
	0.00
	8,249,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Mississippi
	5,341,324 
	0.00
	5,608,865
	0.00
	0.00

	North Carolina
	12,143,323 
	0.00
	12,831,864
	0.00
	0.00

	Oklahoma
	6,252,324 
	0.00
	6,540,865
	0.00
	0.00

	South Carolina
	6,879,323 
	0.00
	7,175,865
	0.58
	0.58

	Tennessee
	9,214,323 
	1.27
	9,717,865
	3.75
	2.48

	Texas
	29,617,323 
	0.00
	31,345,864
	0.00
	0.00

	Virginia
	11,342,323 
	0.00
	11,905,864
	0.00
	0.00

	West Virginia
	4,032,324 
	0.00
	4,212,865
	0.00
	0.00

	 

WEST
	 

98,499,561
	 

1.22
	 

103,667,514 
	 

1.19
	 

-0.03

	Arizona
	7,514,323 
	4.22
	8,050,865
	3.98
	-0.24

	California
	49,789,323 
	1.77
	52,006,864
	1.73
	-0.04

	Colorado
	6,867,324 
	0.00
	7,293,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Idaho
	2,968,324 
	0.00
	3,144,865 
	0.00
	0.00

	Montana
	2,540,324 
	0.00
	2,674,865
	0.44
	0.44

	Nevada
	3,468,324 
	0.00
	3,733,865
	0.00
	0.00

	New Mexico
	3,773,324 
	0.00
	3,983,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Oregon
	5,986,324 
	0.00
	6,320,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Utah
	4,165,324 
	0.00
	4,410,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Washington
	9,474,323 
	0.00
	9,998,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Wyoming
	1,952,324 
	0.00
	2,047,865
	0.00
	0.00

	 

OTHER
	 

11,673,048
	 

2.07
	 

12,385,930
	 

0.32
	 

-1.75

	Alaska
	2,153,324 
	0.00
	2,245,865
	0.00
	0.00

	Hawaii
	2,705,400 
	0.00
	2,833,200
	0.00
	0.00

	Puerto Rico
	6,814,324 
	3.54
	7,306,865
	0.00
	-3.54

	 

TOTAL
	 

469,548,352
	 

1.39
	 

492,658,870 
	 

1.77
	 

0.38


 

Source: Bureau of Justice Assistance
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Jurisdictional Summaries

 

Alabama

This state has not responded to the survey since 1992. There is no record of it ever having provided Byrne grant money to indigent defense programs.

 

Alaska

The Alaska State Troopers, the state's Byrne agency, did not allocate funds to the Alaska Public Defender. Alaska has never granted Byrne monies to indigent defense programs.

 

Arizona

According to the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, indigent defense was included in the state plan in both 1996 and 1997.

Defender programs do not get money directly from the Byrne agency (the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission) but as one of 19 subgrantees of an adjudication-systems grant awarded to the administrative office of the state supreme court. Funding was given to the three counties that requested it. All were for the purpose of enhancing defender services in drug cases, in order to expedite drug cases.

1996: $317,238 total. Of this amount, the Maricopa County public defender program received $243,906, to fund five attorney positions, one client services coordinator and one secretary. Two other counties received smaller grants to support contract attorneys for indigent defense: Yavapai County received $39,999, and Gila County $33,333.

1997: $320,157 total, divided as follows among the same three counties: Maricopa: $250,157; Yavapai: $30,000; and Gila: $40,000.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency varies from year to year.

 

Arkansas

According to the Byrne agency, indigent defense was not identified as an area of priority funding and was not included in the state plan. Nonetheless, one program applied for and received a Byrne grant, under purpose area 10, reduction of court delay.

1996: Arkansas granted a total of $101,561 to indigent defense: $54,939 for defense of homicide and capital murder cases, and $46,622 for drug court defense, both under purpose area 10 (court delay reduction).

1997: The same projects were funded in FY97 for a total of $97,971 ($54,939 homicide cases; $43,032 drug court).

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is January 15.

 

California

The Byrne agency reported that a representative of indigent defense was on the state advisory board, and that indigent defense was included in the state plan. 

