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The Program To Develop
Improved Law Enforcement
Equipment Needs To

Be Better Managed

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

Department of Justice

To achieve an effective and efficient equip- ,

ment systens improvement program, the \gég;,‘*’
Administraetion should address the foilowing ““\\\{,
management problems: \ \\‘ o

--Poor management decisions in starting , ng\:f\

the program and in not obtleining data s

to justify latzr funding decisions for : . AN

projects. < ”:: o

PLARY
--lnadequate efforts to disseminate the g\;‘:;\v;u
informatin gained ‘n the program to o

would-be users of such equipment or
practices.

--Poor administrative practices in au-
thorizing and supervising work per-
formed under contract or interagency
agreements.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, C.C. 20548

GENERAL GOVERNMENT
DIVISION

B-171019

The Honorable Richard W. Velde
Administrator, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration

Department of Justice

Dear Mr. Velde:

This report discusses the equipment systems
improvement program, which is carried out by LEAA's
National Institute for Law Erforcement and Crimiral
Justice. The report cites ranagement and adminis-
trative weaknesses that shoild be corrected to make
the program efficilent and effective. We have given
LEAA officials an opportunity to review the report
and have reccgnized their comments where applicable,
We would appreciate being advised of the actions
taken on our recommendations.

We wish to thank your staff for the cooperation

.receivad during the audit.

Sincerely yours,

AgféiﬁML(/)- fﬁZ?f—Z$;~

Daniel F. Stanton
Associate Director
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UNITED STATES GENERAL THE PROGRAM TO DEVELOP
ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT IMPROVED LAW ENFORCEMENT
EQUIPMENT NEEDS TO
BE BEfTER MANACED
Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration
Department of Justice

. Since 1972 the Law knforcement Assistance
Adminictration has committed over $21 million
to a program to develop new or improved
equipment, procedures, and standards to help
improve law enforcement ang criminal justice

* activities in the U.S.

The program is carried out by the Administra-
tion's National Institute of Law Fnforcement
and Criminal Justice.
More than $10 million has been applied to
equipment development, with nine projects
receiving the bulk c¢f these funds. The
projects are:
~-- Tost-effective security alarm,
-~Citizens alarm system.
~-Lightweight body armor.
~~Speaker identification.
--Cargo security.
--Blood and bloodstain analyses.
/

~-Explosives detection and identification.
--Detection of gunshot residue.
~-Police car svstems improvement,

\ These projects appear to have potential for

, improving criminal justice capabilities.

: However, program administration needs to
@ be improved to obtain the best results from

the projects funded. Because of inadeqguate
management practices:

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report 4 GGD=-76~-45%
covzr date should be noted hereon.
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--Inforration had nct been obtain:d to
determine if projects were funded at pro-
per levels to achieve results economically
as goon as poscible. (See pp. 5 and 6.)

-~-The information developed within the
program was not be:ng disseminated promptly
to potential users. (See ch. 3.)

Some practices needing improvement relate to
contract or interagency agreements used. For
example:

--Several modifications of an existing
interagency agreement have involved work
untelated to that authcrized under the
initial agreement,

~~-Administration and Tnstitute officials
have requested additional tasks under tbe
development group's centract without

* notifying the project's monitors.

--Approval of some subcontracts has been
considerably delayed, mainly because of
Institute guvestions related to negotia-
tions carried out without an Institute
representative present. (See ch. 4.)

GAO is recommending several steps that the
Adminictrator, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, should consider to

~-obtain the best results possible from the
program (see p. 7),

--improve its capablility to disseminate
information developed to potential users
more promptly (see p. 12), and

--strengthen administrative practices (see
p. 18).

The Administration -.generally agreed with
GAO's recommendations and pointed out certain
actions already taken or anticipated that
would correct some of the problems noted.
(See pp. 7 and 19.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Voo
\ -

A major activity of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration's (LEAR*s) National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice is the eguipment systems
improvement program (ESIP}. 1/ [LSIP's goal is to assist
lav enforcement and c.iminal justice activitiec bv devel-
oping, demonstrating, and evairuating new or improved
procedures and equipment c<ystems.

To achieve th.s goal, the Institute conceptualized
a program with three components--the analysis group, the
development group, and the standards group--ecach with
specific tasks to »erform.

The analysis group was to act mainly as the Institute's
contact with users and report their equipment-related
problems. It was also to proviie operational requirements
for equipment being developed and support for field testing
and evaiuation of the prototype equipment. The analysis

June 1972 through an interagency agreement with the Air
Fcrce.

+ The development group's major tasks were to (1)
propose solutions for the equipment problems jidentified
by the analysis group and (2) develop the prototype
equipment. 1In Jure 1972 the Aerospace Corporation was e
awarded the tasks of the developmen* group through an
interagency agreemeat with the air Force. In July 1973
the interagency agreement was dJdiscontinued and uLEAA
contracted directly with the Aerospace Corworation.

