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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Within the Department of Justice (Department), the responsibility for
managing Federal financial assistance programs is split primarily between
the Office of Justice Programs (OJP) and the Office of Community Oriented
Policing Services (COPS).! The number and dollar value of Federal financial
assistance programs managed by the Department have grown substantially
over the last several years. The two offices awarded grants for about 96
programs and $5 billion for fiscal year (FY) 2002. The objective of our audit
was to identify activities and functions that could be streamlined to increase
operational efficiency within OJP and the COPS Office.

The Office of Justice Programs

Since its establishment in 1984, OJP has been tasked with providing
grants to improve the nation's capacity to prevent and control crime,
improve the criminal and juvenile justice systems, increase knowledge about
crime and related issues, and assist crime victims. For FY 2003, OJP was
authorized 729 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions and had a budget of
about $4.2 billion.? OJP is headed by an Assistant Attorney General and has
recently undergone a reorganization of its structure and operations.
According to OJP, the purpose of the reorganization is to become more
effective, reduce duplication, and improve the delivery of services to
grantees. OJP’s current organization structure is shown in the following
chart.

! Federal financial assistance is provided through various means such as grants,
cooperative agreements, and reimbursable agreements. The terms are used
interchangeably throughout this report.

2 At the time of our audit, OJP was under a hiring freeze and as of February 28,
2003, had 747 staff on board. This number included 47 staff for OJP’s Office of Domestic
Preparedness that was transferred to the Department of Homeland Security effective
March 1, 2003.
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The major changes under OJP’s reorganization were:

e Two of the six program offices (Drug Courts Program Office, and
Corrections Program Office) were moved to the Bureau of Justice
Assistance.

e One of the six program offices (Executive Office for Weed and
Seed) was moved to a new office called the Community Capacity
Development Office.

e Four of the eight support offices (Office of the Comptroller, Equal
Employment Opportunity Office, Office of Budget and Management
Services, and Office of Administration except the Information
Resources Management Division) were combined into a new Office
of Management and Administration.

e One of the eight support offices (American Indian and Alaskan
Native Office) was moved to the new Community Capacity
Development Office.

3 For a description of OJP’s bureaus, program offices, and support offices, see
Appendix 1.
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e The Information Resources Management Division of the Office of
Administration was moved under the new Chief Information Officer.

e The Office of Congressional and Public Affairs was renamed the
Office of Communications.

e The Violence Against Women Office was renamed the Office on
Violence Against Women.

OJP's funding programs are divided into two main categories: formula
grants and discretionary grants. Formula grants are awarded to State and
local governments based on a predetermined formula using, for example, a
jurisdiction's crime rate, population, or other factors. States are generally
required to pass a significant portion of formula awards through to local
agencies and organizations in the form of subgrants. Discretionary grants
are awarded on a competitive basis to public and private agencies and
private non-profit organizations. However, certain discretionary programs,
such as funding to the Boys & Girls Clubs of America and the National Crime
Prevention Council, are awarded on a honcompetitive basis, consistent with
congressional earmarks. As shown in the following graph, OJP’s bureaus
and program offices awarded more than $31 billion in Federal financial
assistance for FYs 1987 through 2002.
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The Office of Community Oriented Policing Services

The COPS Office was established in 1994 as a result of the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (1994 Crime Act). The
single largest component of the 1994 Crime Act was Title I — the Public
Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act of 1994. The 1994 Crime
Act authorized $8.8 billion over 6 years to fund the addition of community
oriented policing officers and advance community policing nationwide. The
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COPS program was extended beyond FY 2000 by the FY 2001 Commerce-
Justice-State Appropriations Bill. For FY 2003, the COPS Office was
authorized 235 FTE positions and had a budget of about $923 million.* As
shown in the following graph, in FYs 1994 through 2002, the COPS Office
awarded about $8 billion in grants in support of its mission to increase
community policing.®

Amount of Funds Awarded by COPS
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To implement the COPS program, in FY 1994 the Attorney General
created the COPS Office as a separate office from OJP. The COPS Office is
headed by a Director appointed by the Attorney General. At the time of our
audit, it operated under the following organization structure.

The COPS Office’s Organization Structure
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4 At the time of our audit, the COPS Office was under a hiring freeze and as of
February 28, 2003, had 155 staff on board.

> The FY 1994 total was $148 million for Police Hiring Supplement grants awarded by
0JP but administered by the COPS Office beginning in FY 1994. The FY 1995 total includes
$187 million for the Phase I COPS grants awarded by OJP for the COPS Office.
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On October 25, 2002, the COPS Office submitted a proposal to the
Acting Assistant Attorney General for Administration to reorganize the COPS
Office. Under the proposed reorganization, the COPS Office would have an
Office of General Counsel and three deputy directorates that report to the
Director. The COPS Office would have eight divisions, instead of the current
seven, plus the response center. On February 11, 2003, the Attorney
General approved the COPS Office’s revised organization structure. As of
March 19, 2003, the COPS Office’s reorganization was pending approval by
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).