1996: A total of $883,711 was awarded to indigent defense, all of it under purpose area 10 (court delay reduction). The Los Angeles public defender received $832,533 for "LA Felony Accelerated Sentencing Teams," a program to expedite felony case sentencing in the municipal court. The Riverside County public defender received $51,178 for a project to develop alternatives to incarceration for drug abusers.

1997: The Los Angeles project received $860,482 and the Riverside County program $41,029, for a total allocation of $901,511.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is May 1.

 

Colorado

The Byrne agency failed to respond to the survey, and there is no record that the state has ever allocated Byrne monies to its defender system. According to the statewide public defender, the agency has never identified indigent defense as a priority area.

 

Connecticut

Both the Connecticut public defender and the Byrne agency report that an indigent defense representative is on the state advisory board and that indigent defense is included in the state plan. Several of the projects were funded under a purpose area for which indigent defense would seem an unlikely candidate: number 8, relating to "career criminal prosecution programs;" the reason reported by the Byrne agency is that prosecutors received comparable funding under this purpose area, and "there must be balance" between support for prosecution and defense.

1996: $665,182 was awarded to the statewide defender, including $73,252 to fund one capital trial attorney and one appellate attorney (under the unnumbered purpose area relating to capital habeas litigation); $109,573 to help fund three social workers, five attorneys and one investigator who work with juvenile defendants in both juvenile and adult court, under purpose area 10 (court delay reduction); $82,853 to fund one attorney and one social worker in the New Haven drug court, under purpose area 13 (treatment); and $134,792 for "team case management," to fund for five social workers (two full-time, two part-time, and two contractors) who work with defenders to find sentencing alternatives, under purpose area 8 (career criminal prosecution programs).

1997: $1,234,263 was awarded for the same programs: $194,704 to fund a capital trial and appellate attorney; $527,164 to help fund three social workers, five attorneys and one investigator to work with juvenile defendants in both juvenile and adult court; $139,376 to fund one attorney and one social worker in the New Haven drug court; and $149,460 to pay for five social workers who work with defenders to find sentencing alternatives. An additional $223,539 was awarded to the defender for new drug courts in Hartford and Waterbury.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is April 30.

 

Delaware

According to the Byrne agency, a defender is on the state advisory board and indigent defense is included in the state plan.

1996: $327,000 was granted to the defender under purpose area 18 (domestic violence) to hire four defenders, two secretaries and one mental health professional for domestic violence and juvenile violent crimes.

1997: The same project was funded at $321,400.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency varies from year to year.

 

District of Columbia

According to the Office of Grants Management and Development, no indigent defender is on the advisory board

1996: Indigent defense was included in the District's plan: $75,500 under purpose area 10 (court delay reduction) to support a Delinquency Education Diversion Program, which employs a special education advocate for juvenile defendants, and $38,500 for an Integrated Online Sentencing Resource Program, an online resource manual for local and national sentencing alternatives.

1997: No Byrne grant funds were awarded to any grantee. The District plans to consolidate 1997, 1998 and 1999 funds for grants to be awarded in 1999.

 

Florida

Florida's Byrne agency, the Department of Community Affairs, stated that Florida does not have a state advisory board and indigent defense was not included in the state plans for either 1996 or 1997. According to the agency, some Byrne grant monies are given directly to the counties for their purposes. "The local units of government determine the programs or projects that will be funded to address local priorities and needs." No indigent defense programs received local Byrne monies.

Other Byrne funds are retained by the state and "allocated by the placement of programs or projects in the Governor's recommended budget and approval by the Legislature during the regular appropriation process. There were no indigent defense projects included [in] the allocation of Byrne funds."

Funding proposals are due to the Byrne agency in June of each year.

 

Georgia

Georgia does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any funds to defender programs. When asked why indigent defense not included, Georgia's Byrne agency replied: "Indigent defense counsels had a law written prior to 1996 which allowed them to receive the interest from accounts held by the Sheriffs and Clerks of Court of Georgia, monies formerly available to those agencies. We assume this addressed their need for additional funds."

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is May 16.

 

Hawaii

Hawaii did not allocate any Byrne monies to indigent defense in either 1996 or 1997. The Byrne agency reports that public defenders have not applied for funding. No indigent defense representative is on the state advisory board and indigent defense was not included in the state plan. 