The standards group was primatily ko (1) develop
voluntary standords detalllng the performauce which
equipment should gzve and the test methods by which the
actual performance is to be measured, (2) prepare
guidelines in nontechnical languare addressed to potential
purchasers and users of the eguipmert, and (3) prepare
technically oriented reports “ased un the g-oup‘'s work.

1/When first ostahlished, ESIP was carried ouit by the
Institute's ‘t.esearch Administration Divisiin. Because
of restructuring within the Institute in fiscal year
1974, ESIP was transferred to the Advanced Technology
DlVlSlUn. Although the divicion has other activities,
this report discusses only ESIP.

-
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group's tasks were awarded to the Mitre Corporation in pi
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The work of the standards group was originally per’Zormed .
by a unit in the National Bureau of Standards under 'an e o
interagency agreement with LEAA, When ESIP vas started,

the responsibility for funding and monitoring the

standards group was transferred to ESIP,

PROGRAM FUNDING

The Institute was establiched within LEAA by the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S5.C. 3701) to encourage r-esearch and development
projects for jmproving and strengthening law enforcement
capabilities. Appropriated funds available to the
institute through fiscal year 1975 totaled $155.9 million.
The following table shows the amount of funds awarded to the
three ESIP groups.

Fiscal yedrs

Group 1972 1973 1974 1375 Total
————————————————— (000 omitted)=mm=mmmm——nools
Analysis $ - $1,175 $1,32¢ $ 235 $ 2,736
Development - 1,850 3,200 5,185 10,235
Standards 1,366 2,337 2,286 1,920 . 7,292
Total 1,366 $5,362 $6,8{i $7,340 $20,880

In addition to the fundiry awarded to the three groups,
the Institute nhas awarded approximately $1 miilion to
another /ederal agency for support work for the lightweight
body armcr project.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Cur review focused on the efficiency and effectiveness
of the Institute's management of ESIP. We interviawed

_appropriate officials and reviewed documentation available

in the LEAA offjces in Washington, D.C., and in the offices
of the three organizations involved in the program,
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CHAPTER 2 ¥

MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN ESIP

Management decisions made in initiating ESIP prevented
the ccncept of using thre= groups from bhecoming a viable
reality. In practice, the analysis group was not effec-
tively used since the Institw.c2 neither waited for itg-
input before starting research projects nor initiated
research in the areas it identified.

In 2ddition, the Institute made funding decisions
without determining what could be accomplished in each
project at various funding levels to insure that the funds
were nsed as effectively as¢ possible. The following
seciions describe major problems that hindered ESIP's
effectiveness.

IMPROPER TIMING REDUCED
NEED I'OR ANALYS1S GROUP

Thé analysis group should have had effectively
functioning field sites fcr a long enough perind to
identify major prcoblems before the Institute selected
research projects. As ESIP was conceptualized, the
analysis grcup's work would insure that the Institute's
research efforts focused on the problems having the
highest priority to the criminal justice community.

However, the Institute failed to wait for the analysis
group to complete its initial task. Instead, it authorized
funding for both the analysis and developmenc groups in
June 1972 and approved the development group's initial
research projects before the analysis group had any field
sites functioning. Thus, Institute management virtually
eliminated the need for the analysis group to identify
problems at the beginning of the program. Institute
officials said that when ESIP was started “hey expected
a substantial future increase in program funding and, as
a result, anticipated that sufficient funds would be
available to develop projects identifisd by the analysis
aroup. However, this substaatial Funding increase did .ot
cz2cur. (Although the standards lab was also funded at the
beginning of ESIP, its wo-k is based on existing equipment
and, as such, its early s-art was not a deterrent to ESIP's
functioning as planned,) .

As previousl: noted, the analysis group was to be _.he
principal contact between the Institute and users and was
to identify equipment problems users experienced. Field
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sites were to he established at law enforcement and criminal
justice agencies, The agencies selected were to be repre-
sentative of all such agencies in the United States so that
their problems would be generally repres ntative of the
Nation as a whole. 1In early 1973 the Insuitute qgave the
analvsis group the addicional responsibility to evaluate
selected arees of crime, criminal justice operations, and
existing equipment.

The analysis group established and staffed eight field
sites between Uctober 1972 and August 1973, Of the eight
sites, six were in police departments, one in a court
activity, and one in a corrections facility. Six were
staifed by tv .~person teams e¢nd two with one person each.

The Institute received the analysis group's first
preliminary reports (problem statements) in June 1973.
By December 1973 the group had submitied about 120 reports,
which generally cited problems noted by the field sites.
Although under the ESIP concept these reports were Lo
identify significant problems, none of the problems identi-
fied were selected for research efforts. Apparently the
Institute did1 not consider *that the areas the analysis group
idzntified had higher priority than the areas authorized
for the development group's resetarch and development.

Research and development requires considerable effort.
It consists cf four or five stages, namely:

-~Problem assessment.
-~Identification and evaluation of potential svlutions.

1

--Prototype feas:ibility assessment.
--Hardware development.
--Field testing and evaluation, if \needed.