Audit Results

Our audit determined that Federal financial assistance programs in the
Department are fragmented, resulting in reduced efficiency and higher costs
to award and administer Federal financial assistance funds to State and local
agencies. As described below, we made findings in the following areas:
structural overlap between the COPS Office and OJP, overlap in grant
programs between the COPS Office and OJP, lack of on-line grant application
processing in the COPS Office, overlap in OJP’s organization structure, and
inefficiencies in OJP’s automated grant management systems.

Structural Overlap Between the COPS Office and OJP

The Department’s major financial assistance programs are split
between OJP and the COPS Office, with both agencies awarding and
administering grants to State and local law enforcement agencies that
are sometimes for similar purposes. As illustrated in the following
charts, from FY 1999 to FY 2002, the COPS Office’s management and
administration (M&A) costs per program dollar have been higher than
OJP’s, while COPS’s M&A costs per grant administered have been lower
than OJP’s. However, COPS’s costs per grant administered have been
increasing while OJP’s costs have been decreasing. If the trend
continues, the COPS Office will spend more M&A costs per grants
administered than OJP in FY 2004.



Comparison of Actual M&A Costs for COPS and OJP
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The COPS Office’s M&A costs per grant administered have been
increasing because the grants administered by the COPS Office have
been significantly reduced in recent years, but the COPS Office’s
personnel costs have not decreased correspondingly. OJP’s M&A costs
per grants administered have been decreasing because OJP has
significantly increased its grants administered in recent years while
keeping its personnel costs relatively constant.®

The COPS Office transfers significant portions of its appropriated
funds to OJP to administer. Although these funds (known as pass-
through funds) are appropriated in the COPS Office’s budget, the COPS
Office transfers the funds to OJP and, in most cases, OJP assumes full
responsibility for management and administration of the funds. The
COPS Office funds are passed through to OJP in various ways. Most of
the funds passed through to OJP are mandated by Congress in the
COPS Office’s annual appropriations language, such as for the Police
Corps program in FY 2002. The authorizing language in the COPS
Office’s approved FY 2002 budget provided that the Police Corps funds
totaling about $14.4 million would be transferred to OJP to administer.
In addition, the COPS Office passes funds to OJP through discretionary
pass-throughs that occur when the COPS Office and OJP agree that

® The analyses comparing the COPS Office’s M&A costs to OJP's M&A costs support

that the COPS Offices M&A costs per program dollar have been higher than OJP’s and that
the COPS Office’'s M&A costs per grant administered are steadily increasing while OJP’s M&A
costs are decreasing. The analyses were macro analyses that do not take into account
other variables that could affect each offices cost to administer grants such as hiring freezes
and unexpected program changes.
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certain funds in the COPS Office’s budget would be either best
managed by OJP or best managed jointly, such as for the jointly
managed Comprehensive Indian Resources for Community and Law
Enforcement (CIRCLE) program in FY 2001. In FY 2001, the COPS
Office passed through $2 million to OJP for the CIRCLE program. The
COPS Office also passes funds to OJP through earmarks that are
legislative directives in the appropriations laws that dictate how to
spend certain funds appropriated within larger funding programs.
According to COPS officials, these funds are usually to continue
projects previously administered by OJP or for programs that
specifically fit within an existing OJP program. One such continuation
project was the Safe Schools Initiative (SSI) in FY 2002. In FY 2002,
COPS passed through $9,531,000 of earmarked funds to OJP for the
SSI. As illustrated below, our audit determined that since FY 1999,
the amount of funds that the COPS Office has passed through to OJP
has steadily increased and reached almost 40 percent of the COPS
Office’s total budget by FY 2002.
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In addition to pass-throughs, the COPS Office has also entered
into reimbursable agreements each year for OJP to perform services to
help COPS carry out its mission. These services have included making
payments to grantees, preparing monthly treasury reports, entering
grant obligations and deobligations in the financial system, processing
and verifying electronic direct deposit information, and maintaining the
Letter of Credit Electronic Certification System accounts, among
others. From FY 1999 through FY 2002, the COPS Office shifted a
total of about $16 million of M&A funds to OJP through the use of
reimbursable agreements for OJP to perform services related to
programs administered by the COPS Office. However, we did note that
the COPS Office has taken steps to reduce its use of OJP services by
assuming responsibility for some functions previously performed by
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OJP such as reviewing and approving final grant award budgets,
providing financial management training to grantees, and coordinating
with the OIG to resolve and close COPS grantee audit reports.