 

Idaho

Indigent defense was not included in the state plan in either 1996 or 1997 because it is "not a priority." The state has never allocated Byrne monies to indigent defense.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is March 30.

 

Illinois

1996: Illinois granted $852,020 to indigent defense, of which $500,000 was allocated to six counties (Champaign, Cook, Kane, Madison, McLean, and St. Clair,) with local matching funds of $166,667. In all counties other than Cook County, the purpose was to create specialized violent crime defense units within each county office. Cook County's share, $112,500, (plus a local match of $37,500), was designated to provide juveniles transferred to adult court with assessment, social services and sentencing advocacy, under purpose areas 10 (court delay reduction) and 18 (domestic violence).

The State Appellate Defender received $340,785 (plus a state match of $113,595) to represent defendants in the appeal of violent crime convictions, and $11,235 (with $3,745 of state matching funds) to present regional violent crime defense training programs.

1997: A total of $990,081 funded the same projects at the following allocations: violent crime defense units and the Cook County juvenile unit, $515,000; appellate project, $463,509; violent crime defense training, $11,572.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is September 30.

 

Indiana

1996: $295,000 was awarded to indigent defense programs.

1997: $295,000 was awarded to indigent defense programs.

 

Iowa

Although Iowa did not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, the Byrne agency reports that indigent defense was included in its state plan in both 1996 and 1997.

1996: $118,089 was awarded for computer technology under purpose area 15 (technology).

1997: $18,228 was awarded for investigative equipment, also under purpose area 15.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is April 15.

 

Kansas

The Kansas Criminal Justice Coordinating Council reported that no indigent defense representative was on the state advisory board and no indigent defense program received Byrne funds. The agency said there was no reason for not including indigent defense in its state plan.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is April 30.

 

Kentucky

1996: The Byrne agency reported total grants to indigent defense in the amount of $224,000, including $138,000 for capital post-conviction defense (under the unnumbered purpose area relating to capital habeas litigation) and $86,000 for treatment alternatives for substance abusers under purpose area 20 (alternatives to incarceration).

1997: Grants totaled $157,858, including $81,000 for treatment alternatives for substance abusers, and $69,858 to the Department of Public Advocacy for technology improvement, under purpose area 15b (criminal justice information systems).

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is May 15.

 

Louisiana

According to the Byrne agency, the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement, no indigent defense representative was on the state advisory board, and indigent defense was not included in its plans. On the survey instrument, the agency reported that despite being excluded from the state plan, indigent defense did receive Byrne monies. Upon examination of the agency's supporting documentation, Louisiana considered funding programs such as boot camp as providing funds to indigent defense.

The Louisiana Indigent Defender Board (LIDB), on the other hand, reported that no Byrne monies were allocated to defenders. The LIDB reported that the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement specifically excluded public defender organizations from receiving Byrne monies because these organizations "had plenty of money."

The agency reported that the deadline for submitting funding proposals varies.

 

Maine

According to the Byrne agency, no indigent defense representative sat on its state advisory board, and indigent defense was not included in the state plan because it was "not a priority area." Maine relies entirely on appointed counsel for indigent defense and has no public defender programs; the state has never granted Byrne monies for indigent defense purposes.

 

Maryland

The Byrne agency reported that an indigent defense representative sits on the state advisory board and indigent defense is included in the state plan.

1996: $265,000 was awarded for public defender services under purpose area 20 (alternatives to incarceration).

1997: $265,000 was again awarded for public defender services under purpose area 20.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is May.

 

Massachusetts

Massachusetts does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997.

 

Michigan

Michigan does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997.

 

Minnesota

According to the Byrne agency, Minnesota has an indigent defense representative on the state advisory board, includes indigent defense in its state plan and grants Byrne monies to indigent defense programs. 

1996: The agency granted $121,800 for "dispositional advisors," or sentencing advocates, and $40,000 for public defender training.

1997: The same two projects were funded in the respective amounts of $120,000 and $40,000.

All grants were under purpose area 10 (court delay reduction).

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency varies.

 

Mississippi

Mississippi does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. When asked why indigent defense was not included in its state plan, the Byrne agency replied: "No requests to include as a priority in the state strategy." Mississippi has never granted Byrne monies to indigent defense programs.