This process can regdire funding for several vears.
The ability co start new projects is dependent on either
(1) revising the preosent plan to use funds available through
completion, cancellation, or reduction in the propnsed level
of effort of specific pvojeccs or (2) increcsing the toteal
amount of funds availarle to the program.

In its first year of funding, the devel(pment group
started 10 research projects and allocated all aviilable
funds tn carry out the initial research. The development
group's plan for fiscal year 1974 as approved by the
Institute continued tive of the coriginal proj:cts and



started research in three new areas. The t.rce rnew areas
had nct been identified in the analysis group's preliminary
reports to the Institute before the approval of the
development group's 1974 plan.

In a November 1973 memorancum, the cognizant director
of research programs within the Instit.uce statea:

"* * * Tn terms of output up to now, and the
utility of any future potential output of the
Analysis Group in the total ESIP context, that
expenditure of manpower (approximately 38 persons),
and the atterdant $2M of our funds which sunports
. it, 13 categoricelly indefensible. The plain truth
* ¥ * ig that with our present philosophical con-
straints as to the Institute's percentage eguipment
outlay, the Analyzis droup cannot ever werk effec-
tively or efficiently. * * * the maj~r pcrtion of
both the Mitre field site operation and its
Vashington support staff can Le transferred from
r.3IP without affecting the ecficiency of ESIP in
any major respect. We recommend that action."

The Institute implemented this recommendation in
December 1973, informing the analysis group that its
initial task was being eliminated from ESIP. By aApril
1974 the flield sites had e‘ther been closed or transferred
to other Institute programs. I!lowever, funds werc awarded
in fiscal year 1975 to permit the group to finish ongoing
ESIP activicties. 1In our opinion, the ineSfectiveness oy
the analysis group resulted rrom the Inscitute's funding
the an~_ysis and development groups simultaneously.

NEED_TO OPTIMIZE RESULTS ACHIEVED

Researching and developing new c¢r improved.equipnent
can require severcl years. Since the selected areas
supposedly represent national priority nceds, the Institute
should be striving to finali.> its work in these areas as
soon as possibie. However, tne Instit'te ha: not requested
the development group to estimate completion dates - < the
various projects under different funding levels within the
group's budget constraints.

\ As of Murch 1975 nine major research efforts were
underway, as noted in the following table. Appendix I
briefly describes each project.



Fiscal year

Projects started
Cost—-effective securivy slarm 1973
Citizens alarm system 1973
Lightweight body armor 1973
Speak=r identific=tion 1973
Cargo security 1973
Blcod and nlocd-otain analyses 1974
Ervnicsives detection and identification 1974
petecticn of gunshot res.due 1974
Police car systems improvement 12,3

The five projects started in fiscal year 1973 are
still ongoing. As of March 1975, the develzpgment group
astimated that it would complete work on these projects
in fiscal ycars 1977 or 1978, Funding levels foi the
individual projects (excluding field-testing funding)
have ranged from $60,000 to $500,000 annually, averaging
about §$262,000.

Information from Institute and development group
officials indicates that, for some projects, existing
technology would permit research work tc he done faster
if funding were available. If the funding level is not
adeguate to permit the more concentrated effort, more
time is required to complete the project.

We believe that the Institute shohld try to apply
ESIP funds to achieve the guickest possible results. 1If
some proj.cts could be completed faster'with increased
funding, the Institute should consider this in justifying
the level of funding ultimately approved. If funds
available to ESIP can only maintain minimel levels of
effort, the Institute should consider defe-ring lower
priority projects to accelerate the ccmpletion of more
important ones.

CONCLUSTIONS
An early management decisiorn to fund tle development

and the analysis groups simultaneously virtially eliminated
any impact that the analysis group might havc on the



prugram“s dicection. Maacyement recoanized this fact about
18 months later and dropped the aralysis grou; from the
program.

Other management weakresses in ESIP have not oeen
norrected. The Institute has not requested the develcpoment
group to dei.ermine how long it would take to develep the
various projects at various funding levels within its
funding limitation. Without such information, the Institute
cannot ascertain whether irlividual projects could be com-
pleted faster if higher funding were authc *ized. Institute
managemert <hou'3d have this information te cvaluate the
wisdom of stoppoing some ongo.ng projects or defer+ring the
start of new projects to permit uan earliecr completion of
vital proiects.

RECOMMENDAT1ONS

We recommend tha+ the Administrator, LEAA, optimize,
within the current furding level. the efforts of the
equipment development activi“ics by

--obtaining data {:om the development qgroup contractor
indicating the timec required for completing projects
at various funding ‘c¢wvels within the group's budgel
cornstraints and

~--considering selectinc fewer development projects if
a higher level ¢f Zundinag would accelerate develop-
ment of eyguipment needed by the criminal justice
community.

AGENCY COMMENTS

During a November 11, 1975, meeting, LEAA officials
generally agreed with these recommendations. They said
they had discussefl funding projects at different levels for
their fiscal year 1976 program, although such discussions
were not documented. They indicated that durirg a March
1975 discussion the decision was made to use 1976 funds
ter.tatively scheduled for the gunshot residue project to
instead accelerate the development of the low-cost burglar
alarm system. The gunshot residue project will continue
in fiscal year 1976, using funds carried over from its
fiscal 1975 budget.