Overlap in Grant Programs Between the COPS Office and OJP

Our audit also identified overlap between the types of grants
awarded by the COPS Office and OJP. For example, the COPS
Universal Hiring Program (UHP) grants, Making Officer Redeployment
Effective (MORE) grants, COPS in Schools (CIS) grants, COPS Safe
Schools Initiative (SSI) grants, and COPS Secure Our Schools (SOS)
grants are sometimes duplicative of grants awarded by OJP under the
Local Law Enforcement Block Grants (LLEBG) program. While the
LLEBG grants allow payment for a broader variety of costs than the
COPS grants, the COPS UHP grants and CIS grants, as well as OJP’s
LLEBG grants, pay to hire officers to support community policing.
Also, both the COPS MORE grants and OJP’s LLEBG grants pay to hire
civilians and to purchase technology equipment such as computers. In
addition, both the COPS SSI and SOS grants and OJP’s LLEBG grants
pay to purchase equipment to help make schools safer. This overlap
resulted when Congress created multiple programs to fund similar
issues. However, both COPS and OJP officials told us that no formal
communication procedures exist between the two agencies to ensure
that grantees do not receive funds for similar purposes from both
agencies.

Lack of On-Line Application Processing at the COPS Office

The COPS Office had developed an automated system, called the
COPS Management System, to track its grants from application review
to closeout. The COPS Office had also implemented several post-
award functions online such as allowing grantees to provide
information on grant progress using the "COPS Count” and performing
account maintenance functions. However, we determined that the
COPS Office had not developed a capability to receive grant
applications online and download the application data directly into the
COPS Office’s grant management system. Potential COPS grantees
must either mail, e-mail, or fax grant applications to COPS and then
COPS must manually enter the application data into the COPS
Management System for processing. COPS officials stated that the
online application capability would be addressed as part of the e-
government and Public Law 106-107 initiatives managed by OMB. The
COPS Office had created and filled an e-government program manager
position and established a business practices group to analyze its grant
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application process and provide information to OMB for development
and approval of an online application system.

Inefficiencies in OJP's Automated Systems

OJP does not have a fully effective automated system to manage
its Federal financial assistance funds. We found that OJP had more
than 70 automated application systems in place. Some of these
systems were developed by the individual components within OJP and
duplicate information in other OJP systems. Despite having more than
70 automated systems to help manage its Federal financial assistance
funds, OJP still relies primarily on a manual system for processing
grants. OJP uses a “"Redbook” to process grants from application
through award. The “Redbook” is a manual binder for each grant
awarded to a particular grantee that contains all documentation, such
as the grant application, documentation on the application review, the
award package, and supporting information. The “Redbook” is
assembled and routed through various OJP components for review,
analysis, and certification.

OJP has made efforts to automate some of the "Redbook”
process, and some “Redbooks” now use the automated Grant
Management System (GMS).” However, this process is not completely
automated using the GMS. The GMS “Redbook” process allows the
users to complete required forms in the GMS, but the forms are then
printed out and maintained manually in the “"Redbook.” In addition,
we noted additional inefficiencies related to the GMS system. Although
we were told that the Assistant Attorney General for OJP said that all
OJP components will use the GMS system, we found that GMS was
used primarily by the program offices, and based on our interviews
with GMS users, many users had complaints about the system. One
drawback of GMS is that it only tracks grants from solicitation through
grant award. The system does not maintain information on grant
monitoring and closeout after the grant is awarded.

OJP recognizes that its automated systems need to be
streamlined and as part of its reorganization OJP hired a Chief
Information Officer, who began addressing the GMS-related issues. In
addition, during our audit OJP hired a consulting firm to evaluate
different alternatives for implementing an effective grants
management system at OJP. The consulting firm evaluated the
following four alternatives:

” The GMS system was initiated in December 1998 as a pilot program to streamline
the solicitation, application, and award of grants by using an automated system.
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Complete custom development of a new system.
Purchase of a Commercial Off the Shelf (COTS) system.
Integrating the current GMS system with COTS modules.
Acquiring a Government Off the Shelf system.

In its September 2002 report, the consultant recommended that
the best solution for OJP would be to integrate the current GMS
system with modules that would expand the system to manage grants
from beginning to end. In our judgment, the consultant’s report
presented a convincing case for expanding the GMS system.

A helpful feature of the GMS is that it allows potential grantees
to submit applications online directly into the system. However, as
previously noted, the GMS system was used primarily by the program
offices. OJP’s bureaus, for the most part, were not using GMS. Some
bureaus used other automated systems that have online application
capability, but these systems were only used for 3 of the 47 grant
programs administered by the bureaus. As a result, online application
was not available for many grant programs administered by OJP
bureaus. On January 17, 2003, the Assistant Attorney General for OJP
mandated that all OJP bureaus and program offices use GMS to
process grant applications electronically. OJP needs to ensure this
mandate is implemented.