 

Missouri

The Byrne agency did not respond to the survey. The state public defender reports that although there was no indigent defense representative on the state advisory board, indigent defense was included in the state plan, and received $57,655 for three-quarters of the cost of an attorney position to work in the Kansas City Drug Court. 

The state defender reported that the closing date for submitting funding proposals to the state Byrne agency is May 1.

 

Montana

According to the Byrne agency, an indigent defense representative sits on the state advisory board and indigent defense is included in the state plan. The SAA reports that while indigent defense did not receive funding in 1996, in 1997 it did receive $11,774 under purpose area 10 (reducing court delay) for technology upgrades and training for public defender offices.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is January 1.

 

Nebraska

The Byrne agency reported that in both fiscal years, an indigent defense representative sat on the state advisory board and that indigent defense was included in the state plan. 

1996: $84,000 was awarded under purpose area 10 (reducing court delay) to the Nebraska Public Advocacy Commission for "two attorneys, and one other position plus miscellaneous expenses."

1997: The same projects were funded with a total grant of $127,800.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency varies.

 

Nevada

Nevada does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. When asked why indigent defense was not included in the state plan, the Byrne agency responded that indigent defense was "not a priority."

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is March 15.

 

New Hampshire

New Hampshire does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. New Hampshire has never funded indigent defense programs with Byrne funds.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency varies.

 

New Jersey

According to the Byrne agency, New Jersey does not have an advisory board; the state attorney general makes all Byrne grant decisions. The agency reported that indigent defense was not included in the state plan and no defender program applied for funds. Indigent defense was reportedly included in the 1997 plan, but no defender programs received funds. 

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is December 1.

 

New Mexico

New Mexico does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. The chief defender of New Mexico's statewide defender office reported that when the current governor took office, he terminated public defender access to Byrne grants. 

 

New York

New York leads the nation in the amount awarded to indigent defense, and is second only to Connecticut in the proportion of Byrne monies awarded to indigent defense.

1996: $1,863,571, of which $1,287,031 was for enhanced adjudication programs including "differentiated case management, family violence units and drug courts" under purpose area 10 (reducing court delay). The public defender office in Buffalo reported that it received $60,218 to provide representation to defendants charged with drug distribution and illegal firearms possession. $464,040 was awarded for parole revocation diversion under purpose area 20 (alternatives to incarceration), and $112,500 for information systems improvement under purpose area 15b (criminal justice information systems).

1997: Funding totaling $2,905,918 continued for the above programs in the following amounts: enhanced adjudication, $2,196,900; parole revocation diversion, $595,018; and information systems improvement, $115,000.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency varies.

The future of Byrne grant funding for indigent defense in New York is unclear. For the first time, the Governor vetoed legislative allocations of Byrne grant funds to defenders. New York defenders report that they hope and expect that in the Governor's future executive distribution of Byrne monies, New York will continue its long history of funding defenders in balance with prosecutors.

 

North Carolina

North Carolina does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. North Carolina has never funded indigent defense programs with Byrne funds.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is January 30.

 

North Dakota

North Dakota does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board. The Byrne agency reported that it included indigent defense in its state plan but did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. North Dakota has never funded indigent defense programs with Byrne funds. The agency reports that it "accepts applications for all purpose areas, therefore, the awards are available to all programs that meet the needs identified in the North Dakota strategy."

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is July 15.

 

Ohio

Indigent defense did not receive any Byrne grant money in either 1996 or 1997.


Oklahoma

Oklahoma does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board. The Byrne agency reported that it included indigent defense in its state plan but did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. The reason given by the agency is that "they did not appear at hearing or provide any written testimony." Oklahoma has never granted Byrne monies to indigent defense programs.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is March.

 

Oregon

Oregon does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. The Byrne agency, the Oregon State Troopers, reported that indigent defense was not included in the state plan because it is "not a priority." Oregon has never funded indigent defense programs with Byrne funds. 

 

Pennsylvania

The Byrne agency reported that while no indigent defense representative sits on its state advisory board and indigent defense is not included in the state plan, an indigent defense program received Byrne funds both fiscal years. 

1996: $69,820 was granted to "enable legal representation to be provided to indigent juveniles facing delinquency proceedings," under purpose area 16 (innovative approaches to drug offenses) and "other serious crimes."