@According to the officials, if considered desirable,
such discussions could in the future be documented and thus
be available for review. We believe that it is very
desirable to document such data and discussions tp permit
the agency to compare the accomplishments to the projections

@
\
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throughout the year, Only when such documentation is
avalilable can it be deternined if accurate and compre-
hensive data was used in setting priorities (for example,
deciding that (1) the low-cost burglar alarm svstem had
higher priority than gunshot residue or (2) gunshot recidue
had lover priority than extensive field testing of Iight-
welght body armor, . he early develcr~ant of an improved
police car, -or anv other projects alr=adr uné2rway.)
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NEED FOR EARLIER DISSFMINATICON OF INFORMATION

Information developed under ESIP should he disseminated
as soon as possible. Keeping the informotion on the state-
of-the-art of law enforcement equipment devolopment as
current as poassible is important to help wouid-be purchasers
of such equipment and rescarchers in the same field. At
least two factors prevented timely publication o2f informatioan
developed under ESIP,

LACK OF PFRSCONNEL

Material containing information for dissemination must
undergo a timy»-consuning process of :echnical review and
rewriting to 1nsure that it is factually correct and
understandabla to intended readers. To achiceve timely
publication, the staff level must be sufficient to pernmit
& smooth workflow  We were informed “hat the dissemination
of ESIP material nad been delayed because of a lack of
personnel. *

Standards qroup

The standards group's final tack is 5 submit a
proposed publication to the Institute for approval, publi-
cation, and dissemination. The group rcanires an average
of 10 to 12 months to prepare a proposed publication,
primarily because of its cotablished proccedures for internal
and external reviews. lowever, according ¢ standards group
officials, some delay has been caused by & lack of a writer/
editor to help the assigned staff with the writinag and
rewriting resulting from su-h reviews. \

A standards group official indicanred that he had tried
for over a year to obtain'the authority to hire a writer/
editor because his group cculd not fully'mzet its commitments
to LEAA on a timely basis witn the existinuo staff. The ESIP
project monitor for the standards group aqrre¢d that another
staff memver was needed, but the Institute tad taken no
formal action to supporc the group's reauest.

A standards group official indicated th.t the number
of projects started in the future for the Intiitute would
be reduced to permit the existing staff to ¢lfectively handle
the workload., However, aftcer our field work we were advised
that a writer/editor had been temporarily assigned to the
standards group to expedite report processing.



Institute

The Institute mur' review and approve all documents
developed under the ESIP program before publication. The
publication of some material has been hinderad by a lack
of timely processing within the Institute. The ESIP director
has stated that the ESIP staff was too smail to eff~ctively
handle the monitoring worklcad and ¢he processing of matecrial
for publication. 2s a result, the latter had not receivel
adeguate attention. The staff was generally made up of ‘hree
professional people sharing responsibility for monitoring
ESIP.

d:cording to Institute policy, when a document is
submitted for possible publication, it must first be reviewed
by the project monitor to determine whether it is significant
enough to publish, and if so, it must be reviewed by a person
knowledgeable in the subject area. This second, detailed
review can be performed by either other in-house or non-LEAA
Personnel.

Most documents delayed by the Institute's review
process were prepared by the analysis group. In fiscal
vear 1974 that aroup submitted 20 documents to the Institute,
According to the Institute's project monitor, although he
considered many of the documents worthy of publication, his
workload had prevented him from reviewing these documents or
sending them out for review by persons knowledgeable in the
subject area.

In June 1975 we were informed that a decision had been
made not to publish these reports. Instead, the 20 documents
received from the analysis group, along with a few reports
from the development group or its subcontractors received
during fiscal year 1974, are to be sent to LEMA's National
Criminal Justice Reference Service in the format in which
they were subnitted to the Institute. These reports will
be listed by éhe reference service and will be loaned on
reguest.,

Documents developed on ESIP wcrk and submitted to the

{ Tastitute during fiscal vear 1975 will not be sent to the
. reference service unreviewed. The Institute has placed a

\tewporary staff person in the ESIP area to process the
,reports that the project monitors consider of sufficient
merit to be reviewed for publication. Because of the short
gime that the tempnrary employee has been availakble, we

did not review the impact that that employee has had on
report processing. However, LEAA officiels stated that

the report backlog has boen reduced.

v
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NEED TO USE FASTER METHCDS
TO MZET CURRENT NEEDS

E3IP has funded research in the lightweight body armor
area since fiscal year 1973, We discussed the body armor
effort in a September 1974 letter to thie LEAA Zdministrator
and in subsequer.t meetings with Institute officials, citing
the need for LEAA to quickly disseminate to potential users
the information obtained from laboratory testing. As of
March 1975 the standards group estimated that it would
submit a guideline on body armor to the Institute in
December 1975. Based on past experience, it will require
approximately 10 months to get the document published after
the Institute receives the guidelines.