OJP’s Overlapping Organization Structure

Within OJP, financial assistance programs are split among
numerous bureaus and program offices, resulting in reduced efficiency
in awarding and administering grants. The inefficient organization of
OJP has long been recognized by Congress, OMB, and OJP itself, but
numerous plans to reorganize and streamline OJP have not been
implemented. The current OJP administration has developed another
reorganization plan to streamline its operations and appears
committed to implementing the plan. OJP has begun implementing
this plan, which does contain some positive steps towards improving
the efficiency and effectiveness of Federal financial assistance
programs. Specifically, the plan calls for the creation of a Chief
Information Office responsible for improving OJP’s grant management
system. OJP recently hired a Chief Information Officer (CIO) to head
this office and the CIO has begun efforts to improve OJP’s grant
management system. OJP’s reorganization plan also calls for major
restructuring of its bureaus, program offices, and support offices to
streamline its operations and reduce duplication and overlap between
offices. While the restructuring is a positive step towards streamlining
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OJP’s operations, we concluded that it would not eliminate all the
duplication between OJP’s bureaus and program offices. For example,
we found that both OJP’s Bureau of Justice Assistance and Office of
Domestic Preparedness award grants for equipment and materials to
help State and local governments respond to terrorist acts. However,
these offices remained separate in the reorganization.®

Recommendations

In our report, we made eight recommendations to help improve the
efficiency of OJP and the COPS Office. We recommended the Director of
COPS and the Assistant Attorney General for OJP improve coordination
between the two agencies to eliminate any duplication of effort and ensure
that awards are not made to the same grantee for similar purposes. We also
recommended that the Director of COPS continue efforts to implement an
online application system for COPS grants that will allow potential grantees
to complete grant applications online and that directly downloads the
application data to the COPS Management System for processing. Further,
we recommended that the Assistant Attorney General for OJP continue
efforts to implement OJP’s current reorganization plan and to identify and
eliminate overlapping programs that will still exist after the reorganization is
implemented. We also recommended that OJP take steps to ensure the:

1) “Redbook” process is automated, 2) implementation of the consultant’s
recommendation to integrate the current GMS system with modules that
would expand the system to manage grants from beginning to end,

3) identification and elimination of duplicative automated systems within
OJP, and 4) bureaus use the GMS system to enable online application
capability for all bureau grant programs.

8 This duplication was eliminated within OJP on March 1, 2003, when OJP’s Office of
Domestic Preparedness transferred to the new Department of Homeland Security.
However, duplication may exist between OJP’s Bureau of Justice Assistance and the
Department of Homeland Security’s Office of Domestic Preparedness.
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BACKGROUND
Office of Justice Programs

The Office of Justice Programs (OJP) was established in 1984 by the
Justice Assistance Act to develop the nation's capacity to prevent and control
crime, improve the criminal and juvenile justice systems, increase
knowledge about crime and related issues, and assist crime victims. OJP’s
initial organization included several previous entities from the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), which had been created by
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The LEAA was the
first comprehensive State program designed to provide funding to States to
reduce crime. The OJP carryover organizations from LEAA included the
Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National
Institute of Justice, and the Drug Courts Program Office.

Each year, OJP receives appropriations through the annual Commerce-
Justice-State (CJS) Appropriations Bill. As shown in the chart below, from
FY 1984 through FY 2003, OJP received about $34 billion to carry out its
mission.

OJP Budget by FY
(Billions)

Source: OJP’s Enacted Budgets

As of the end of FY 2002, OJP reported that it had awarded more than
68,700 grants, totaling more than $31 billion, for a wide variety of
programs. For a description of the major grant programs administered by
OJP, see Appendix 2. The charts below detail the number of grants and
funds awarded by OJP from FY 1987 through FY 2002.°

° 0JP was not able to provide data on grants it awarded from FY 1984 through
FY 1986.
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Number of Grants Awarded by OJP
From FY 1987 Through FY 2002
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Office of Community Oriented Policing Services

On September 13, 1994, President Clinton signed into law the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (commonly known as the
“1994 Crime Act”). The 1994 Crime Act authorized $8.8 billion over six
years, the purpose of which was primarily to fund grants for adding
community oriented policing officers to the nation’s streets and advancing
community policing nationwide. To implement the program, the Attorney
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General created a new program office within the Department of Justice
known as the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS).

Each year, the COPS Office receives appropriations through the annual
CJS Appropriations Bill. As shown in the chart below, from FY 1995 through
FY 2003, the COPS Office received about $11.3 billion to carry out its
mission.

COPS Office Budget by FY
(Billions)

Source: COPS'’s Enacted Budgets

As of the end of FY 2002, the COPS Office reported that it had
awarded more than 35,600 community policing grants, totaling more than
$8 billion, to deploy more than 116,700 additional officers to the nations
streets. For a description of the community policing grants awarded by the
COPS Office, see Appendix 3. The charts below detail the number of grants
awarded, funds awarded, and number of officers reported as funded from
the inception of the COPS program through FY 2002.°

1% The FY 1994 totals are for the Police Hiring Supplement grants awarded by OJP
but administered by the COPS Office beginning in FY 1994. The FY 1995 totals include data
for the Phase I COPS grants awarded by OJP for the COPS Office.
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Number of Grants Awarded by COPS
From FY 1994 to FY 2002
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Prior Audits

Since October 1994, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has
issued more than 450 audit reports on recipients of grants awarded by either
the COPS Office or OJP. The OIG has also issued reports on the
management and administration of the COPS program.