1997: A similar project was funded in the amount of $154,024.

 

Puerto Rico

Puerto Rico has no defender on its advisory board, but includes indigent defense in its plan and made grants to the Public Defenders Office Program in both fiscal years.

1996: $241,300 was awarded under purpose are 20 (alternatives to incarceration)

1997: $40,000, also under purpose area 20.

 

Rhode Island

Rhode Island includes indigent defense on its advisory board and in its state plan. 

1996: $105,000 was awarded under purpose area 10 (reducing court delay) to create a public defender position with an investigator and a legal secretary for counties without a defender in criminal abuse and neglect cases.

1997: A similar grant was awarded.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is June.

 

South Carolina

South Caroline does not include indigent defense on its advisory board, although indigent defense was included in the state plan in both 1996 and 1997.

1996: No Byrne monies were granted to defender programs.

1997: $41,263 was allocated to the Charleston Life Without Parole (LWOP) Strike Force Defense Team to fund an attorney and a paralegal position. The Byrne agency reports that the purpose of the program is to decrease the backlog of LWOP cases and to decrease the length of pre-trial incarceration for "third strike" defendants.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is January 12.

 

South Dakota

South Dakota does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. When asked why indigent defense was not included in the state plan, the Byrne agency replied that indigent defense "was not an identified priority."

 

Tennessee

Tennessee has a defender on its state advisory board, includes indigent defense in its state plan, and funded indigent defense programs in 1996 and 1997.

1996: A total of $166,737 was allocated to defender programs. $135,328 was awarded under purpose area 10 (reducing court delay) to fund sentencing advocates for drug offenders to offer a meaningful option between prison and probation by developing individualized sentencing plans for offenders. Another $45,000 was granted under purpose area 13 (treatment) for assessments and treatment plans for dual-diagnosis and addicted female offenders. 

1997: Grants totaling $364,693 were made for the same programs, plus some additional programs for incarcerated addicts under purpose area 13.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is April 15.

 

Texas

Texas does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. The Byrne agency reported that "indigent defense [not prioritized] as a problem requiring grant funding."

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is February 17.

 

Utah

Utah does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. Utah has never awarded Byrne funds to defender programs.

The deadline for submitting funding proposals to the Byrne agency is September 7.

 

Vermont

Vermont does not have an indigent defense representative on its advisory board but did allocate Byrne funds to indigent defense in 1996 and 1997.

1996: $35,000 was awarded under purpose area 10 (reducing court delay) to provide contract attorneys to represent defendants charged with drug offenses and domestic violence in areas where public defenders have high case loads.

1997: The same grant was continued.

 

Virginia

The Byrne agency failed to respond to the survey. According to the statewide Public Defender Commission, Virginia does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. Virginia has never awarded Byrne funds to defender programs.

The Commission did, however, receive OJJDP formula grant money in both fiscal years. In 1996, the Commission received about $200,000 for three programs: (1) $10,000 for a training for juvenile defenders; (2) $50,000 for a "systems analysis grant," to study the impact of juvenile legislation (e.g., lowering the age of transfer, making it mandatory in certain cases) in terms of age, race and outcomes; and (3) provided funds for a sentencing advocate and an attorney to develop alternatives for juvenile clients.

In 1997, the Commission received about $100,000 to fund the training and a pre-trial detention specialist.

 

Washington

According to the Byrne agency, Washington does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, and did not include indigent defense in its state plan. For the first time since 1990, Washington did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either fiscal year. When asked why indigent defense had not been included, the SAA replied that it had "already reached the four year limit."

 

West Virginia

According to the Byrne agency, an indigent defense representative was on the advisory board in 1997, but not 1996. Indigent defense was not included in the state plan in either fiscal year nor did any indigent defense programs receive Byrne funds. West Virginia has never granted Byrne monies to indigent defense programs.

 

Wisconsin

Wisconsin does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. Wisconsin has never awarded Byrne funds to defender programs.