At least five large police departments havz s“own
interest in purchasing lighu+» ight body armor without
walcing for the ¥Fnstitute's ield test to be completed.
These police departments should have the Institute's
information cn testing methods used, the various areas
to .evaluate when testing the different garments offered
on the market, and the results achieved with various
material tested under ESIP,

Without this information, police departments desiring
to :waluate avoilable garments may use poor, even inap-
propriate, testing methods. For example, according to

-an ESIP official, one police department had used a metal
backing when testing whether the garment would be penetrated
by different caliber bullets. In the ESIP testing, gelatine
backing and clay backing were used, although bhoth were
considered to have deficiencies.

AY
Using a metal backing would make it more difficult to

determine the amount of impact the body would absorb behind
the armor at the point of impact (blunt trauma). This
measurement is considered a key element in testing body
armor. Testing performed for ESIP has indicated that, even
though an armor might not be penetrated by certain types of
bullets, the blunt trauma effect could be unacceptable.
Rather than develop a way to expedite release of the infor-
mation, the Institute chose to use th2 guideline as its
method for wide dissemination even though the guideline
normally requires corsiderable time to prepare and publish.

The Institute should have used a method to circulate
the body armor information that would have reached poten-
tial users much sooner. Such methods as technical magazines
or distribution of information to all State planning agencies
for further dissemination to police departments should have
been considered.

11



After our field work, the Institute awarded a grant
to the Internatisnal Associatira of Chiefs of Police for,
among other things, a National Law Enforcement Equipment
Information Center, which is to focus on the spcedy dis-
semination of information on law enfcrcement products
and equinmznt. The center is to publish a serics of
guarterly summaries, monthly bulletins, caution notices,
and equipment directories written in nontechnical language.
The material presented is to offer the criminal ijustice
community pertinent, concumer~related information.

CONCLUSIONS

At the time of our review, the Institute was not
adequately disseminating the results of its ESIP activi-
ties to potential users. However, it has since taken
some actions that should cause its program results to
reach potential users faster,

Criminal justice agencies will not receive the
full benefit of ESIP's work until project results are
disseminated. Because of this, we telicve that the
Inctitute should review the results achieved with its
increased staffing of ESIP programs and the new methods
ased for disseminating information on its program results
to insure that the changes have caused its research
information co be disseminated in a timely manner.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Administrator, LMAA, review:

--The workload of the standards group in re.ation
to staff capacity and either obtain an increase
in staff or reduce the workload to minimize report
preparation delays.

--The capability of the Institute's ESTP staff to
perform timely reviews of material ,resulting From
ESIP activities when the publication of suach intnr-
matio; would be useful to the criminal justice
commur :ty.

-~The results achieved with its in-house and contracted-

for dissemination methods to insurce thet the basie
information on project results ig available to
potential users as soon as possible.

12
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CHAP1ER 4

NEED TO IMPROVE CONTRACT AND OTHER

ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

During our review of ESIP, we noted several LLEAA
practices that wcakened program administration. We did
not,expand the scope of our review to determine if the
practices were general throughicut LEAA or were applicable
to ESIP oniy. DBut regardless of lhow liaited the following

_practices may h:ve Lk2en, proper contracl. and other adminis-

trative practi.ces should be followed to prevent any
recccvrrences.,

QUESTIONASLE USE OF EXISTING
INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT

The interagency agreement for the servi:es of the
analysis group was modified to include several unrelated
tasks in addition to work performed for ESfL. Failure
to obtain competitive bids whenever possible may have
weakened the Goverament's ability to obtain the best
product at the lowest possible price.

The Institute modified the original agreement with the
analysis group's parent organization (Mitre Corporation) by
adding four unrelated tasks. These modifications increased
the amount of the agreement by $1,668,000. LEAA also
assigned to Mitre another unrelated task amounting to about
$689,000 without modifying the interagency agreement.
Briefly, the five new tasks and the funds involved were:

Forensic l=%nratory project $655,000
Provide acdminigtrative, technical, and

logist.cal support for supplemental
training of crimi-~al justice personnel

for the Office of Technology Transfer 396,000
%Land vehicle locator and tracking system 300,000
brug intercept program 317,000

Law 'enforcement science advisor program
@ for the Oftice of Technology Transfer 689,000

. We did not dctormine if Mitre was the only firm
qualified to handle thesec tasks (as needed to justify
sole=-source procurement) or if the need for igmediate

%
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wor' 2as so great that the Institute was justified in
roreacing the time-consuming competitive process. We did
note that after the agreement was modified Mitre had to
hire a person to manage the f{orensic assignment.

In April 1974 LEAA established a Non-Competitive
Source Selection Revicew Board. This board was to review
proposals for sole-source or noncompetitive procurement:
that exceeded "$10,000, Most of the previously cited .
modifications were made before this board was established.
We have not attempted to evaluate the board's effectiveness
in reducing undesirable contractual methods.