In April 1999, the OIG issued an audit report summarizing the
results of 149 audits of COPS grantees that we performed during
FYs 1997-1998 (See Police Hiring and Redeployment Grants:
Summary of Audit Findings and Recommendations, October 1996 -
September 1998 (No. 99-14)). The 149 COPS grantees had
received about $511 million in grant funds. The summary report
concluded that based on the 149 individual COPS grant audits,
significant numbers of jurisdictions audited were:

overestimating salaries and benefits or including unallowable costs
in reimbursement requests, (2) using State funds to supplant local
funds, (3) not making a good-faith effort to fill locally-funded sworn
officer positions, (4) not submitting or submitting late status
reports to the COPS Office and OJP, and (5) not establishing
systems to track the redeployment of officers into community
policing. The summary report also concluded that some
jurisdictions might have difficulty retaining COPS-funded officer
positions with local funds at the conclusion of the grants. Since
September 1998, we have continued to audit COPS grantees and
have continued to identify the same findings reported in the
summary report. The COPS Office strongly disagreed with our
reliance on individual grantee audit reports and our interpretation of
these findings.

In July 1999, the OIG issued an audit report that reviewed the
COPS Office’s and OJP’s administration of the $8.8 billion
community-policing program. (See Management and
Administration of the Community Oriented Policing Services Grant
Program (No. 99-21)). This audit evaluated the: 1) COPS Office’s
ability to meet President Clinton’s goal to put 100,000 additional
police officers on the street by FY 2000, 2) COPS Office’s and OJP’s
monitoring of grantees, and 3) quality of guidance provided to
grantees to assist them in implementing essential grant
requirements. The audit concluded that the COPS grants would not
result in 100,000 additional officers on the streets by the end of
FY 2000. This audit also determined that many grantees did not
submit the required program monitoring and financial reports and
that the COPS Office’s on-site monitoring reviews did not

-5-



consistently cover all grant conditions. Moreover, the audit
concluded that the COPS Office and OJP did not adequately follow
up on deficiencies found in on-site reviews to ensure that the
deficiencies were corrected.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FINDING 1: STREAMLINING THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY ORIENTED
POLICING SERVICES

From the beginning of the Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services (COPS) in 1994, the COPS Office has relied on the Office of
Justice Programs (OJP) to perform services related to the COPS
program. In recent years the COPS Office’s management and
administration (M&A) costs per program dollar have been higher than
OJP’s. Also, the COPS Office’'s M&A costs per grant administered have
increased, while OJP’s M&A costs per grant administered have
decreased. Moreover, we determined that the major COPS grants for
hiring officers and civilians and for purchasing equipment, and the
grants awarded by OJP under the Local Law Enforcement Block Grants
(LLEBG) program overlapped, and no formal coordination existed
between COPS and OJP to ensure grantees did not receive funds for
similar purposes from both agencies. We also found that the COPS
Office had not developed a capability to receive grant applications
online and download the application information directly into its grant
management system. Instead, grantees must submit applications and
the application data must be manually input into the COPS’s grant
management system.

COPS Work Performed by OJP

While the COPS Office has responsibility for managing and
administering the community oriented policing services program for the
Department, the COPS Office has continually relied upon OJP to perform
services related to the administration of COPS Office activities. The COPS
Office’s reliance on OJP began at the inception of the COPS program in 1994
and has grown since then. We identified the following ways that the COPS
Office has relied on OJP:

e The COPS Office initially relied on OJP to award grants under the
COPS program.

e The COPS Office has entered into reimbursable agreements with
OJP over the past several years for OJP to perform services related
to the COPS program.

e The COPS Office has passed through much of its budgeted funds to
OJP during the past several years for OJP to administer.

A discussion of each way the COPS Office relies on OJP follows.
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Initial COPS Grants Awarded by OJP. When the COPS Office was
established in 1994, it turned to OJP for assistance in awarding the
first COPS grants funded by Congress. Prior to passage of the 1994
Crime Act, Congress created the Police Hiring Supplement (PHS) grant
program that provided funds to State and local governments to hire
police officers. OJP’s Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) was
responsible for awarding and administering the PHS grants, which
were awarded in 1994. Because the BJA was already established and
experienced in awarding the PHS grants to State and local
governments, the Department had the BJA award the first phase of
COPS grants for the COPS Office. These were the 392 Phase I COPS
hiring grants awarded in FY 1995, less than 3 weeks after the COPS
Office was created, that allowed State and local governments to hire
new additional police officers to perform community policing.
Subsequently, the COPS Office went on the award about 7,000 grants
during the remainder of FY 1995. The requirements of the Phase I
grants were very similar to the requirements of BJA’'s PHS grants. The
BJA’s awarding of the Phase I COPS grants was the first in a continuing
line of services performed by OJP for the COPS Office.

COPS Program Services Performed by OJP. Beginning in FY 1995,
and continuing every year since, COPS has entered into reimbursable
agreements with OJP to perform services related to the COPS
program. As shown in the following chart, since FY 1999, the COPS
Office has transferred a total of about $16 million in M&A costs to OJP
through reimbursable agreements for OJP to perform services related
to programs administered by the COPS Office.