 

Wyoming 

Wyoming does not have an indigent defense representative on its state advisory board, does not include indigent defense in its state plan and did not grant any Byrne monies to indigent defense programs in either 1996 or 1997. When asked why indigent defense was not included in its plan, the Byrne agency replied that BJA funds are controlled by the state Attorney General's office and that "drug task forces are our number one priority." Wyoming has never awarded Byrne funds to defender programs.
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Through the Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance Program (the Byrne Program), the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) provides leadership and assistance to reduce and prevent crime, violence, and drug abuse. BJA works in partnership with State and local governments to make communities safe and to improve criminal justice systems. BJA develops and tests new approaches in criminal justice and crime control and encourages replication of effective programs and practices by State and local criminal justice agencies. The Byrne Program, created by the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-690), places emphasis on violent and drug-related crime and serious offenders and on fostering multijurisdictional and multi-State efforts to support national drug-control priorities.

BJA makes Byrne Program funds available through two types of grant programs: discretionary and formula. Discretionary funds are awarded directly to public and private agencies and private nonprofit organizations, and formula funds are awarded to the States, which then make subawards to State and local units of government.

 

Discretionary Grant ProgramProgram purposes: The Byrne Discretionary Grant Program focuses on the following crime and violence prevention and control activities:Undertaking educational and training programs for criminal justice personnel.

· Providing technical assistance to State and local units of government.

· Promoting projects that are national or multijurisdictional in scope. 

· Demonstrating programs that, in view of previous research or experience, are likely to be successful in more than one jurisdiction.

 

Funding: In fiscal year (FY) 1997, $60 million was appropriated for the Byrne Discretionary Grant Program.

 

Eligibility: Public and private agencies and private nonprofit organizations are generally eligible to apply for and receive funds under this program.

 

Matching Requirements: Grants and contracts may be awarded for up to 100 percent of the cost of an approved project. The Federal share for subsequent awards of projects funded after FY 1994 will decrease by at least 25 percent. This policy reflects BJA's intent to promote leveraging of State, local, and private resources and to emphasize sustainment planning at the earliest phase of the project.

 

Program Priorities: During FY 1997, BJA focuses on programs that implement comprehensive approaches to crime; stimulate partnerships among public agencies, private organizations, and communities; and address unmet needs in the delivery of criminal justice services. Most funds appropriated for discretionary grants will be awarded to continue initiatives started in previous fiscal years or to support efforts designated by Congress.

 

BJA is seeking new initiatives through several competitive programs. An open solicitation has been announced to request the submission of innovative concepts and practices in issues related to law enforcement, adjudication, rural communities, and American Indian/Alaska Native communities. State and local governments have been encouraged to submit concept papers on individual topics within these general areas. In addition, a second, more limited solicitation addresses three major areas of interest in adjudication: training for judges and other court personnel on substance abuse and treatment issues; jury system improvement; and technical assistance for courts to improve case management, handling of family violence and issuance of protective orders, and sentencing practices. A third solicitation seeks applications to strengthen State and local evaluation efforts through partnerships among State administrative agencies. Panels of experts are reviewing concept papers or applications for each competitive program. Funding decisions are made by the Director of BJA.

 

Formula Grant Program

 

Program Purposes: The Byrne Formula Grant Program is a partnership among Federal, State, and local governments to help create safer communities and improved criminal justice systems. BJA is authorized to award grants to States for use by States and units of local government to improve the functioning of the criminal justice system, with emphasis on violent crime and serious offenders, and to enforce State and local laws that establish offenses similar to those listed in the Federal Controlled Substances Act. Grants may be used to provide personnel, equipment, training, technical assistance, and information systems for more widespread apprehension, prosecution, adjudication, detention, and rehabilitation of offenders who violate such State and local laws. Grants also may be used to provide assistance (other than compensation) to victims of these offenders. 

 

There are 26 legislatively authorized purpose areas (outlined in the next section) for which assistance may be provided through the Formula Grant Program.Funding: In FY 1997, $500 million was appropriated for the Byrne Formula Grant Program. From this allocation, each State receives a base amount of 0.25 percent of the total allocation. Remaining funds are allocated according to each State's relative share of the U.S. population. (See "Formula Grant Program Allocation of Funds.") In addition, Congress has added $25 million to fund State programs related to the President's Federal drug-testing initiative. Although not mandated to do so, States are strongly encouraged to consider using Byrne funds for programs that support the Federal drug-testing initiative.

 

Eligibility: The 50 States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands are eligible to apply for formula grant funds. For the purposes of this program, references to "State" include all of these eligible entities.