The poor practice of using existing agreements %o
obtain unrelated services was compounded in one instance
when lack of communication between Institute staff and
LEAA cuntracting personn 1 permitted ESIP funds to Le
agplied to a non-ESIP activity that had not even been
incorporated into a formal agreement. 1In fiscal year 1974
the Office of Technology Transfer, another group within
the Institute, selected Mitre to conduct the Law Enforcement
Science Advisor Program. This program basically located
personnel in selected criminal justice agencies, including
some siteg formerly uced for ESIP, to transfer technology
from LEAA to local agencies.

Mitre did the work for the Office of Technology
Transfer and received about $689,000 of ESIP funds even
though the work was not covered by a formal agreement.

The interagency aoreement was never mcdified to reflect
the change in the scope of the work performed. About

6 months after the work was initiated, the interagency
agreement was modified, trarsferring the costs {but not
describing the wnrk that was performed) to the Office of
Technoloqgy Transfer. Goud contract administration would
reguire that, before new tasks are p=rformed, the activity
be authorized under a ncw or existing agreement with the
contractor which prop~rly identifies the Institute program
to be charged.

DEVELUPMENT GROUP'S CONTRACT DID
NOT INCORPORATE AN LFAA DIKECTIVE

LEAA policy prohibits paying consultants at a rate
higher than $135 a day without prior approval from the
LEAA Administrator. In a limited review of the development
group's tinancial reports, we noted that the contractor had
on 11 occasions hired consultants at a rate higher than
$135 a day without receiving LEAA's approval.
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According to development qroup officials, their
contract with LEAA did not reouire them to receive such
approval before hiring a consultant at & rate higher than
$135 per day. They were paying the amoun*t thev considered
reasonable, as allowed by the Federal Procurement Kequlations.

LEAA contract personnel acknowledged that the contract
with the development group did not reauire advance approval
for the high consultant fees. They added, however, that the
matter had been discussed dur.ng contract negotiations and
that, therefore, the development group should have reauested
advance approval for such payments.

To rectify this situation and provide better assurance
that this LEAA policy is properly followed, we recommended
to the LEAA Administrator in a January 8, 1975, letter that
LEAA take appropriatc steps to implement the established
policy goveruing the limitations on consultantg’ fee
payments under this contract.

In response to our le“ter, the Administrator indicated
that the contractor 11l be reqguired to conform to the
acency's policy in the future. 1In addition, the contractor
was reguested to submit justification for paying the con-
sultants at the higher rate. The cost for those consultants
paid more chan *135--approximately $23,000~--will not be
allowable under the contract unless the contractor can show
that this cecst is justified.

In March 1975 the contractor submitted a justification
which we rejected by the ESIP director as insufficient.
Followup on this matter in June 1975 shcwed that the develop-
ment group had not submitted an additioral justification.

NEED TO KEEP PROJECT MONITORS INFORMED

' Certain ESIP staff members have been designated as
project monitors over all or part of one of the ESIP groups.
The monitors should be the major contact between the groups
and the Institute. ,

However, the abiiity of the develcprept group mpnitor
to handle his job properly was adversely a.fected by h.s
not being adviced of all agency reguests -0 his group.
LEAA and Institute officials have requestea the development
group to perform tasks without simultaneously informing
the project's monitor. Such tasks have in:luded doing work
at the Institute itself, analyzing the vesilts achieved by
cther laboratories, and accompanying an LE.A official to
discuss a project related to ESIP, Althouth each task has
generally reguired little effort, the practice of assigning
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REST DOCURAINT AVAILABLE

tasks without notifying project monitors reduces their
ability to adequately oversee the contract. It has caused
confusion and delay in verifying the validity of the
development group's {inancial reports.

The development qroup is to inform the ESIP mon.tor
when it has been requested to perform a task by an LEAA
official outside of FESIP., According to a development
group official, the director of LSIP is aenerally informed
within a month atter the qroup has recei 'd such a reauest.

We believe that thie practice should hc revised to
permit the project mnnitor to adequately rerform his
responsibility. Proper procedurer should call for (1) the
assignment of all new tasks t~ be in writing and (2) all
new casks within the scnpe of twe contract to be processed
through the project monitor.

DELAYS EXPERIENCED IN
APPROVING SUBCONTRACTS

The development group uses subcontractors to perform
much ¢ £ the develcpment work for new or improved equipment.
The Institute's reviews of proposed subcontracts have
delayed the awarding of at least three subcontracts for
more than 2 mounths. Since the developrent group usually
has a person assigned te monitor the subcontract and the
subcontractor is in a positioi to begin ' he work requested,
the delay may result in assigning such p2rsons to unrelated
or low-priority jobs until the wcrk is authorized.

The present procedure calls for the development group

to draft a statement of work relating to the activity to
be subcontracted. This statement is then subitted to an
ESIP monitor feor review. After the ESIP monitor aoproves
the statement of work for the scheduled subcontrect, the
developrent groug sends out requcsts for proposals, rates
tt.e bidders, and’'selects one based on price and capability.
Thie group then negotiater, a subcontract with the selected
bidder. Before the grouap can avard the subcontract as
negotiated, the final version {which could have a modified
statement of work) must be approved by LEAA (i.e., ES1P
monitors and LEBA's contract organization}.