Amounts for Reimbursable Agreements
Between COPS and OJP
From FY 1999 to FY 2002
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According to OJP, the services it currently performs for the COPS
Office are as follows:

e Processes and verifies payments to COPS grantees and disburses
funds in accordance with legal requirements

e Resolves daily payment rejects and cancellations, as appropriate

e Processes payment adjustments for COPS grant activity such as
returned checks, changes in banking information, and vendor
identification numbers

e Reconciles cash to Treasury (SF-224) and to the Integrated
Financial Management Information System (IFMIS) for COPS
financial activity on a monthly basis

e Creates and generates financial reports and performs financial
analyses, as requested

e Submits quarterly Federal Assistance Award Data System reports
to the Census Bureau

e Maintains official financial records in the OJP Office of the
Comptroller for all COPS grantees

e Provides data entry and/or interface transfers for awards,
modifications, supplements, extensions, and signed COPS
awards into IFMIS, as appropriate.

e Provides COPS grantees with Phone Activated Paperless Request
System (PAPRS - a system for requesting grant reimbursements
via telephone) payment packages, which includes payment
access information

e Maintains the PAPRS system and the Letter of Credit Electronic
Certification System (LOCES)

e Maintains an auditable accounting system with financial and
management controls to accurately and timely record accounting
transactions for obligations, deobligations, expenditures,
drawdowns, and receivables (returned checks from grantees)

e Conducts financial grant closeouts of COPS grants

e Maintains an accounting system to produce standard and
customized reports for producing and/or reconciling to the
Statement of Transactions (SF-224) and for complying with
other Federal reporting requirements

e Maintains an accounting system to allow current and prior year
adjustments accounting entries

e Maintains an interface between IFMIS, Justice Management
Division (JMD), and other legacy systems, to upload data as
appropriate

e Maintains the IFMIS menu option for COPS-specific reports

e Establishes and maintains user identification numbers in IFMIS,
reset passwords, and assisted IFMIS users
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e Provides JMD with grant data for grant accruals

e Prepares COPS’s financial reports for inclusion in JMD’s financial
statements that include COPS financial activity

e Conducts financial monitoring of COPS grants and provides
results to COPS management

e Provides audit resolution/closure of COPS-related Single Audit

Act audit reports

Processes grant adjustment notices, as appropriate

Manages COPS’s vendor information in IFMIS

Resolves COPS’s vendor issues, as appropriate

Analyzes and responds to audit confirmations from independent

Certified Public Accountant firms for COPS grant activity

e Develops, maintains, and interprets written financial grants
management policy and procedures and included same in OJP’s
Financial Guide

We noted that the COPS Office has taken steps to reduce its use
of OJP services by assuming responsibility for some functions
previously performed by OJP such as: 1) reviewing and approving
final grant award budgets, 2) providing financial management training
to grantees, 3) coordinating with the OIG to resolve and close COPS
grantee audit reports, and 4) assisting in negotiating repayment
agreements with grantees and establishing payment schedules.
Nonetheless, while the COPS Office has reduced the redundancies
between the two agencies by using OJP to perform these services for
the COPS program, the use of reimbursable agreements indicates that
OJP is better suited to provide these functions for the COPS program.

COPS Funds Passed Through to OJP. In addition to the COPS
Office relying on OJP to perform services related to the COPS program,
the COPS Office has continually passed a portion of its funds to OJP to
administer since FY 1999. The amount of funds passed through to OJP
has steadily increased and reached almost 40 percent of COPS’s total
budget during FY 2002. As shown in the following chart, the trend has
clearly been a steady decrease in the percentage of the COPS Office’s
budget managed and administered by the COPS Office.
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COPS Funds Passed Through to OJP Percent of COPS Budget Passed
From FY 1999 to FY 2002 Through to OJP From FY 1999 to
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COPS funds are passed through to OJP in various ways. Most of
the funds passed through to OJP are mandated by Congress in the
COPS Office’s annual appropriations language, a practice that began in
FY 1999.'' In FY 2002, the mandatory pass-through funds totaled
$361.9 million. An example of a mandatory pass-through for FY 2002
was for the Police Corps program. In FY 2002, COPS’s budget
contained $14,435,000 for the Police Corps program. The Police Corps
was created to help address violent crime by increasing the number of
officers with advanced education and training who are assigned to
community patrol. The central component of the Police Corps program
is the provision of financial assistance and basic police training to
college students who agree to serve as police officers for four years,
along with financial assistance to participating police departments and
sheriff offices. A second component offers no-obligation college
scholarships to children of law enforcement officers killed in the line of
duty. The authorizing language in the COPS Office’s approved budget
provided that the Police Corps funds would be transferred to OJP to
administer. As such, the COPS Office passed through to OJP all
$14,435,000 approved for the Police Corps program in FY 2002.