State office: The chief executive of each participating State designates a State office to administer the State's Byrne Program and to coordinate the distribution of funds with State agencies that receive Federal funds for drug abuse education, prevention, treatment, and research activities and programs. An office or agency performing other functions within the State's executive branch may be the designated State office.

 

Statewide strategy: Each State is required to develop a statewide strategy to improve the functioning of the State's criminal justice system, with an emphasis on drug trafficking, violent crime, and serious offenders. The strategy should be prepared after consultation with State and local officials, particularly those whose duty it is to enforce drug and criminal laws and to direct the administration of justice, and made available to the public for comment.

 

Administrative funds: Up to 10 percent of formula grant funds allocated to a State may be used to pay for costs incurred in administering the Formula Grant Program.

 

Matching requirements: At least 25 percent of the cost of a program or project funded with a formula grant must be paid in cash with non-Federal funds. These "match" funds must be in addition to funds that would otherwise be made available by the recipient for law enforcement. Match funds are generally provided on a project-by-project basis, although BJA can approve a statewide match option.

 

Passthrough: The minimum passthrough amount for each State is based on the percentage of funds spent for criminal justice purposes by units of local government relative to total State and local criminal justice expenditures in the State. State and local expenditures used in this calculation must be funded by State and local revenue sources, e.g., taxes, charges and fees, utility revenue, and interest earnings. This requirement applies only to the 50 States. The District of Columbia, because of its designation as a local unit of government, is required to pass through 100 percent. The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands have no passthrough requirement due to their single-level government structures.

Funding priority: In distributing funds, States are to give priority to jurisdictions with the greatest need for assistance with criminal justice programs….

 

Period of project support: Projects in the aggregate may be funded for a maximum of 4 years (48 months). Grants awarded to State and local governments to participate in multijurisdictional drug task forces, victims assistance programs, and multijurisdictional gang task forces are excluded from this restriction.

 

Legislatively Authorized Byrne Program Purposes

Both discretionary and formula grant funds may be used to implement programs that carry out any of the 26 following legislatively authorized purposes:

1. Demand-reduction education programs in which law enforcement officers participate. 

 

2. Multijurisdictional task force programs to integrate Federal, State, and local drug law enforcement agencies and prosecutors for the purpose of enhancing interagency coordination and intelligence and facilitating multijurisdictional investigations. 

 

3. Programs to target the domestic sources of controlled and illegal substances, such as precursor chemicals, diverted pharmaceuticals, clandestine laboratories, and cannabis cultivations. 

 

4. Community and neighborhood programs to assist citizens in preventing and controlling crime, including special programs that address crimes committed against the elderly and crime in rural jurisdictions. 

 

5. Programs to disrupt illicit commerce in stolen goods and property. 

 

6. Programs to improve the investigation and prosecution of white-collar crime, organized crime, public corruption crime, and fraud against the Government, with priority attention to cases involving drug-related official corruption. 

 

7. a. Programs to improve the operational effectiveness of law enforcement through the use of crime analysis techniques, street sales enforcement, schoolyard violator programs, and gang-related and low-income housing drug-control programs. 

 

b. Programs to develop and implement antiterrorism plans for deep draft ports, international airports, and other important facilities.

 

8. Career criminal prosecution programs, including the development of model drug-control legislation. 

 

9. Financial investigative programs to identify money laundering operations and assets obtained through illegal drug trafficking, including the development of model legislation, financial investigative training, and financial information-sharing systems. 

 

10. Programs to improve the operational effectiveness of the court process by expanding prosecutorial, defender, and judicial resources and implementing court delay reduction programs. 

 

11. Programs to provide additional public correctional resources and improve the corrections system, including treatment in prisons and jails, intensive supervision programs, and long-range corrections and sentencing strategies. 

 

12. Prison industry projects to place inmates in a realistic working and training environment that enables them to develop marketable skills. With these skills inmates also are better able to support their families and themselves in the institution and make financial restitution to their victims. 