\

i Of 12 subcontracts we looked at, 9 had been approved
by LEAA within 2 months. The approval for the remaining
3 sibcontracts was delayed for from 2 months to more than
4 months because of questions LEAA raised. These questions
could relate to the revisinns to the statement of work.
Since no LEAA officiail is present when the subcontract is
r2gotiated, ESIP personnel usually question any négotiated
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change in the statement of work originally approved in
the request for proposals package.

ESIP personnel can spend considereable time discussing
these changes with development group officials to satisfy
themselves that all changes are acceptable. For example,
the negotiated subcontract for the manufacture of the body
armor was submitted oy the development group in October
1974, but because the Institute determined that some
negotiated modifications to the statement of work were
unacceptable, the subcontract was reopened for bid and not
approved until May 19, 1975,

According to an ES1P monitor, such a change in scope
can come about because tlie area is technically complex
or because the proposed ts \ costs more than the amount
budgeted for it by the development group. If cost is the
problem, ESIP personnel may wish to either reduce the scope
of work to fit the bi dgeted amount or reduce other work
pianned by the development group and apply the extra funds
to the subcontract to achieve tre origiral scope of work.
If ESTIP personnel were present ducring the subconiract
negotiations, such questions could be resolved auickly.

Any delay in approving the subcontract n~t only
delays the project but also usually costs the Government
money because the development personnel assigned to the
area cannot proceed with their work as planned although
they will probably remain on the development group's
payroll. The delay also causes the ESIP technical monitors
to spend a considerable amount cf time on procurement-
related matters, thus possibly detracting from their
technical monitoring of other activities under the
contract. ®

Gecaure of delays beina expe-ienced at LEAA in
approving some subcon‘.racts nego:ciated by the development
group, LEAA should consider having a representative
(contract officer or ESIP monitor) present at negotiations
of major subcontracts,

FUNDS OBLIGATED BEYOND FISCAL YEAR NEEDS

Under LEAA's interagency agreement for the standards
group, the annual LEAA allocation of funds to the group
has been based on total estimated funding of some projects
rather than on annual needs. Because of the procedures
involved in developing standards and guidelin:g, most of
the proiects take longer than a2 year to complet:«. As a
resul*, cizeable amounts of funds have been car.ied over
froin year to year. The carryover amounted to about
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$490,000 from fiscal year 1973 to fiscal year 1974 and
about $660,000 fros fiscal year 1974 co fiscal year 1975,

The standards group, a part of the National Bureau of

Standards, submits a work plan to ESIP showing the projects

t proposes to start for ESTP during the coming fiscal year.
The group's 1973 and 1974 plans show for some projects the
estimated cost of the entire project, some of which required
up to 2 years to complete. LEAA authorized fundin, the
total projected cost of the projects from its curient
n0- year funds.

Since the standards group is fol.owing procedure:
establicshed bv the National Bureau of Standaris in n2.forming
its work for ESIP, the length of time to complete an ESIP
project can probably be realistically estimated. The first
26 projects the group completed for ESIP took ar. aver-ge of
26 months to complete.

Althcugh the Insticute's funds are no-year appropri
ations, we believe funds LEAAM allocates for the standards
group should be based or. the estimated needs for a fiscal
year,

.

CONCLIUSION

We believe the aforementioned weakne.scs 1ndicate
that efforts are needed to strengthen th: contract and
administrative practices associated witn ESIP.

RECOMMENDATIONS .

We recommend that the Admlnlstrator, LBAA, improve
internal practices as follows.

-~lmprove and enfcrce procedures to (1) reguire
existing contracts and interagenty agreements to
bo modified pefore services are performed and (2)

sure that the preject monitor is notified when
an additional task is to be assigned under the
current contract.

--Fund proiects on the basis of annual reguirements
to avoid large carryovers of funds.

--Congider designeting an appropriate o.ficial to

attend the development contractor's neaotiation
with potential subcontractors to minirnize delays.

18
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AGENCY COMMENTS

LEAA officials agr that contractual modifications
should be completed bef gservices are performed and
indicated that they wi alke steps to insure that this

procedure is followed ... the future,

LEAA officials also ayreed that fiscal needs should
be expressed in terms of those moneys that can be realis-
tically obligated within a fiscal year. They stated that
the internal practice we cited-~the full funding of a
proiect reguiring more than one fiscal year to complete--
ie no longer followed. Projects will be funded only for
costs anticipated during the funding year.

Thé officials also indicatad tlhat they would review
their procedures relating to processing subcontracts with
a view toward accelerating the process. They will seri-
ously consider having an LEAA representative attend
negotiation sessions involving major subcontracts.
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APPENDIX 1 APPENDIX I

DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR PROJECTS

A brief discussion of the nine ongoing dJevelopment
projects follows.