Another way the COPS Office passes through funds is through
discretionary pass-throughs. Discretionary pass-throughs occur when
the COPS Office and OJP agree that certain funds in the COPS Office’s
budget would be either best managed by OJP or best managed jointly
and the COPS Office passes these funds to OJP at its discretion. For

11" According to the COPS Office, the President’s FY 2004 budget submission requests
that the mandatory program pass-through funds be funded directly in OJP’s budget rather
than passed through from the COPS Office budget.
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FY 2002, the discretionary pass-through funds totaled only about
$387,000, which was substantially less than the $3.4 million in
discretionary funds passed through to OJP in FY 2001. An example of
a discretionary pass-through for FY 2001 was the jointly managed
Comprehensive Indian Resources for Community and Law Enforcement
(CIRCLE) program. The CIRCLE program is a three-year State
initiative designed to empower American Indian communities to more
effectively fight crime, violence, and substance abuse. In FY 2001, the
COPS Office passed through $2 million to OJP to administer the
CIRCLE program.

A third way that the COPS Office passes through funds to OJP is
through earmarks. Earmarks are legislative directives in the
appropriations laws that dictate how to spend certain portions of funds
appropriated within larger funding programs. According to COPS
officials, these funds are usually to continue projects previously
administered by OJP or for programs that specifically fit within an
existing OJP program. The legislative directives for the earmarks
sometimes mandate that the funds be administered by OJP and at
other times the COPS Offices passes through the earmark funds to OJP
at its discretion. For FY 2002, the earmark funds passed through
totaled $51.4 million. An example of an earmark for FY 2002 was to
continue the Safe Schools Initiative (SSI) previously administered by
OJP. The SSI supports a comprehensive, integrated community-wide
approach to promote healthy childhood development and address the
problems of school violence and drug abuse. In FY 2002, at its
discretion, COPS passed through $9,531,000 of earmarked funds to
OJP for the SSI. In most cases, once COPS passed through the funds,
OJP assumed full responsibility for the management and
administration of the funds.

Comparison of the COPS Office’s and OJP’s Costs to Manage and
Administer Federal Financial Assistance Funds

The COPS Office and OJP both spend a large amount of money each
year to manage and administer the Federal financial assistance funds
awarded to State and local governments. From FY 1999 through FY 2002,
Congress appropriated the COPS Office about $126 million in management
and administration (M&A) costs to administer about $4.5 billion in program
funds. During this same period, Congress appropriated OJP about $155
million in M&A costs to administer about $14 billion in program funds. We
compared the M&A costs per program dollar spent and the M&A costs per
grant administered for both the COPS Office and OJP for FY 1999 through
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FY 2002. As illustrated in the following charts, the COPS Office annually
spends more M&A costs per program dollar than OJP. In addition, while the
COPS Office has spent less M&A costs per grant administered than OJP,
COPS’s M&A costs per grant administered increased each year from

FY 1999 to FY 2002, while OJP’s M&A costs per grant administered
decreased each year from FY 1999 to FY 2002. Moreover, if the trend
continues, the COPS Office will likely spend more M&A costs per grant
administered than OJP in FY 2004.

Comparison of Actual M&A Costs for COPS and OJP

Actual M&A Costs Per Program Actual M&A Costs Per Grant
Dollar From FY 1999 Administered From FY 1999
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The COPS Office’s M&A costs per grant administered are increasing
because the COPS Office has not significantly reduced its personnel costs
even though the grants administered by the COPS Office has significantly
declined in recent years. OJP’s M&A costs per grant administered are
decreasing because OJP has kept its personnel costs relatively constant in
recent years while it administered a significantly higher number of grants.'?

Duplication Between COPS Grants and OJP Grants
In addition to reviewing the COPS Office’s reliance on OJP and

comparing the COPS Office’s and OJP’s M&A costs, we reviewed the types of
grants awarded by the two agencies to determine if any duplication existed.

12 The analyses comparing the COPS Office’s M&A costs to OJP's M&A costs support
that the COPS Offices M&A costs per program dollar have been higher than OJP’s and that
the COPS Office’s M&A costs per grant administered are steadily increasing while OJP’s M&A
costs are decreasing. The analyses were macro analyses that do not take into account
other variables that could affect each offices cost to administer grants such as hiring freezes
and unexpected program changes.
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We determined that the major COPS grants for hiring officers and civilians
and for purchasing equipment were sometimes duplicative of grants awarded
by OJP under the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) program.
While the LLEBG program is much broader in terms of what the program will
fund, some of the allowable LLEBG expenditures are for the same purposes
as the COPS Universal Hiring Program (UHP) grants, COPS Making Officer
Redeployment Effective (MORE) grants, COPS in Schools (CIS) grants, COPS
Safe Schools Initiative (SSI) grants, and COPS Secure Our Schools (SOS)
grants. The LLEBG program provides funds for the following seven
purposes:

e Supporting law enforcement efforts such as: 1) hiring, training,
and employing additional law enforcement officers and necessary
support personnel on a continuing basis; 2) paying overtime to
currently employed law enforcement officers and necessary support
personnel to increase the number of hours worked by such
personnel; and 3) procuring equipment, technology, and other
material directly related to basic law enforcement functions.

e Enhancing security measures in and around schools and other
facilities or locations that the unit of local government considers
special risks for incidents of crime.

e Establishing or supporting drug courts.

e Enhancing the adjudication of cases involving violent offenders,
including cases involving violent juvenile offenders.

e Establishing a multi-jurisdictional task force, particularly in rural
areas, composed of law enforcement officials representing units of
local government. This task force must work with State law
enforcement officials to prevent and control crime.

e Establishing crime prevention programs involving cooperation
between community residents and law enforcement personnel to
control, detect, or investigate crime or to prosecute criminals.

e Defraying the cost of indemnification insurance for law enforcement
officers.