 

13. Programs to identify and meet the treatment needs of adult and juvenile drug- and alcohol-dependent offenders. 

 

14. Programs to provide assistance to jurors and witnesses and assistance (other than compensation) to victims of crime. 

 

15. a. Programs to improve drug-control technology such as pretrial drug-testing programs; programs to provide for the identification, assessment, referral to treatment, case management, and monitoring of drug-dependent offenders; and programs to enhance State and local forensic laboratories. 

 

b. Criminal justice information systems to assist law enforcement, prosecution, courts, and corrections organizations (including automated fingerprint identification systems).

 

16. Programs to demonstrate innovative approaches to enforcement, prosecution, and adjudication of drug offenses and other serious crimes. 

 

17. Programs to address the problems of drug trafficking and the illegal manufacture of controlled substances in public housing. 

 

18. Programs to improve the criminal and juvenile justice system's response to domestic and family violence, including spouse abuse, child abuse, and abuse of the elderly. 

 

19. Programs with which State and local units of government can evaluate State drug-control projects. 

 

20. Programs to provide alternatives to detention, jail, and prison for persons who pose no danger to the community. 

 

21. Programs to strengthen urban enforcement and prosecution efforts targeted at street drug sales. 

 

22. Programs to prosecute driving-while-intoxicated charges and enforce other laws relating to alcohol use and the operation of motor vehicles. 

 

23. Programs to address the need for effective bindover systems for the prosecution of violent 16- and 17-year-old juveniles for [certain enumerated] violent crimes in courts with jurisdiction over adults. 

 

24. Law enforcement and prevention programs for gangs and youth who are involved in or are at risk of involvement in gangs. 

 

25. Programs to develop or improve forensic laboratory capability to analyze DNA for identification proposes. 

 

26. Programs to develop and implement antiterrorism training and procure equipment for local law enforcement authorities.

 

Note: Congress has authorized the use of Byrne funds to support programs that assist in the litigation of death penalty Federal habeas corpus petitions. This authorization applies only to the current award (FY 1997) and may or may not be available in future funding cycles. [NLADA note: the authorization has also been included in appropriations legislation covering fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and has been proposed again in the fiscal year 2000 budget submitted by the President on February 1, 1999.]

 

Program Evaluation

 

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 mandates that all programs funded under the Byrne Program be evaluated. The goal is to identify and disseminate information about programs with proven effectiveness so that jurisdictions throughout the country can replicate them. In addition, evaluation results guide the formulation of policy and programs within Federal, State, and local criminal justice agencies.

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) is an active participant in BJA's evaluation program. BJA and NIJ jointly develop evaluation guidelines and conduct comprehensive evaluations of selected programs receiving discretionary and formula grant funds. The Director of NIJ is required to report to the President, Attorney General, and Congress on the nature and findings of Byrne Program evaluation activities.

 

Formula Grant Program applicants must include an evaluation component that meets the BJA/NIJ evaluation guidelines. The Director of BJA may waive this requirement under certain circumstances. Each State is required to provide BJA an annual report that includes a summary of the State's grant activities and an assessment of the impact of these programs on the needs identified in the statewide strategy. Formula grant funds may be used to pay for evaluation activities.

 

Applicants for discretionary grant funding also are required to include an evaluation component in their applications and to conduct evaluations according to the procedures and terms established by BJA.

 

The Director of BJA is required to submit to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and to the President pro tempore of the Senate an annual report on evaluation results of BJA programs and projects and State strategy implementation. 

 

For More Information

 

For additional information on BJA and its programs, contact the offices listed below. In addition, refer to BJA's FY 1997 Program Plan for a summary of all discretionary programs planned for FY 1997. Solicitations for competitive awards, including application instructions, are issued separately and made available through the BJA Home Page or the BJA Clearinghouse Home Page. 

 

Bureau of Justice Assistance

633 Indiana Avenue NW.

Washington, DC 20531

Tel: 202-307-0635

Fax: 202-307-3373

World Wide Web: http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA

 

Bureau of Justice Assistance Clearinghouse

P.O. Box 6000

Rockville, MD 20849-6000

Tel: 1-800-688-4252

World Wide Web: http://www.ncjrs.org

Clearinghouse staff are available Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 7 p.m. Eastern Time. Ask to be placed on the BJA mailing list.

 

Department of Justice Response Center

1-800-421-6770 or 202-307-1480

Response Center staff are available Monday through Friday, 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Eastern Time.
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