COST-EFFECTIVE SECURITY ALARM

This project was based nn the apparent need for a
low-cost, reliable burglar a. arm system.

Installing the special wiring needed for transmission
is a major element in the cost of traditional alarm systems.
The system being developed under this program will usc
normal houschold wiring to tranitmit the alarm, thus “owering
the cost considerably. The sys*tem i& alzo designed t»
minimize the technical and human factors that lead to Ialse
alarms, The number of false alarms being transmitted by’
present systems detract from their effectiveness.

For sal field testing and.evaluation are planned to
stort in late fiscal year 1977.

CITIZENS ALARM SYSTEM

This j'roject was based on the concern over crimes
involving personal attack (such as rape, robLery, murder,
and assault). A miniaturized personal alarm was developed
to be worn inconspicuously as a watch ~r pendant. When
activated, it should emit a silent alarn. signaling police
or security personnel that the wearer necls help. The
transmitter shounld automaticaliy identity vhe indivigual
and pinpoint uls location. Although the :zesent system
was designed for use within a very limited area, woca has
¢lmost been comwpleted to expand its range.

In iate fiscal year 1976, the fieid demonstration is
exvnected to begin 'tu evaluate the equipment and assess
both police and public recsponse to it.

LIGHIAEIGHT BODY ARMOR

This program was initiated to develop flexible
protective ygarments for public officials and law enforcement
officers. The garments developed in vir> projectc are designed
to stop handguns of 38 caliber and below.

SPEAKER IDENTIFICATION

This project was to develop equipment and techniques
to identify an indivicdual from his recorded voice and speech

20
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in an objective, quantitative, and scientifically acceptable
manner. The court acceptance of evidence based on current
voice spectrogram eguipment depends mainly upon the skill

or the examiner interpreting the results.

A prototype cemlautomatic speaker identification
system is tentatively scheduled to be tested in a crime
lahoratory and formally field lested during fiscal year
1976.

1

CARGO SECURITY

- The initial task under this project was development of
a truck antihijacking system capable of detecting a hi-
jacking and providing vehicle identification and location to
a monitoring authority. During fiscal year 1974 the prnject
was broadened %o include the capability to detect 311 cate-
gories of vehicle-rclated cargo theft, including tueft of
parked cargo trailers.

‘Pilot field testing and evaluaticn are planned to
start in late fiscal ycar 1976.

BLOOD AND BLOODSTAIN ANALYSES

In fiscal year 1974 the Institute authorized the
development group to start a program to improve blood
analysis methodology to insure its greater use in law
~iaforcement. One program objective is the development of
selianle, easy-to-use analysis procedures and eguipment
euaitable for crime laboratory use.

Since human blood is a cluoe often found at the scene
of the crime, relating the blood scmple to an individual
would be-a valuable means of identification. In _spite of
this potential for individualization, a tully practical
applicatiuvn of blood analysis to law enforcement has yet
to be developed in tte United Scates.

{
EXPLOSIVES DETECTION AND IDENTIFTCATICN

:This project, a joint effort of LEAA and %he Department
of the Treasury, was started during fiscal year 1974 because
of the increasing numbers of bomb threats and actual bombings.
At that time the project initiated the rollowing three efforts:

QLDetermlnlnq the feasibility of detecting explosives
by sulfur hexafluoride vapors emanating from a "tag"
of this coumpound added to the explosive during its
manutalture,
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-~Investigating explosive taggants as a means of
identifying the manu.acturer of the explosive

after detonation.

--Developing the capability for detecting explosxves
to whlch no taggent has been added.

DETECTION OF GUNSHOT RESIDUE

This project was initiated during fiscal year 1974 to
develop fast, reliable, and inexpensive techniguess and
equipment for use by crime labhoratories to detect gunshot
residue on suspects' hands end around bullet wounds.
the only currently acceptable
method of detecting qunshot residue, is not widely used
because sending samples to one of the few laboratories
capable of providing this service is inconvenient.

Neutron activation analysis,

POLICE TAR SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENT

This project was initi-~ied in f.scal year 1975
basically to improve police vehicles., Items to be con-
sidered for adaptation to police vehicles include micro-
in~car printer, and recorder.

computers, slow-scan video,

Ways to improve vehicle safety,

.will also be considered.
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PRINCIPAL LEAA OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

From To
ADMINTSTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION:
Richard W. Velde Sept. 1974 Present
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Mar. 1973
Vacant June 1970 May 1971
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 1468 June 1970
DIRECTOR, NATTONAL INSTITUTE OF
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL
JUSTICE:
Gerald M. Caplan Oct. 1973 Present
Harry A. Scarr (acting) July 1973 Oct. 1973
Martin B. Danziger . Feb. 1872 July 1973
Martin B. Danziqger {acting) Aug. 1971 Feb. 1972
Irving L. Slott (acting) May 1970 Aug. 19071
Henry S. Ruth July 1969 May 1970
Robert Emerich (acting) Mar. 1969 July 1969
Ralph Siu Oct. 1968 Mar., 1969
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