The COPS UHP and COPS CIS grants pay for officer salaries and fringe
benefits to support community policing, and grants awarded under the first
purpose of the LLEBG program also pay for officer salaries and fringe
benefits to support community policing. For example, the City of Daytona
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Beach, Florida received a COPS UHP grant for $475,177 to hire seven
officers to perform community policing and also received an OJP LLEBG grant
for $445,068 to hire five officers to perform community policing. Further,
we found that similar to grants awarded under the LLEBG program, the
COPS MORE grants pay for officer overtime (1995 grants only), hiring
civilians to enable officers to be redeployed to the streets, and purchasing
equipment that will save officers time and allow them to spend more time on
the streets. The LLEBG grants awarded under the first purpose of the LLEBG
program also pay for officer overtime, hiring civilians, and purchasing
equipment. For example, the Orange County Florida Sheriff’s Office received
four COPS MORE grants totaling more than $2.9 million to purchase
computers and related accessories/software for officers and also received an
OJP LLEBG grant that included $26,142 to purchase computers and related
accessories/software for officers.

Duplication also exists between the COPS Office’s school safety grants
and OJP’s LLEBG grants awarded under the second purpose of the LLEBG
program. The COPS SSI and SOS grants, as well as OJP LLEBG grants, pay
for equipment to help make schools safer. For example, the City of Orlando,
Florida received a COPS SOS grant for $14,063 and an OJP LLEBG grant for
$40,000 to purchase equipment to make schools safer.

The duplicative grant programs between the COPS Office and OJP are
a result of various statutes being passed that created multiple grant
programs to fund similar items. We asked OJP and COPS officials how they
coordinate their programs that have similar purposes. Both said that there
are no formal coordination procedures between the two offices to ensure
dual awards are not made to the same grantee. While the duplicative
programs cannot be eliminated without getting the statutes revised, the
COPS Office and OJP should establish procedures to coordinate with each
other to ensure that grantees do not receive funds for the same purpose
from both agencies.

We also noted that duplication exists between the COPS Office and OJP
because both do similar functions related to the grants they award.
Specifically, both the COPS Office and OJP spend considerable resources to
develop grant programs, announce grant programs to the potential
grantees, establish and disseminate grant criteria and application kits,
review grant applications, award the grants, monitor implementation of the
grants, manage follow-up on OIG audits of grantees, and close out grants.
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Capability for Potential Grantees to Apply for Grants Online

The COPS Office had not developed an adequate capability for
potential grantees to submit grant applications online. Potential grantees
are able to obtain applications and information about the grants online. In
addition, COPS has made several post-award functions available online such
as allowing grantees to provide information on grant progress using the
“COPS Count” and performing account maintenance functions. However,
the capability does not exist for COPS to receive grant applications online
and download the application information directly into the COPS Office’s
automated grant management system. All components in the COPS Office
use the COPS Management System (CMS) to manage grants. The CMS
system is an internally developed system that can be used to track all
phases of the grant process from application receipt through grant closeout.
However, potential grantees cannot submit applications online directly into
CMS. Instead, potential grantees must mail, fax, or e-mail the applications
to the COPS Office and the COPS Office must then manually enter the
application data into the CMS. We believe the COPS Office should streamline
the grant application process by developing an ability for potential applicants
to apply for grants online with the online application data going directly into
a COPS database. Such action should make the application data available to
COPS grant managers more quickly and speed up the grant approval and
award process.

COPS Office officials told us that an online application capability would
be developed as part of the e-government and Public Law 106-107 initiatives
managed by the OMB. The COPS Office created and filled an e-government
program manager position and established a business practices group that
has: 1) gathered information about the COPS Office’s grant management
processes, and 2) analyzed the application processes for the different COPS
grants. The group also plans to develop data elements that are needed for
an electronic application system and provide those elements to the OMB for
approval.

Conclusion

From the inception of the COPS program in 1994, the COPS Office has
relied on OJP to perform services related to the COPS program. The COPS
Office’s reliance on OJP has grown so much that nearly 40 percent of the
COPS Office’s budget was passed through to OJP during FY 2002. Further, in
recent years the COPS Office’s M&A costs per program dollar have been
higher than OJP’s. Also, the COPS Office’s M&A costs per grant administered
have been increasing while OJP’s M&A costs per grant administered have
been decr